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1 INTRODUCTION  

1.1 This statement forms the Full Statement of Case in respect of an appeal made under section 

78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, by Uxbridge Property Ltd, (“the Appellant”), 

against the decision by the London Borough of Hillingdon (“the Council”) to grant Prior 

Approval subject to a planning condition to secure on-site parking. The application for Prior 

Approval was pursuant to Class P, Part 3, Schedule 2 of the Town and Country Planning 

(General Permitted Development) Order (England) (2015) (as Amended).   

1.2 The application was allocated reference number 1654/APP/2017/2801 (“the Prior Approval”) 

by the Council and the description of development reads as follows:  

“Change of use from Use Class B8 (Storage or Distribution Centre) to Use Class C3 
(dwellinghouse) for 6 x 1 bed flats (Prior Approval).” 

1.3 The application for prior approval was submitted on 28 July 2017, made valid by the Council 

on 7 August 2017 and approved, subject to conditions, on 6 December 2017. The Decision 

Notice is included at Appendix 1 and the Officer Report is included at Appendix 2.  

1.4 Prior Approval was granted for the conversion of the existing building to form 6 residential 

units, subject to four conditions.  Condition 1 read as follows:  

Notwithstanding the hereby approved drawing ref: JM043 - BPS - GA - 900, prior to 

occupation of the development, the following shall be provided on site: 

1. 3 car parking spaces with markings 

2. Secure and covered cycle parking spaces to be provided for 7 bicycles as a minimum 

Thereafter, they shall be permanently retained and used for no other purpose. 

Reason: To ensure adequate parking is provided and to promote sustainable modes of 

transport, in accordance with policies AM2, AM7 and AM14 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: 

Part Two – Saved UDP Policies (November 2012) and policies 6.3, 6.9, and 6.13 of the 

London Plan (2016). 

1.5 Class P.2 b(ii) states that the transport and highways impacts of a development must be 

assessed as part of the Prior Approval process and paragraph 32 of the NPPF states that 

development should only be prevented or refused on transport grounds where the residual 

cumulative impacts of development are severe.    

1.6 National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) states that when used properly, planning 

conditions can enable development proposals to proceed where it would otherwise be 

necessary to refuse planning permission, by mitigating against the adverse effects of a 

development.  Paragraph 206 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states 

that planning conditions should only be imposed where they are necessary; relevant to 

planning; to the development to be permitted; enforceable; precise; and reasonable in all 

other respects.  

1.7 The Appellant’s opinion is that Condition 1 imposed on the Prior Approval is not necessary 

to make the development acceptable in planning terms and without it, the highways impact 

of the development would not be so severe as to warrant the refusal of Prior Approval.  
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1.8 Compelling evidence demonstrates that the development would not cause unacceptable 

highways stress. This was submitted alongside the original Prior Approval application, 

including a Transport Statement and Parking Survey by Cottee Transport Planning (July 

2017), which is submitted to the Inspector as part of this Appeal.  An additional Technical 

Transport Note (June 2018) prepared by Kronen Transport Ltd is submitted in support of 

this Appeal.  

1.9 Within this statement we will also demonstrate that Condition 1 is not necessary in planning 

terms and that the Council failed to have proper regard to the material considerations 

relevant to the determination of the Prior Approval.  Following a review of the original 

submission documents and the additional justification within this statement, the evidence 

before the Inspector demonstrates that, taking into account material considerations, it is not 

reasonable or necessary for the Prior Approval to be subject to this condition.   

1.10 A copy of the original Prior Approval application and all associated documents submitted to 

the Council accompany this Appeal.  

1.11 This statement sets out the context of the appeal site in Section 2 and Section 3 details the 

subject of the appeal and course of the prior approval application. Section 4 focuses on 

grounds of appeal and provides analysis of the evidence to demonstrate that the condition 

is not necessary in planning terms. A summary and conclusion to the Appeal statement can 

be found at Section 5. 
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2 CONTEXT OF APPEAL SCHEME 

The Appeal Site 

2.1 44 Waterloo Road is located within Uxbridge, some 500m south west of the town centre 

boundary.  The site itself is located to the west of Waterloo Road, in a locality that is 

predominantly characterised by residential development.  A three storey building of 

residential flats is located to the north of the site, an industrial building is located to the south 

of the site, with residential development beyond. The remainder of the road is occupied by 

two storey Victorian terraces to the north and more modern residential development 

comprising of flats and houses to the south.  A plan indicating the extent of the site is 

included below for reference.  

 
Site plan illustrating extent of the site 

2.2 The Prior Approval scheme has been implemented on site and the building has undergone 

conversion works to form the 6 residential units as per the approval; these works are now 

substantially complete.   

2.3 The site is located a 11 minute walk from Uxbridge Tube Station and has a manual PTAL of 

3, with a TfL approved PTAL of 2.  

2.4 LB Hillingdon’s Adopted Policies Map does not designate the site as a particular use, nor is 

the site over washed by any designations protecting the visual quality of the landscape.  

Heritage Constraints  

2.5 44 Waterloo Road is not a statutorily or locally listed building, nor does the site fall within the 

setting of any listed buildings. The site is not located in a Conservation Area.  
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Flooding Considerations 

2.6 The site is located within Flood Zone 1 which is defined by the Environment Agency as land 

having a less than 1 in 1,000 annual probability of river or sea flooding.  The flood risk at 

the site is therefore low.   

Planning History  

2.7 Relevant planning applications relating to the site are listed below.  

- 1654/APP/2017/4626 - Installation of 12 x dormers to create additional habitable roof 

space, alterations to windows and doors and alterations to external materials. 

Approved 12 February 2018  

- 1654/APP/2017/2801 - Change of use from Use Class B8 (Storage or Distribution 

Centre) to Use Class C3 (dwellinghouse) (Prior Approval). Approved 6 December 2017 

- 1654/D/93/0467 - Change of use from church hall to Class B8 (storage and distribution 

of used car spares) (retrospective application).  Approved 1993  

- 1654/B/92/0153 - Change of use from church hall to Class B8 (storage and distribution 

of used car spares) (retrospective application). Refused 1992 

2.8  Photographs included below show the building (prior to conversion and subsequent 

alterations pursuant to planning permission reference 1654/APP/2017/4626 relating to roof 

alterations) within the street scene of Waterloo Road.   

 
View looking north along Waterloo Road showing site to the west  

 
View looking south along Waterloo Road showing site to the east  
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3 SUBJECT OF APPEAL  

3.1 Prior Approval was granted on 6 December 2017 for the Change of use from Use Class B8 

(Storage or Distribution Centre) to Use Class C3 (dwellinghouse) for 6 x 1 bed flats.  In 

granting the Prior Approval, the Council made the assessment against the tests of Class P 

and were satisfied that the development would meet the relevant criteria for this change of 

use.  Class P.2 (b) sets out that local planning authorities should assess the following 

considerations in relation to the proposed development:  

(i) impacts of air quality on the intended occupiers of the development;  

(ii) transport and highways impacts of the development,  

(iii) contamination risks in relation to the building,  

(iv) flooding risks in relation to the building, 

(v) noise impacts of the development, and  

(vi) where the authority considers the building to which the development relates is 

located in an area that is important for providing storage or distribution services 

or industrial services or a mix of those services, whether the introduction of, or 

an increase in, a residential use of premises in the area would have an adverse 

impact on the sustainability of the provision of those services,  

and the provisions of paragraph W (prior approval) of this Part apply in relation to 

that application. 

3.2 The Officer Report is attached at Appendix 2 and pages 8- 10 provide a written commentary 

of the assessment made in relation to the above considerations and clearly confirms that 

there was no objection to the development in terms of air quality, flooding, noise, 

sustainability of storage and distribution services, or contamination (subject to a condition 

securing a Phase 2 environmental report).  

3.3 In assessing the highways impacts, the Officer Report concludes that the highways impacts 

of the development are acceptable, subject to conditions, namely Condition 1 which secures 

that 3 car parking spaces with markings shall be marked out on site prior to occupation and 

shall be permanently retained and used for no other purpose.   Comments within the Officer 

Report clearly set out the Council’s position that if on-site parking is not provided, Prior 

Approval would not be granted.  

3.4 Consultee comments are included on page 5-6 of the Officer Report (Appendix 2) and these 

are based on the original submission documents that did not offer any on-site parking.  The 

Council’s Highways Team provide the following justification as to why the development is 

not acceptable without on-site parking:  

- ‘The street is subject to significant levels of parking stress as few properties have off-

street car parking.  Next door to the subject property is two old blocks of flats (36 flats) 

with no off-street car parking provided.’ 
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3.5 Properties not having off-street parking is not in itself evidence of parking stress.  The 

Council do not provide any tangible evidence of the parking stress that they make reference 

to.  Furthermore, the type of housing along Waterloo Road is varied and whilst the Appellant 

acknowledges that there are terraced houses and two blocks of 36 flats that do not have 

off-street parking, there is a high volume of off-street parking provided within the vicinity of 

the site, with a total of 185 off-street parking spaces within the 200m survey area. 

