
Whipps Cross Hospital Outline Planning application  

General 

1. My comments mainly refer to the Transport aspects of the application.  They reflect my 

participation in the Transport Focus Group run by Barts Trust and a survey of some 

Redbridge residents (including some staff, relatives of patients and patients of Whipps) 

carried out by Redbridge Liberal Democrats. 

2. The Appendix (T) recording the comments from the Transport Focus Group very accurately 

records the comments and concerns raised in that forum.  It is all the more disappointing 

therefore that the outline planning application appears to take virtually no notice of any of 

the points made there.     

3. The chapter (14) devoted to transport is apparently based on a ‘desk study’ which bears only 

a passing resemblance to reality.  It repeatedly uses the word ‘negligible’ to describe the 

estimated effect of the new developments (hospital and residential) on local public 

transport services.  That is simply implausible, inaccurate and basically lazy. 

4. For example, as a general point, nowhere is it acknowledged that the majority of the 

patients and probably many of the visitors will, by virtue of infirmity and/or age, be less 

mobile than the ‘average’ person and therefore their ability to walk, cycle or use public 

transport is less.  It is a HOSPITAL which exits to serve SICK PEOPLE.  (The architect who 

spoke at the Transport Focus Group also seemed unaware of that dimension.)   

5. No details are given of how the parking for residents, staff, commercial vehicles and visitors 

will be delineated so that each group parks only in their designated areas. 

Specific comments - Drop-off point 

6. One of the points frequently made in the Focus group and in the Lib Dems survey was the 

importance of having adequate drop-off points for people arriving by car (not necessarily 

parking, but e.g. minicabs).  Given the unreliability of local bus services (see below) many 

patients especially those needing to meet appointments will chose that form of travel.  

However the outline application says nothing about this – possibly it is expected that all car 

arrivals will have to go into the multi-story car park – and pay? - where presumably they 

would be able easily to find wheelchairs if necessary and walk across the bridge into the 

hospital.  Or would they?  

7. I suggest that it is more likely that drop-offs would take place unofficially in the roads around 

the hospital and generally cause chaos.  This matter must be addressed more thoroughly in 

the application. 

8. (Paras. 5.6.1 and 14.6.54)  The number of Blue Badge spaces has been estimated according 

to ‘London Plan standards’ – does that refer explicitly to hospitals?  And you cannot assume 

that everyone without a Blue Badge does not have mobility problems. 

Chapter 2  

9. 2.8 – references to walking from public transport stations – Over- and Underground – simply 

irrelevant for all but the fittest – even fit residents will not want to walk that far in the dark 

or bad weather.. 

10. 2.86 – nothing acknowledged here about the capacity and reliability of local bus services, 

which are critical to the assessment of the necessary provision of buses. 

11. Reference to car club bays (2.10.1) – all of them seem to be some distance from the site so it 

is unlikely they would be used. 



Specific points on Chapter 14 – transport 

12. Construction workers – 14.6.12, 13, 14 and 15 – this section is egregious nonsense.  

Construction workers will not be travelling outside peak travel times.  It is news to me that 

peak travel occurs only after 0800 or 1830.  Those are peak times.  For example, peak travel 

time on the North Circular begins at about 0600.  Construction workers will park anywhere 

and everywhere and they will overrun local bus services.  More must be done to 

accommodate them – the problem cannot simple be dismissed because it would be difficult 

to resolve.     

13. Para 14.6.29 – 31 This section illustrates the inadequacy of a calculation made by reference 

only to theoretical analysis with no reference to on-the-ground reality.  No prediction of 

usage is valid unless it takes account of the capacity of the actual buses use on certain 

routes, or their timetabled frequency, or their actual reliability dependent of traffic 

conditions along their routes.  Usage will also vary according of the time of year and the 

weather.  An ‘average’ in this context is meaningless if the services cannot cope with the 

peaks.   

14. This section predicts that any changes to bus usage will be ‘negligible’ – a word used with 

frequency here.  This is also egregious nonsense.  For example, where bus services are 

already overcrowded (e.g. the W12 from South Woodford or the 257 from Leytonstone   

Station) even a small increase in usage will have a serious detrimental effect.  The vehicles 

currently used on the W12 route are very small (as they have to be to navigate its route) and 

so an increase of 2.5 extra passengers (para 14.6.43) or 5 extra passengers (14.6.78 – make 

up your mind) is a significant increase.  Is it acceptable that sick and elderly people (para 4 

above) and exhausted NHS staff have to wait possibly over an hour to get on a bus?  (The 

W12 runs twice an hour -  see para 22 below). 

15. Para 2.8.8 (residents’ travel patterns) and 14.6.44 states that the removal of a bridge on the 

Whipps site will enable the use of double-decker buses on some route including the W12.  

Such buses could not be used on that route because of constraints elsewhere. 

16. Calculations based on averages over whole bus routes will fail to reflect the fact of high 

usage at peak times over parts of the route.  For example the Focus Group related that the     

is heavily overcrowded when the schools start and finish. 

17. 14.6.31 states that ‘no changes to existing bus routes are envisaged’ – it is not clear whether 

this refers to the geographical routes or the general service provided.  Either way that 

proposition is nonsense since if the aim of reducing car use in trips to the hospital is to be 

realised there will have to be improvements to the public transport offer.  Indeed in 14.6.54 

it says that it is ‘not clear if and when TfL will phase in these improvements’ – which implies 

that it is expected that there will be improvements. 

18. I am aware that there are ongoing discussions with TfL about public transport to Whipps 

Cross.  It will be hard for the Council to make decisions on a planning application without 

having at least some indication of what changes TfL might be willing to make.  However it 

can be stated that without significant improvement the aim of reducing car use will simply 

not be met – and the outline planning permission should allow flexibility to cope with that 

eventuality.  TfL should be pressed to make some commitments sooner rather than later. 

19. Finally 14.6.44 refers to bus stop improvements (desperately needed) but no information is 

given as to what those improvements might be and where the bus stops would be sited. 

 

 



Summary of responses to points raised in consultation 

20.  This section accurately reflects that fact that Redbridge Council has not engaged fully 

enough with the consultation process on this development.  For example on page 36 it is 

stated that Waltham Forest has allocated an extra £12m for community services to help to 

provide more support in the community.  If Whipps is to achieve its proposed reduction in 

the number of beds it MUST secure more commitment from Redbridge to fund the social 

services necessary. 

21. In response to concern about the number of beds it is stated that Whipps could expand 

further if needed.  Where would that be – on the same site or elsewhere?  If on the same 

site what would be the implications in planning terms? 

22. It is noted that a proportion of ‘affordable’ housing is promised but there seems to be no 

mention of ‘social’ housing.  There should be such provision including some for hospital 

staff. 

23. Our survey revealed that many would-be cyclists and pedestrians were concerned about 

safety on the roads leading to Whipps and that should be explicitly addressed. 

24. Most people were happy with a Multi-storey car park but issues of security need to be 

specifically addressed. 