Additionally, there are 5 Council-owned garages available to rent on Waterloo Road 

(£31/month) and a further 4 on Austin Waye (£31/month).  The image below illustrates the 

pockets of off-street parking in the area surrounding the appeal site, some of which serve 

relatively modern development and is symptomatic of ridged enforcement of historic parking 

standards in the Borough.  More recently, there has been a clear shift in highways and 

transport policy enunciated by central government but especially within London Boroughs, 

that now signals a clear move away for the provision of on-site parking and reliance on 

private vehicle ownership.   

 
Image to illustrate pockets of off-street parking close to the site  



 

10  

3.6 The Highways Officer response then goes on to say:  

- TS cites the TfL webcat PTAL value of 0 and then goes on to carry out a site calculation 

that suggests that the site has a value of 2 (poor) which re-inforces the reliance on 

private car use with the nearest station over 900m away. 

3.7 The manual PTAL of the site is demonstrated to be 3, detailed in paragraph 2.21 and 2.22 

of the Transport Statement by Cottee (July 2017) submitted with the original Prior Approval, 

however this is overlooked by the Highways Officer in their response, which maintains that 

occupiers of the site will rely on a private car.  It is the view of the Appellant that that this 

ridged opinion of the Highways Officer is unfounded.  The Appeal site is an 11 minute walk 

from Uxbridge tube station and the amenities of the town centre which significantly alleviates 

reliance on private cars.  The units will be marketed to the first time buyer market, with the 

short walking distance to the station as a key attraction. The Institution of Highways 

Document “Guidance for Providing Journeys on Foot”, which suggests that an acceptable 

commuter walking distance is 1km and the preferred maximum walking distance is 2km.  

The appeal site is 0.95km from Uxbridge Tube Station and 0.8km from the amenities of the 

Town Centre.  

3.8 The Highways Officer goes on to make reference to the parking surveys conducted at the 

site and states: 

- In the case of no on-site car parking the TS has included the results of car parking stress 
surveys taken over 2 days in an area within 200m of the site which included Waterloo 
Road, Fray's Waye and Austin's Waye. Those surveys showed that there were sections 
of Waterloo Road that were subject to 74% parking stress.….This arrangement would 
mean concentrated parking stress in the vicinity of the site. 

- The applicant wishes to develop a site that would undoubtedly cause greater concern 
to local residents that already have to search for on-street car parking spaces. On the 
basis of the above comments I suggest that you should refuse the application on the 
grounds of no off-street car parking being provided. 
 

3.9 This rationale given by the Highways Officer is deeply flawed as it makes unsubstantiated 

assertions in relation to the presence of parking stress, fails to take account of material 

considerations and deviates from the clear planning policy in relation to highways.  At the 

highest point of stress on Waterloo Road, there were 27 car parking spaces available on 

Waterloo Road and a total of 42 parking spaces within 200m of the site. It is unreasonable 

to conclude that 69% stress (42 parking spaces in a 200m area) amounts to high parking 

stress and goes against the grain of decision making in numerous appeals, cited in Section 

4 of this statement.  

3.10 It should be noted that Condition 1 also makes reference to cycle parking and whilst the 

Appellant has no objection to this element of the condition, it is not necessary to make the 

development acceptable in planning terms as para W of the GPDO secures that prior 

approval developments must be built out in accordance with the approved plans unless 

otherwise agreed in writing with the local planning authority. The approved plans showed 

the cycle parking.  

3.11 In relation to car parking on-site, the Appellant asserts that Condition 1 is unnecessary and 

was imposed on the basis of flawed reasoning, with no evidence provided by the Council to 
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suggest that without Condition 1, the resultant highways impacts flowing from the 

development would be so severe as to make the development unacceptable.    

3.12 The effect of the removal of this condition would be that all of the six approved residential 

units would be eligible to apply for parking permits within the CPZ and park on street within 

the hours that the CPZ is operational between 9am and 5pm each day. For the reasons set 

out within Section 4 of this statement, this would not result in unacceptable impact on the 

highways network. It is important to note that the prior approval consent was not subject to 

any condition or planning obligation that controlled the ability of the units to apply for parking 

permits, thus currently all 6 of the units have the ability to apply for permits and three units 

were approved without on-site parking.   

Chronology of Prior Approval Application  

3.13 The application for prior approval was made valid on 7 August 2017 and was not determined 

until 6 December 2017.  The protracted nature of the application is directly attributed to the 

dialogue relating to the highways considerations at the site. A timeline below provides an 

overview of the course of the application.  The purpose of detailing these protracted 

negotiations is to demonstrate that clear and precise evidence by planning and transport 

professionals was submitted during the determination of the application, yet the Council 

failed to take account or to attribute proper weight to this material and did not provide any 

evidence to the contrary, save for vague and generalised assertions referring to 

unsubstantiated ‘knowledge’ of parking stress.  The chronology of the application was as 

follows:  

- 28 July 2071 - Prior approval application submitted. 

- 7 August 2017 - Application made valid and allocated reference number 

1654/APP/2017/2801. 

- 25 August 2017 - Case Office Maria Tomalova had phone discussion with Agent 

expressing concerns in relation to the principle of the use, quality of accommodation 

and highways impacts.  It was of concern to the Applicant that the Case Officer 

commented on the principle of residential use at the site and quality of accommodation, 

as these considerations fall outside the scope of prior approval.  

- 1 September 2017 – Email from Highways Officer John Preston confirms the application 

is not acceptable based on the low PTAL score of the site.   

- 12 September 2017 – During a phone conversation between Agent and John Preston 

confirmed that pressure from Councillors and Residents was the basis for concern 

relating to highways impacts of the scheme.  

- 21 September 2017 – Letter sent from Agent RPS CgMS explaining the justification for 

why the development would not result in unacceptable levels of highway stress 

(Appendix 3).   

- 3 October 2017 – Draft refusal Officer Report emailed to applicants (Appendix 4) which 

cited highway impacts and the lawful use of the building as draft reasons for refusal.  A 

response by the Agents is provided at Appendix 5.  
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- A meeting was held on 3rd October between Case officer Maria Tomolova, Highways 

Officer John Preston, Planning Agents Alun Evans and Lotte Hirst of RPS CgMs, and 

the representative for the Applicant Lance Calder.  John Preston confirmed at the 

meeting that the development would be acceptable if a planning condition was imposed 

to restrict the future occupiers from applying for parking permits.  This was agreed as 

acceptable and an extension of time was agreed.  

- 1 November 2017 - John Preston then contacted the Agent to state that the scheme 

must be secured as car-free via a legal agreement rather than a condition and that the 

application must be determined at Planning Committee (Email enclosed at Appendix 

6).  

- Extension of time was agreed by the Applicant until 11 December 2017 to allow for the 

committee date and for UU to be signed prior to issue of decision.  

- 17 November 2017 – Email from John Preston confirmed that Head of Planning James 

Rodger would not accept a car-free scheme in a low PTAL area and that the application 

was being taken ‘back in house’ (note, LB Hillingdon outsource applications to external 

company Terraquest).  The relevant thread of emails is enclosed at Appendix 7. 

- 17 – 23 November 2017 – Series of emails from Applicant to the Council without 

response (please refer to emails at Appendix 8, which set out in detail the evidence in 

relation to highways impacts of the scheme).  

- 23 November 2017 – Response from James Rodger, Head of Planning including 

justification on the Council’s opinion that the scheme was unacceptable as car-free and 

that provision of on-site parking was necessary to make the development acceptable in 

planning terms. Please refer to the email and document at Appendix 9.  

- 23 November 2017 – Email responses by Applicant.  Please refer to the content of the 

email at Appendix 10 which provide clear and compelling justification as to why the 

development is acceptable in highways terms. 

- 27 November 2017 – Email from Applicant to Council (following no response to email 

dated 23 November).  Content includes further justification as to why the development 

should not be refused on highways grounds.  Amended site plan included which 

illustrates three on-site parking spaces (Please refer to emails at Appendix 11). 

- 1 December 2017 – Counsel’s Opinion sent to Head of Planning James Rodger setting 

out why it would be unreasonable to refuse the application on highways grounds 

(Appendix 12).  

- 1 – 4 December 2017 – Email exchange in an attempt to discuss over the phone with 

James Rodger (Appendix 13).   

- 4 December 2017 – Phone conversation between James Rodger and Applicants during 

which it was confirmed that the revised provision of 3 on-site spaces was acceptable 

and could be approved on this basis.  

- 6 December 2017 – Prior Approval Decision Notice issued based on revised scheme 

with three on-site parking spaces.   
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3.14 During the course of the prior approval application, the Appellant provided sound, 

professional and empirical evidence to the Council including parking surveys undertaken in 

accordance with the Lambeth Methodology and Transport Assessments by reputable 

Transport Planners (July 2017), at significant financial and time cost, but the Council 

overlooked or disagreed with this information without providing any evidence or detailed 

reasoning to support their position.   
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4 GROUNDS OF APPEAL  

4.1 The Appellant puts forward that Condition 1 of prior approval reference  

1654/APP/2017/2801 is not reasonable or necessary to make the development acceptable 

in highways terms.  

4.2 Paragraph 206 of the NPPF states that planning conditions should only be imposed where 

they are necessary, relevant to planning and to the development to be permitted, 

enforceable, precise and reasonable in all other respects.   

4.3 In this instance, Condition 1 fails to meet the tests set out in paragraph 206 of the NPPF as 

it is not necessary in planning terms, nor is it reasonable to impose such a condition without 

sound justification to do so. Based on the evidence provided during the course of the Prior 

Approval application and the additional evidence before the Inspector, we respectfully 

request that the Inspector finds in favour of the removal of Condition 1.  

Relevant Planning Policy and Legislation  

4.4 Class P2. (b)(ii) of the GPDO states that the Council are required to consider transport and 

highways impacts of the development.  Whilst the legislation provides no defined parameters 

or standards in relation to the threshold for highways impacts, it is reasonable to base the 

assessment on planning policy.   

National Planning Policy Framework (2012)  

4.5 Paragraph 32 of the NPPF states that development should only be prevented or refused on 

transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development are severe.  The 

NPPF further acknowledges an overall need to reduce the use of high emission vehicles and 

where possible, encourage the use of more sustainable modes of transport; walking, cycling 

or public transport.  

Minor Alterations to the London Plan (2016) and Draft New London Plan (2018) 

4.6 The adopted and emerging London Plan advocates that car-free development should be the 

starting point for all development proposals in places that are (or are planned to be) well-

connected by public transport, with developments elsewhere designed to provide the 

minimum necessary parking (‘car-lite’).  This is consistent with central government’s aims to 

reduce reliance on private car ownership.  

Hillingdon Local Plan – Saved UDP Polices (2007)  

4.7 We acknowledge the Borough’s adopted and emerging policies on vehicle parking in new 

developments, although the Saved UDP Polices (2007) are out of date and the emerging 

Development Management Plan (2015) is not yet adopted.  These polices should be 

attributed limited weight and the starting point for the decision maker should be the London 

Plan, with the NPPF providing a strong material consideration.   

4.8 Notwithstanding the above, Policy DMT6 Vehicle Parking of the emerging Development 

Management Plan (2015) states that the Council can agree to vary parking requirements 

where the variation would not lead to a deleterious impact on street parking provision and/or 
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a transport appraisal and travel plan has been approved and parking provision is in 

accordance with its recommendations.  

4.9 The Transport Statement and Parking Survey by Cottee Transport Planning (July 2017) and 

further evidence compiled for the purpose of this appeal unequivocally demonstrate that the 

scheme will not create significant impacts in relation to on-street parking, or any severe 

highways impacts, meeting both tests set out at Policy DMT6. On this basis, it is clear that 

there would not be a policy conflict with providing no on-site parking.  

4.10 This position is reinforced by the London Plan and local policy DMT6 which sets out 

maximum parking standards, thus provision of no on-site parking does not conflict with 

adopted regional policy.   

4.11 The policy position in relation to this development proposal is that there is no local, regional 

or national conflict with not providing on-site car parking, rather, this position is consistent 

with the Mayor’s and government’s aims to reduce reliance of private vehicles and promote 

sustainable development.  

4.12 Appeal decisions consistently make clear that the parking standards relevant to the 

assessment of this application are set as maximum standards, as clarified in appeal 

reference APP/R5510/W/17/3171606 relating to a site in West Drayton, (Appendix 14) 

where the Inspector states ‘I note that the relevant development plan policy in respect of 

parking, whilst a material consideration in the assessment of schemes subject to the prior 

approval process, sets maximum rather than minimum parking levels.’  This point is further 

emphasised by the Inspector at paragraph 3 of the appeal decision reference 

APP/R5510/W/15/3140974 (Appendix 15) which states ‘as this is a maximum standard, 

there is no conflict with the policy by not providing any parking at all’. 

4.13 In the Appellant’s experience of dealing with Hillingdon Council and evidenced in numerous 

appeal decisions it appears that Officers are seeking to maximise on-site parking in new 

developments, contrary to London Plan Policy 6.13 and to Draft London Plan Policy T6 which 

states that car-free development should be the starting point for all development proposals 

in places that are (or are planned to be) well-connected by public transport, with 

developments elsewhere designed to provide the minimum necessary parking (‘car-lite’). 

Material Considerations  

4.14 Further to the clear policy position, there are a number of site-specific circumstances that in 

isolation, but particularly cumulatively, provide unequivocal evidence to demonstrate that 

three on-site parking spaces are not required to make the development acceptable in 

planning terms. Considerations such as unit mix, census data, PTAL and proximity to local 

amenities, provision of cycle storage on site all weigh in favour of the appeal site in this 

instance.   

4.15 Professional analysis of the highways considerations relating to this site has been 

undertaken at length, with a total of three Transport Statements having been prepared to 

assess impact.  For clarity, the transport assessments accompanying this appeal submission 

are as follows:  

- Transport Assessment and Parking Survey, July 2017, prepared by Cottee 

Transport Planners. This statement accompanied the Prior Approval application.  
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- Transport Assessment and Parking Survey, April 2018. This statement was 

prepared in relation to a pre-application submission for one new dwelling and 

associated on-site parking space at the site. The new house would displace the 

three on-site spaces approved under the Prior Approval and was met with a 

negative response form the Council.   

- Transport Technical Note was prepared by Kronen Ltd, specialists in Transport 

Planning, June 2018.  This document provides an analysis of the transport 

considerations relating to the site, the accumulated parking survey data, detailed 

census data and anticipated highways impact of the 6 unit scheme Prior Approval.  

4.16 The Inspector is referred to these technical reports whilst considering the appropriateness of 

Condition 1.  

4.17 Whilst all applications should be assessed on their own merits, previous appeal decisions 

are important material considerations in the decision making process. Consistency in issuing 

planning decisions is necessary to maintain public confidence in the planning system, 

therefore any departure from materially similar appeal decisions must be justified and 

supported by empirical evidence and sound reasoning. The Appellant has sourced a number 

of recent successful appeals where parking stress was the main reason for local refusal with 

striking similarities to the proposed site; these are primarily from within LB Hillingdon. Whilst 

we are sure the Council is acutely aware of these decisions, they appear to have overlooked 

them in determining the prior approval application.  Key trends are clear from the appeal 

decision include the following:  

‒ Census data should be considered when anticipating the likely increase in parking 

demand of a development;  

‒ Unit mix is relevant to the assessment of likely parking demand;  

‒ PTAL and provision of cycle storage on site is relevant;  

‒ Policy sets out maximum standards for parking and the provision of no parking does not 

contravene policy;  

‒ Substantive evidence must be provided as justification for a particular stance on 

highways; and  

‒ Parking stress between 85-90% is not considered to amount to harmful effects on 

highways. 

Census Data  

4.18 Census data for the appeal site’s ward demonstrates that car/van ownership of 61%.  Kronen 

Planning’s Transport Note (June 2018) has further distilled the census data to take account 

of smaller units, which illustrates that 54% of households with 1-3 bedroom within the 

Uxbridge South Ward are car free.  It is therefore reasonable to deduce that demand for on-

street parking generated by the 6 units would equate to 0.54 vehicles per dwelling, requiring 

3 on-street parking spaces.  Paragraph 39 of the NPPF explicitly reinforces this position and 

states that LPAs should take account of ‘local car ownership levels’. 
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4.19 In considering the highways impacts of a 5 unit scheme in West Drayton with a PTAL 3, the 

Inspector found in favour of the Appellant, weighing up the ‘good bus and rail connections 

within easy walking distance, and a lower level of car ownership in the area compared with 

the Borough average (census data)’ (APP/R5510/A/14/2227368, Appendix 16).   In 

determining appeal in LB Hammersmith and Fulham, the Inspector stated ‘Neither the 

appellant figure nor the Council case takes account of the different sizes of the dwellings, 

rather using an average. The approaches therefore do not fully accord with the Framework 

to take account of the mix of the properties.’  The Inspector then goes on to say ‘Overall, 

because of the generous size of the individual units and the size of the 3-bedroom, units  in 

particular, and that the census data is derived on an ‘at least’ basis I conclude that a figure 

of 0.7698 spaces per dwelling would be appropriate across the whole development. 

Rounding down this would give rise to a need for 18 car parking spaces.’ 

(APP/H5390/W/16/3158169, Appendix 17).   

Unit Mix  

4.20 Plainly overlooking the unit mix is inconsistent with direction at paragraph 39 of the NPPF 

and the established decision-making process. 

4.21 In determining a scheme for 9x 1 bed units in West Drayton (APP/R5510/W/17/3171606, 

Appendix 14), the Inspector stated ‘the proposed units would be of a modest size which 

would limit the amount of occupants that could reasonably reside there’.  A separate appeal 

decision for a 23 unit scheme in Ruislip states ‘taken together, the limited size of the 

proposed dwellings, each containing only one bedroom, the good PTAL rating of the site and 

the number of cycle spaces that would be provided, lead me to the view that the level of 

parking demand arising from the proposed development could be more limited than the 

Council’s estimate’ (APP/R5510/W/17/3173994, Appendix 18).   

4.22 The approved 6 units are all one bedroom properties (5x 46sqm and 1 x 58sqm), thus are 

modest in scale, which should be given weight in assessing the likely car ownership.   

Public Transport Accessibility Level - PTAL 

4.23 TfL has verified that the site is considered to fall within a PTAL 2 area, however, the 

calculation does not include the 5 bus services accessible on Oxford Road because they are 

around 40m outside of the calculation range. It is considered that residents of the site would 

not be deterred from walking a further 40m; therefore once these services are included in 

the PTAL calculation, the PTAL increases to a PTAL 3 with an AI of 13.72.  It is considered 

the latter calculation of a PTAL 3 is most representative of the sustainability of the site’s 

location, considering Uxbridge town centre and a wide range of public transport facilities are 

within a 11 minute walk distance of the site. 
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Google Maps extract showing walking distance from site to Uxbridge Tube Station  

4.24 An appeal site relating to 5 flats (net 3) in Northwood (APP/R5510/W/15/3140974, Appendix 

15) is located within an area of PTAL 2 and a 12-minute walk to Northwood Tube Station.   

The Inspector considers the sites accessibility and states ‘In my opinion, the site has 

reasonable access to public transport accessibility’ and approves the scheme without off 

street parking. In determining an appeal relating to a 4 unit scheme in Northwood 

(APP/R5510/W/16/3145677, Appendix 19) the Inspector stated that as the flats were 

proposed in a PTAL 3 location, the units ‘would be suitable therefore for occupation by 

persons without access to a private car’.   This point is confirmed in an appeal decision for 

an 8 unit scheme in Hounslow, where three units were approved as car-free in a PTAL 1b/2 

location (APP/F5540/W/17/3185025, Appendix 20).  At paragraph 30 of this decision, the 

Inspector acknowledged ‘Notwithstanding the overall PTAL rating of the site, it is located in 

close proximity to public transport provision.  Although Policy 6.13 of the London Plan 

suggests that 8 parking spaces are required, I note that these are referred to as a maximum 

and not a minimum level of provision. I am also mindful that the policy seeks to ensure that 

an appropriate balance is struck between promoting new development and preventing 

excessive car parking provision that can undermine cycling, walking and public transport use. 

Taking into account the proximity to public transport provision, the availability of on street car 

parking provision and the planning policy desire to reduce car dependency, I consider that 

the 5 parking spaces proposed would be acceptable.’ 

4.25 In appeal reference APP/W5780/W/15/3137677 (Appendix 21) the Inspector considered the 

Highways impact of a scheme for 104 residential units with parking for 47 cars in a PTAL 2 

location. In allowing the appeal the Inspector made reference to the Institution of Highways 

Document “Guidance for Providing Journeys on Foot”, which suggests that an acceptable 

commuter walking distance is 1km and the preferred maximum walking distance is 2km. As 

the site was within 2km of a number of amenities and transport options the inspector allowed 

the appeal and made the following comment “I am satisfied that, in line with paragraph 30 of 

the NPPF, there are sustainable transport options in this location as an alternative to car 

use.” 
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4.26 It should be noted that 44 Waterloo Road is within 0.95km from Uxbridge Underground 

Station and 0.8km from the amenities of the Town Centre. 

Parking Surveys and Levels of Parking Stress 

4.27 The Transport Assessment and Parking Survey by Cottee Transport Planning (July 2017) 

included a parking survey that was carried out over two days in accordance with Lambeth 

Methodology. The maximum parking stress recorded is shown in the table below and 

illustrates that the highest point of stress was 69% at 21.00, at which point a total of 42 

parking spaces remained unoccupied within 200m of the site.  

 
Parking survey data from June 2017  

4.28 Additional parking surveys were undertaken in March 2018 over two weekdays and a 

Saturday, with an additional record from the Sunday at 01:00 which provide a more sustained 

and representative picture of parking in the local area and have been put forward to the 

Council in good faith, as the Appellant recognises the merits of transparency and providing 

the most accurate reflection of parking capacity in the vicinity. The Transport Assessment by 

Cottee Transport Planning accompanies this Appeal and demonstrates that at the point of 

maximum stress, there were 121 vehicles parked in the survey area of 148 spaces, with 27 

spaces available (82% stress).  This peak stress event occurred for a short period at 19.00; 

and then reduced to 74% at 21:00, 76% at 22:00 and 72% at 03:00.  This data suggests that 

at the point of high stress is an anomaly within the data set, likely triggered by a local event, 

and that a more consistent and representative picture of parking uptake can be gleaned from 

the late night and overnight data at which time most residents are at home.  Between 20:00 

– 03:00, parking stress varies between 70-78%.   

4.29 Notwithstanding the above, the Appellant holds the view that even in the event that the ‘worst 

case scenario’ is used as the assessment benchmark, a parking stress would not reach a 

level that results in severe impact.  Taking the one-off figure of 82%, plus the impact flowing 

from the 6 x additional units, assuming all 6 units owned a car, the resultant stress would be 

86%. This is an unlikely scenario. Based on census data, the likely on-street demand would 

be for 3 units, resulting in a maximum stress of 84%.  Given this level of stress only occurred 
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at 19:00-21:00 for a maximum of 2 hours out of a 19 hour survey period, this too is an unlikely 

or short-lived scenario.  And even if this situation did occur, a surplus of 27 spaces would 

remain available for residents to park.   

4.30 The graphs below illustrates car parking within 200m of the site based on an average of the 

2017 and 2018 parking surveys, which provide clear visual aids as to the capacity that 

remains for on-street parking, even assuming the addition of 6 vehicles, albeit an addition of 

3 vehicles is the most likely scenario based on census data.    

 
Percentage Average Occupancy & Capacity ‐ 6 Additional Cars‐ March 2018 

 

Percentage Average Occupancy & Capacity ‐ 6 Additional Cars ‐ June 2017 

4.31 The percentage at which a parking stress is engaged is not clearly defined and the Council 

have failed to justify their opinion that 69% occupancy is considered to be high stress.  
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Turning to Appeal Decisions in the interest of consistent decision making, it is clear that site-

specific circumstances and the number of spaces available are the most relevant 

considerations.  

4.32 In determining the appeal at 12-14 Bentick Court (Appendix 14), the Inspector considered 

the Technical Parking Note submitted by the Appellant.  Paragraphs 7 and 8 of this decision 

state as follows:  

‘I am conscious of the Transport Technical Note (dated November 2016) submitted by the 

appellant, based on comprehensive parking surveys of the area, which show that between 

25 and 30 spaces were available in the immediate area on the nights that it was surveyed.’ 

4.33 It should be noted that the Technical Note references parking stress recorded by the surveys, 

carried out over two days demonstrate maximum stress of 85% at which point there were 

137 parked cars and 25 spaces.  The development related to the 9 residential units with 2 

on-site parking spaces (although the Inspector considered that only 1 space could be 

provided).  Assuming each unit owned a car, demand would be generated for 8 on-street 

spaces, resulting in a post-development parking stress of 88% the inspector held that the 

correct approach was to consider likely car ownership informed by census data, on this basis 

post development stress was considered to be 86%. The Inspector stated at paragraph 8 ‘I 

consider that it has not been demonstrated that the modest additional demand for on-street 

parking caused by the development would lead to undue pressure for limited on-street space 

to the detriment of either highway safety or the transport network more generally’.   

4.34 It is critical to consider that not only did the Inspector allow the appeal at 12-14 Bentinck 

Court, but that a successful costs application was also made against LB Hillingdon.  In 

determining the application for costs (Appendix 14) the Inspector found the following:  

4.35 Paragraph 2: The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) advises that costs may be awarded 

against a party who has behaved unreasonably and thereby caused the party applying for 

costs to incur unnecessary or wasted expense in the appeal process. 

4.36 Paragraph 3: The application for costs was brought because the Council failed to produce 

evidence to substantiate its reason for refusal, and secondly that the Council failed to 

determine similar cases in a consistent manner. 

4.37 Paragraph 5: ‘development should only be prevented or refused on transport grounds where 

the residual cumulative impacts of development are severe’. 

4.38 Paragraph 7: ‘Whilst it is clear from the Officer Report on the scheme that the applicant’s 

evidence in this respect has been taken into account, no compelling substantiated evidence 

has been presented by the Council to add weight to its assertion that the maximum parking 

standards set out within Policy AM14 of the Hillingdon Unitary Development Plan (adopted 

1998) (the UDP), of 1.5 spaces per dwelling, or indeed a requirement of 1 space per dwelling 

should be adhered to in this scheme, or how any minor increases in parking that could arise 

from the use of these figures as opposed to those included within the applicant’s Transport 

Technical Note would add to pressure for on-street parking in the area to the extent that it 

would not enable safe or suitable access to the site, or result in severe transport impacts. 

For these reasons, I find that the Council did not establish a robust evidential base to 

substantiate its reason for refusal.’ 
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4.39 Paragraph 8: Whilst I note that the each planning proposal needs to be considered on its 

own merits, and that the development plan is a material consideration in the determination 

of applications for prior approval, the previous decision is nevertheless a material 

consideration of some weight and importance given the similarity of its subject matter. I 

therefore consider that in its failure to substantiate adequately its reason for refusal in terms 

of the severity of highways impacts of the scheme, the Council did not demonstrate that it 

had determined the planning application in a manner consistent with this previous appeal 

decision. 

4.40 Paragraph 9: I consider that the Council acted unreasonably in its failure to produce evidence 

to substantiate its reasons for refusal, and in doing so it did not demonstrate that it had 

determined similar cases in a consistent manner. I find therefore that unreasonable 

behaviour, resulting in unnecessary or wasted expense in the appeal process, as described 

in the PPG has been established in this case and that a full award of costs is justified. 

4.41 We also draw the Inspector’s attention to the following appeal decisions which again 

demonstrate that inspectors consider parking stress in excess of 80% to be acceptable in 

term of Highways impact:  

APP/Z5060/W/17/3176546, Appendix 22 (parking survey showing max stress of 85%)  

APP/H5390/W/16/3158027, Appendix 23 (parking survey showing max stress at 90%)  

APP/K5600/W/17/3171678, Appendix 24 (parking survey showing 80%-90% stress) 

APP/H5390/W/16/3158169, Appendix 17 (over 80% stress) 

4.42 The Inspector is directed to page 8 of the accompanying Transport Technical Note by Kronen 

Ltd (June 2018) where examples of a further five planning decisions are referenced, which 

illustrate approvals where parking stress was up to 93%.   

4.43 Consistency in decision making is a well-established principle in planning, which has been 

supported in many decisions by the courts.  In Butterworth v Secretary of State for 

Communities and Local Government & Anor [2015], the single ground of challenge was that 

the Inspector failed to have proper regard to two previous appeal decisions for similar 

developments on nearby buildings.  

Impact of Existing and Other Permitted Uses 

4.44 In the determination of the prior approval application, the Council failed to consider the impact 

of the existing use and other permitted uses. The base line impact of the existing and other 

lawful uses should be attributed significant weight when assessing highways impact. Based 

on the above methodology and referring to the “HCA’s Employment Density Guide” as the 

lawful B8 use the building would likely be occupied by 4 employees with further customers 

and suppliers visiting the site sporadically. Based on car ownership data referenced in the 

2011 Census this would likely result in 2 employees requiring parking spaces, with customers 

and suppliers requiring a further 2 spaces. It is material to consider that under Class I of the 

GPDO the building could have changed use from B8 to B1(a) without the need for prior 

approval; referring to the “HCA’s Employment Density Guide” and the “Mayor of London’s 

2014 London Office Floor Space Projections” the likely number of employees would be up to 

30 members of staff. This would result in the need for up to 15 spaces and a further 2 for 
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visitors. There were historically 3 parking spaces on site hence the likely over spill would 

have been around 14 cars. Whilst it is noted that the subject premises is in a CPZ there are 

number of roads in close proximity without parking management schemes (Wallingford Road, 

Cowley Mill Road) where employees could park.  

4.45 The Council did not consider the above when deciding prior approval application 

1654/APP/2017/2801 and when imposing Condition 1. Notwithstanding the availability of 

parking in the vicinity as demonstrated in the submitted parking survey, clearly the potential 

demand created by 6 residential units in relation to car parking and highways impact is 

significantly less than that of other lawful commercial uses that could have been implemented 

at the site. It should also be noted that the trip generation created by lawful commercial uses 

is likely to exceed that of the consented six residential units. 

4.46 Councils need to consider base line highway impacts created by the existing lawful use of 

any proposal and other uses not requiring planning consent or prior approval. In appeal 

decision APP/W5780/W/15/313677 (Appendix 21) the Inspector considered that the likely 

parking demand created by the existing lawful use would not be greater than that of the 

proposed residential use and allowed the appeal. The inspector referred to the “Mayor of 

London’s 2014 London Office Floor Space Projections” in considering the impact of the 

existing use and commented “I am unconvinced that the demand for parking spaces outside 

the CPZ would be significantly higher than for the office use”.  The principle of giving weight 

to permitted development rights when considering highways impacts is established, and the 

“fall-back position” is a strong material consideration. This is summed up in appeal reference 

APP/F5540/W/16/3144162 (Appendix 25), where the Inspector concludes that a condition 

requiring details to restrict parking permits for future occupiers was not reasonable or 

necessary on the basis that the building benefited from rights under Class G of the GPDO 

for the conversion to two flats, without any restrictions.  

4.47 Requirement to Provide Evidence 

4.48 During course of the Prior Approval application, the Council consistently referred to the 

presence of high parking stress at the site, yet provided no evidence or justification to 

substantiate such conclusions. The Council have a duty to provide evidence or strong 

justification to back up planning decisions, particularly if that decision or position deviates 

from the established approach in past decisions.  In determining the Prior Approval, the 

Council failed to provide intelligible and adequate reasons to explain their unwavering view 

that an unacceptable level of highways stress existed at the appeal site, instead providing 

only vague and ambiguous anecdotes of local residents’ concern.   

4.49 This lack of any tangible evidence is further undermined by the clear evidence submitted by 

the applicant during the course of the Prior Approval application, which followed adopted 

methodology.   

4.50 This is clearly demonstrated in Appeal Decision reference APP/R5510/W/15/3140974 

(Appendix 15) where at paragraph 6 the Inspector comments ‘I note the Council’s comments 

that there is a congestion hotspot nearby, but I am not aware of its exact location or have 

details of how the proposal might effect it’.  Determining an appeal in Hammersmith and 

Fulham (APP/H5390/A/14/2215126, Appendix 26), the Inspector commented ‘The Council 

have not produced any evidence regarding the existing ‘significant on-street parking stress’ 
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referred to in the reason for refusal.  On this basis, I consider the evidence from these surveys 

and my site visit to be a reasonable reflection on the evening parking availability’. 

4.51 For the reasons set out within this statement, the clear evidence provided and material 

considerations that should be attributed significant weight. We respectfully request that 

Condition 1 if found by the Inspector as unnecessary.  
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5 CONCLUSIONS 

5.1 Condition 1 attached the prior approval decision fails to meet the tests set out at paragraph 

206 of the NPPF as it is not necessary to make the development acceptable in planning 

terms.  

5.2 The purpose of Condition 1 is to secure on-site parking for three of the 6 x 1 bedroom units 

on site.  The evidence provided within this statement demonstrates that the Council’s 

decision making rationale during the course of the application was deeply flawed, based on 

unsubstantiated opinions, deviated from adopted policy and failed to have proper regard or 

give weight to material considerations.  For these reasons, this decision is the subject of a 

separate application for costs submitted alongside this appeal.   

5.3 In support of the appeal, the salient points relevant to the determination are as follows:  

- The site is an 11 minute walk from Uxbridge Tube Station (0.95km/0.6miles) and a 10 minute 

walk from the amenities of the town centre (0.08km/0.5miles) which includes a wide variety 

of high street shops, cafes and banks.  These site specific circumstances make the proposed 

units suitable for occupation without reliance on private vehicles.   

- The site has a manual PTAL of 3 which best represents the site’s accessibility.  In addition 

to the public transport options close to the site, secure and covered cycle parking is provided 

on site on a 1:1 basis, plus a visitor cycle parking space.  

- Census data for the ward area based on 1-3 room units demonstrates that typical car 

ownership is 0.54 per dwelling, therefore the 6 units could reasonably be expected to 

generate on-street demand for 3 additional cars.    

- Taking into account the existing and permitted uses, the building could have generated 

demand for up to 14 on-street spaces as Use Class B1(a).   

- Unit mix is relevant to the assessment of likely parking demand and given the units comprise 

one bedroom properties, the likelihood of individual car ownership is further reduced.  This 

is reinforced by census data that shows car ownership levels is reduced for smaller 

properties.  

- Policy sets out maximum standards for parking and the provision of no parking does not 

contravene local, regional or national policy.   

- Clear and compelling evidence was provided during the course of the application, which 

demonstrated that at the maximum level parking stress within 200m of the site was at 69% 

(42 spaces available). Additional parking surveys from March 2018 reinforce that typical 

parking uptake is between 70-78% during the key evening and overnight survey times.  Even 

taking the peak stress of 82% (a single and unsustained occurrence) a surplus of 27 parking 

spaces remained available.  Aforementioned appeal decisions consistently find that parking 

stress between 85-90% does not amount to harmful highways impacts.   

5.4 Based on the original submission documents and the additional information submitted, we 

respectfully request that the Inspector allows this Appeal.  
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Job No: AE/LH/JCG23131 E-mail: alun.evans@cgms.co.uk  
  Date:    21st September 2017 
 
Mr John Preston  
Planning Department  
2W/04 
Civic Centre 
High Street 
Uxbridge 
Middlesex 
UB8 1UW 
 
Dear John  
 
SITE: 44 WATERLOO ROAD, UXBRIDGE, UB8 2QX 

PRIOR APPROVAL APPLICATION FOR CHANGE OF USE FROM USE CLASS B8 TO USE 
CLASS C3 
 
APPLICATION REFERENCE: 1654/APP/2017/2801 
 
I am writing on behalf of our client, Uxbridge Property Ltd, in relation to the above application for 
prior approval. We note from your email dated 1st September that the Council’s Highways Officer 
has expressed that the development is unacceptable based on the low PTAL score.  In an 
additional phone conversation on 12th September 2017 between myself and the Highways 
Officer, parking stress and pressure from Councillors and residents were cited as additional 
reasons why the development would cause unacceptable highways impacts. 
 
We do not agree that the development will result in unacceptable highways impacts. The key 
points in support of this application are: 

 
- The manual PTAL is 3 (not 0 as indicated by the automatic PTAL online tool). 
- The relevance of PTAL is limited as we are not proposing a car-free development, although 

the applicant would be amenable to 3 of the 6 houses proposed to be restricted as car-free 

based on the medium PTAL rating of 3 and 11 minute walk to Uxbridge Tube Station. The 

remaining 3 homes will be entitled to apply for on street residents’ permits.  

- Waterloo Road has capacity for on-street parking - for the majority of the survey period relied 

up in our transport statement the parking stress did not exceed 50% and there were more 

than 50 available on street parking spaces within 200m of the site.  

- At the highest stress level recorded on a single occasion, there were still 27 available parking 

spaces.  

 

 



 
 

The initial proposal was to seek 6 on street permits, however the applicant respectfully requests 

that the Council consider the option of 3 car-free houses and 3 houses with on street parking 

permits.  

 

The Transport Assessment and Parking Survey by Cottee Transport Consultants submitted with 

the application documents includes the parking survey data which provides clear and unequivocal 

evidence to demonstrate that Waterloo Road does not suffer from parking stress.  

 

Furthermore, there are a number of garages to the immediate rear of the application site which are 

owned by the Council.  At present, there are 5 garages (out of 13) available for rent at the site for 

£31 per week (excluding VAT). It is a reasonable assertion that if considerable on street parking 

stress existed, few/no private parking spaces would be available to rent.  The images below are 
taken from the Council’s website and include the Garage Reference Numbers, map showing the 

location and the weekly rental cost.  

In addition to the garages at Waterloo Road, there are three garages at Austin Waye (3 minute 

walk/170m from the application site), with Garage Reference Numbers 52104705, 52105513 and 

52105775.  This evidence, in isolation but particularly when taken together with the data from the 

parking survey, is a clear indication there is no evidence of severe parking stress surrounding the 

site.   

53920137 WATERLOO ROAD UXBRIDGE 

52195785 WATERLOO ROAD UXBRIDGE 

52196043 WATERLOO ROAD UXBRIDGE 

52195811 WATERLOO ROAD UXBRIDGE 

52196179 WATERLOO ROAD UXBRIDGE 

 



 
 

 
 

Based on the Council’s website, within the Uxbridge ward there are a total of 43 Council garages 
available to rent.  This is more than the total number in the remainder of the Borough, which given 

the relatively limited geographical area of Uxbridge in comparison to the remainder of the Borough 

(Uxbridge North and South wards highlighted in red below), indicates that whist there may be 

some areas of parking stress, the need within Uxbridge and particularly the need surrounding the 

site itself, is not so great that all local Council garages are at capacity. In the context of the site the 

fact that there are 8 available in a 170m radius of the site further support our transport 

assessments conclusion that parking is not stressed.  

Town  Available Council parking spaces  

Uxbridge  43 

Eastcote 7 

Harefield  8 

Hayes 5 

Ikenham  1 

Northwood  7 

Ruislip  9 

Map of London Borough of Hillingdon with Uxbridge North and Uxbridge South shaded red; Table   
showing number of available parking spaces in Hillingdon  



 
 

Impact on Prior Approval Submission  

The parking survey undertaken by Cottee Transport Consultants indicates there is capacity for 

future residents to be granted parking permits without the risk of parking stress.  However, the 

applicant would also agree to restricting 3 of the 6 units to car-free, secured by planning 

condition or legal agreement.  This would mean that the maximum number of additional on-street 

vehicles would be 3, in the event that the future occupiers of these one-bedroom units all had 

cars. Occupiers of the remaining car-free units would be restricted from applying for parking 

permits, but would have the opportunity to rent one of the available Council garages to the 

immediate rear of the site, make the 11 minute walk or 4 minute cycle to Uxbridge Tube Station, 

or seek further alternative private parking arrangements.  

I trust this letter is self-explanatory but if you have any questions do not hesitate to contact either 

myself or Lotte Hirst at this office.  

Yours sincerely, 

 
Alun Evans 
Director 
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Job No: AE/LH/JCG23131 E-mail: alun.evans@cgms.co.uk  
  Date:     3rd October 2017 
 
Mr John Preston  
Planning Department  
2W/04 
Civic Centre 
High Street 
Uxbridge 
Middlesex 
UB8 1UW 
 
Dear John  
 
SITE: 44 WATERLOO ROAD, UXBRIDGE, UB8 2QX 

PRIOR APPROVAL APPLICATION FOR CHANGE OF USE FROM USE CLASS B8 TO USE 
CLASS C3 
 
APPLICATION REFERENCE: 1654/APP/2017/2801 
 
In response to the draft Officer Report and ahead of this afternoon’s meeting, we provide some 
additional information to demonstrate compliance with clause a) and b) of Class P, Part 3, 
Schedule 2 of the GPDO 2015 (as emended).  
 
For reference, development is not permitted by Class P if:  
 

(a) the building was not used solely for a storage or distribution centre use on 19th 
March 2014 or in the case of a building which was in use before that date but was not 
in use on that date, when it was last in use;  
 
(b) the building was not used solely for a storage or distribution centre use for a period 
of at least 4 years before the date development under Class P begins; 

 
It is the case that the use falls within Use Class B8 and that the building will have been used 
solely for storage and distribution purposes for in excess of 4 years prior to the date of 
development. Within this letter we provide clear and unequivocal evidence to demonstrate that 
building is Use Class B8 and has endured for in excess of 4 years.  The evidence includes:  
 
- Governing planning consent is for Use Class B8 (LPA Ref: 1654/D/93/0467) to allow storage 

and distribution of used car spares;  
- The occupier from 1993 – 2014;  
- The building after this time has been unoccupied and marketed and no change to the lawful 

use has occurred. 
 

Further details on the lawful use are provided below.  



 
 

Planning History  
 
LPA Reference Number: 1654/D/93/0467 
Change of use from church hall to Class B8 (storage and distribution of used car spares) - 
Approved on 17th March 1993 (Decision Notice accompanies this letter at Appendix A).  
 
This consent allowed the use of the building to be use for the storage and distribution of used car 
spares and the same occupier remain present at the building between 1993 – 2014. The Google 
Street View images show the site was vacated in 2014 as car parts business relocated to new 
premises, as demonstrated by the signs on the streetview image below, dated 2014.  
 

 
Google Streetview dated 2014 showing signs to say the car parts business has relocated 

 
More recent planning history shows that the Council have considered the site as Use Class B8 
for the purposes of assessing recent planning applications, including:  
 
LPA Reference Number: 1654/APP/2014/3716 
Change of use, Class B8 (Storage and Distribution) to C3 (Dwellings) and 6 x 1-bed dwellings 
(Application for outline permission with all matters reserved) 
Refused 15th December 2014 (Decision Notice and application documents included at Appendix 
B).  
 
LPA Reference Number: 1654/APP/2015/753 
Demolition of existing buildings and erection of 2 x semi-detached dwellings (Application for 
outline permission with all matters reserved).   



 
 

Refused 27th April 2015 (Decision Notice and application documents included at Appendix C). 
 
Business Rates Records  
 
The image below shows that the rates paid on the building have been for a property described 
as a warehouse.   
 

 
 

Google Streetview  
 
The car parts storage and distribution business vacated the building in 2014.  Following this, 
images from 2015 and 2016 show the site was vacant in 2015 and then marketed in 2016.  
 



 
 

 
Google Streetview dated 2015 showing vacant building  
 
 

 
Google Streetview dated 2016 showing building being marketed  

 
 
 
 



 
 

Overall, it is abundantly clear from the evidence provided that the lawful use of the site in 2014 
was solely for storage and distribution services falling within Use Class B8. The use of the 
building has not changed, therefore the Use Class B8 will have endured at the site for 4 years 
prior to development under Class P.    
 
We trust the supplementary evidence within this letter addresses concerns, however, should you 

require additional information, we would be pleased to provide this.  

Yours sincerely, 

 
Alun Evans 
Director 
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From: John Preston
To: Lotte Hirst
Cc: Lance Calder; Maria Tomalova; Nicola.Gooch@IrwinMitchell.com
Subject: Re: [EXT] Re: 654/APP/2017/2801: 44 Waterloo Road, Uxbridge UB8 2QX
Date: 17 November 2017 14:49:21
Attachments: image005.png

image001.png
image006.png

Good afternoon Lotte

Sorry, I had chased this case yesterday, but have now been given a message that the Head
of Planning James Rodger is not accepting a report that recommends approval of a car free
scheme in an area with a low/poor PTAL score.

I understand that the case will be taken back "in house" for LBH officers to deal with.

James Rodger is not in work today, but will be back on Monday 20 Nov and will
communicate with you then.

Whilst I can understand that this will be a surprise, to put it mildly, I thought that I at least
owe you and your colleagues this update today.

Yours faithfully

John Preston

On 17 November 2017 at 09:06, Lotte Hirst <lotte@jaspargroup.co.uk> wrote:

Hi Maria

Can we expect a draft of your report today?  Please also chase your legal department for a
draft UU.  The Committee is now less than a week away so time is of the essence.

Kind Regards

Lotte Hirst

Planning Director

T: 020 8954 5731

F: 020 8954 9279

E: lotte@jaspargroup.co.uk



   

Jaspar Group of Companies | 2nd Floor, Stanmore House, 15-19 Church Road | Stanmore | 
Middlesex | HA7 4AR

www.jaspargroup.co.uk

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE FROM JASPAR GROUP OF COMPANIES.
This communication is confidential and we reserve any and all possible rights to privilege in respect thereof. The information contained in this e-
mail message is confidential, may be legally privileged, and is intended for use only by the individual(s) named above. If you are not the
intended recipient of this message, you must not copy, forward, disclose or otherwise use it, or any part of it, in any way whatsoever. If you
have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail and delete the message and any attachments from
your system. Any file attachments to this communication will have been virus checked prior to transmission, however you should carry out your
own virus check before opening. We do not accept liability for any damage or loss that may occur from software viruses.

Jaspar Group of Companies. Registered office: 173-175 Cleveland Street | London | W1T 6QR.
Registered in England no: 3861025

From: Lotte Hirst 
Sent: 13 November 2017 15:42
To: Lance Calder <lance@jaspargroup.co.uk>; John Preston <jpreston@hillingdon.gov.uk>;
Maria Tomalova <mtomalova@hillingdon.gov.uk>
Cc: Nicola.Gooch@IrwinMitchell.com
Subject: RE: [EXT] Re: 654/APP/2017/2801: 44 Waterloo Road, Uxbridge UB8 2QX

Hi Maria

We are conscious that we are yet to receive a draft of the UU, which we were originally

expecting prior to the 6th November.  Please can you chase your legal team to see when we
can expect a draft of this document? 

Please can you also send over a draft committee report as soon as this is finalised.

We look forward to hearing back from you at your earliest convenience.



Kind Regards

Lotte Hirst

Planning Director

T: 020 8954 5731

F: 020 8954 9279

E: lotte@jaspargroup.co.uk

   

Jaspar Group of Companies | 2nd Floor, Stanmore House, 15-19 Church Road | Stanmore | 
Middlesex | HA7 4AR

www.jaspargroup.co.uk

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE FROM JASPAR GROUP OF COMPANIES.
This communication is confidential and we reserve any and all possible rights to privilege in respect thereof. The information contained in this e-
mail message is confidential, may be legally privileged, and is intended for use only by the individual(s) named above. If you are not the
intended recipient of this message, you must not copy, forward, disclose or otherwise use it, or any part of it, in any way whatsoever. If you
have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail and delete the message and any attachments from
your system. Any file attachments to this communication will have been virus checked prior to transmission, however you should carry out your
own virus check before opening. We do not accept liability for any damage or loss that may occur from software viruses.

Jaspar Group of Companies. Registered office: 173-175 Cleveland Street | London | W1T 6QR.
Registered in England no: 3861025

From: Lance Calder 
Sent: 06 November 2017 14:23
To: John Preston <jpreston@hillingdon.gov.uk>
Cc: Lotte Hirst <lotte@jaspargroup.co.uk>; Nicola.Gooch@IrwinMitchell.com; Maria Tomalova
<mtomalova@hillingdon.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: [EXT] Re: 654/APP/2017/2801: 44 Waterloo Road, Uxbridge UB8 2QX

Dear John,



The extension is agreed until the 11th December 2017. The solicitor acting for in relation to the
legal agreement is Nicola Gooch copied in, her details are below.

Nicola Gooch
Senior Associate
Irwin Mitchell LLP

DDI: 01293 742868
Mobile: 07747 773258
Phone: 0370 1500 100 Extension: 372868

Could you please confirm the details of the person dealing with this matter in your legal team?
We also look forward to receiving the draft committee report.

On a  separate note we are keen to engage the pre app process in relation to external changes
we are proposing, Lotte will arrange something as soon as possible. All the best

Kind Regards,

Lance Calder

Development Director

T: 020 8954 5731
F: 020 8954 9279
E: lance@jaspargroup.co.uk

   

Jaspar Group of Companies | 2nd Floor, Stanmore House, 15-19 Church Road | Stanmore | 
Middlesex | HA7 4AR

www.jaspargroup.co.uk



CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE FROM JASPAR GROUP OF COMPANIES.
This communication is confidential and we reserve any and all possible rights to privilege in respect thereof. The information contained in this e-
mail message is confidential, may be legally privileged, and is intended for use only by the individual(s) named above. If you are not the
intended recipient of this message, you must not copy, forward, disclose or otherwise use it, or any part of it, in any way whatsoever. If you
have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail and delete the message and any attachments from
your system. Any file attachments to this communication will have been virus checked prior to transmission, however you should carry out your
own virus check before opening. We do not accept liability for any damage or loss that may occur from software viruses.

Jaspar Group of Companies. Registered office: 173-175 Cleveland Street | London | W1T 6QR.
Registered in England no: 3861025

From: John Preston [mailto:jpreston@hillingdon.gov.uk]
Sent: 06 November 2017 14:11
To: Lance Calder
Cc: Lotte Hirst; Nicola.Gooch@IrwinMitchell.com; Maria Tomalova
Subject: Re: [EXT] Re: 654/APP/2017/2801: 44 Waterloo Road, Uxbridge UB8 2QX

Good afternoon Lance

We do need to agree a further AET this afternoon please.

Our legal team are effectively on stand by at present.

Maria is working on the Committee report; I will seek to let you have a draft copy of that
when it is completed, although that will probably not be this afternoon.

Kind regards

John Preston

On 3 November 2017 at 07:53, Lance Calder <lance@jaspargroup.co.uk> wrote:

Thanks John understood

We are of course disappointed, but I can understand why the Council would want to take
the matter to committee.

Would you be able to instruct your lawyers to start working on the legal agreement now?
We clearly want to minimise delays as much as possible and if we fast track the legal
agreement that will help. If acceptable I will send you my solicitors details who can give
undertaking for their fees.



All the best

Kind Regards,
Lance Calder
Development Director

T: 020 8954 5731
F: 020 8954 9279
E: lance@jaspargroup.co.uk

Jaspar Group of Companies | 2nd Floor, Stanmore House,

15-19 Church Road | Stanmore | Middlesex | HA7 4AR

www.jaspargroup.co.uk
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE FROM JASPAR

GROUP OF COMPANIES.

This communication is confidential and we

reserve any and all possible rights to privilege in respect thereof. The
information contained in this e-mail message is confidential, may be
legally privileged, and is intended for use only by the individual(s)
named above. If you are not the intended recipient of this message, you
must not copy, forward, disclose or otherwise use it, or any part of it, in
any way whatsoever. If you have received this message in error, please
notify the sender immediately by return e-mail and delete the message
and any attachments from your system. Any file attachments to this
communication will have been virus checked prior to transmission,
however you should carry out your own virus check before opening.
We do not accept liability for any damage or loss that may occur from
software viruses.

Jaspar Group of Companies. Registered office: 173-175 Cleveland
Street | London | W1T 6QR.

Registered in England no: 3861025

On 1 Nov 2017, at 17:03, John Preston <jpreston@hillingdon.gov.uk> wrote:

Lance

23 Nov is a Thursday; Cttee mtg is in the evening.

So if we assume two weeks after that (possibly optimistic) but take it to a
following Monday, then that would suggest Monday 11 Dec.

John

On 1 November 2017 at 16:43, Lance Calder <lance@jaspargroup.co.uk>



wrote:

Hi John,

Thanks for your time earlier. Would you be able to confirm a date you would look
to extend determination until? I appreciate it may be difficult to estimate
timescales for the legals to be completed should the committee vote in line with
officers recommendation however obviously we can’t leave it indefinitely open.
Should it go beyond your estimate we can deal with extensions with the legal
team I assume and agree as necessary?

Kind Regards,

Lance Calder

Development Director
<image001.png>

T: 020 8954 5731
F: 020 8954 9279
E: lance@jaspargroup.co.uk
<image003.jpg>
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Jaspar Group of Companies | 2nd Floor, Stanmore House, 15-19 Church Road | Stanmore | 
Middlesex | HA7 4AR

www.jaspargroup.co.uk

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE FROM JASPAR GROUP OF COMPANIES.
This communication is confidential and we reserve any and all possible rights to privilege in respect thereof. The
information contained in this e-mail message is confidential, may be legally privileged, and is intended for use only by the
individual(s) named above. If you are not the intended recipient of this message, you must not copy, forward, disclose or
otherwise use it, or any part of it, in any way whatsoever. If you have received this message in error, please notify the
sender immediately by return e-mail and delete the message and any attachments from your system. Any file attachments
to this communication will have been virus checked prior to transmission, however you should carry out your own virus
check before opening. We do not accept liability for any damage or loss that may occur from software viruses.

Jaspar Group of Companies. Registered office: 173-175 Cleveland Street | London | W1T 6QR.
Registered in England no: 3861025

From: John Preston [mailto:jpreston@hillingdon.gov.uk]
Sent: 01 November 2017 13:23
To: Lotte Hirst; Alun Evans; Peter Loveday; Nicola Gooch
Cc: Maria Tomalova; Lance Calder
Subject: Re: [EXT] Re: 654/APP/2017/2801: 44 Waterloo Road, Uxbridge UB8 2QX

Lotte

Update



I understand that there is a complaint and a Local Government Ombudsman investigation

concerning the complete preclusion of someone being able to apply for a parking permit.

Those concern other cases.

A consequence of that is that LBH are now unkeen on giving any form of prior approval with

a condition and a related UU and that we are required to bring such a case before Committee

for a decision.

The next available Committee to which this can be referred is Central and South Committee

on 23 November.

Can I take it that you want the case reporting to that Committee so that we try to get a

decision?  If so, are you happy to agree an extension of time to cover the period up to that date

and for the issue of a decision with a section 106 (and other legal powers), which would be

some while after the actual Committee date?

Kind regards

John Preston

On 31 October 2017 at 12:09, Lotte Hirst <lotte.hirst@cgms.co.uk> wrote:

Hi Maria, John,

I’ve not managed to reach you by phone this morning – I trust we are still on

track for a decision by the 6th Nov and that the UU is in motion.

You will appreciate that timescales are critical here because of the April 2018
expiry of this particular PD right, by which time the residential use needs  to have
been engaged,  hence why we are keen to conclude this process without further
delay.

Thanks both with your help so far and we look forward to hearing back from you. 
Don’t hesitate to call if you have any queries.



Kind regards

Lotte

Lotte Hirst
Senior Planner - RPS CgMs
140 London Wall,
London, EC2Y 5DN.
United Kingdom

Tel: +44 (0) 20 7583 6767
Direct: +44 (0) 20 7796 5008
Mobile: +44 (0) 7483904870
Email: lotte.hirst@cgms.co.uk
www: www.cgms.co.uk

From: Lotte Hirst 
Sent: 30 October 2017 12:17
To: 'Maria Tomalova'
Subject: RE: [EXT] Re: 654/APP/2017/2801: 44 Waterloo Road, Uxbridge UB8 2QX

Thanks Maria – we look forward to hearing back from you today.

Kind regards

Lotte

Lotte Hirst
Senior Planner - RPS CgMs
140 London Wall,
London, EC2Y 5DN.
United Kingdom

Tel: +44 (0) 20 7583 6767
Direct: +44 (0) 20 7796 5008
Mobile: +44 (0) 7483904870
Email: lotte.hirst@cgms.co.uk
www: www.cgms.co.uk



From: Maria Tomalova [mailto:mtomalova@hillingdon.gov.uk]
Sent: 27 October 2017 17:49
To: Lotte Hirst
Subject: Re: [EXT] Re: 654/APP/2017/2801: 44 Waterloo Road, Uxbridge UB8 2QX

Hi Lotte,

Please accept my apology for my absence in this communication.

As you are aware, I was out of office and later on catching gradually with

duties.

We will be in touch on Monday when John is in office as well.

Kind regards

Maria

Maria Tomalova

Planning Officer
Resident Services | London Borough of Hillingdon

3N, Civic Centre | London Borough of Hillingdon

Tel: 07872 674587

www.hillingdon.gov.uk

On 27 October 2017 at 17:11, Lotte Hirst <lotte.hirst@cgms.co.uk> wrote:

John,

At our  meeting, we discussed aspirations to enhance the aesthetic of the
building to ensure the quality of the new dwellings is maximised and to improve
the building within the street scene.  These works fall outside the scope of prior



approval and we are intending to submit a planning application to  account for
external changes that we hope you agree are desirable. The quality of the
building has degraded over time and we think this is a good opportunity to
enhance the external appearance.

We discussed this briefly at the meeting and you kindly said you’d cast your eyes
over the draft scheme.  We would be grateful to hear any constructive feedback
on the plans in order for us to incorporate any comments you may have at
submission stage.

I look forward to hearing back from you.

We are also keen to see at draft of the UU as the deadline of the 6th Nov is fast
approaching. When do you anticipate we will receive this.

Kind regards

Lotte Hirst
Senior Planner - RPS CgMs
140 London Wall,
London, EC2Y 5DN.
United Kingdom

Tel: +44 (0) 20 7583 6767
Direct: +44 (0) 20 7796 5008
Mobile: +44 (0) 7483904870
Email: lotte.hirst@cgms.co.uk
www: www.cgms.co.uk

From: Lotte Hirst 
Sent: 25 October 2017 14:10
To: Maria Tomalova
Cc: Alun Evans; John Preston
Subject: RE: [EXT] Re: 654/APP/2017/2801: 44 Waterloo Road, Uxbridge UB8 2QX

Hi Maria



I hope you’re well.

Are you able to provide an update on the UU and when we can expect the draft?

Should your legal team wish to contact Nicola directly, her details are as follows:

- Nicola Gooch
Senior Associate
Irwin Mitchell LLP

Nicola Gooch <Nicola.Gooch@IrwinMitchell.com>

- DDI: 01293 742868
Mobile: 07747 773258
Phone: 0370 1500 100 Extension: 372868

We look forward to receiving a copy.

Many thanks

Lotte

Lotte Hirst
Senior Planner - RPS CgMs
140 London Wall,
London, EC2Y 5DN.
United Kingdom

Tel: +44 (0) 20 7583 6767
Direct: +44 (0) 20 7796 5008
Mobile: +44 (0) 7483904870
Email: lotte.hirst@cgms.co.uk
www: www.cgms.co.uk

From: Lance Calder [mailto:lance@jaspargroup.co.uk]
Sent: 19 October 2017 20:43
To: John Preston
Cc: Alun Evans; Lotte Hirst; Maria Tomalova; ploveday@hillingdon.gov.uk; Nicola
Gooch
Subject: Re: [EXT] Re: 654/APP/2017/2801: 44 Waterloo Road, Uxbridge UB8 2QX



Hi John,

Thanks for your reply. The revised wording seems fine.

I’ll leave Nicola, our solicitor, to comment on the specifics of UU once it
has been prepared. If required she can give an undertaking for the legal fees.

The requested time extension to the 6th November 2017 is confirmed. I am
however keen that a decision notice is issued no later than this date; as you
are aware the permitted development rights being relied upon are temporary.
I agree it would be sensible to have site of the UU prior to a decision notice
being issued however should this not be available prior to 6th November I
request the decision notice is issued regardless. In this scenario the final
draft can be agreed prior to occupation in line with the proposed condition.

I look forward to hearing back from you in due course.

All the best

Kind Regards,
Lance Calder
Development Director

T: 020 8954 5731
F: 020 8954 9279
E: lance@jaspargroup.co.uk

Jaspar Group of Companies | 2nd Floor, Stanmore House,

15-19 Church Road | Stanmore | Middlesex | HA7 4AR

www.jaspargroup.co.uk
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE FROM JASPAR

GROUP OF COMPANIES.

This communication is confidential and we



reserve any and all possible rights to privilege in respect

thereof. The information contained in this e-mail message is

confidential, may be legally privileged, and is intended for

use only by the individual(s) named above. If you are not

the intended recipient of this message, you must not copy,

forward, disclose or otherwise use it, or any part of it, in any

way whatsoever. If you have received this message in error,

please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail and

delete the message and any attachments from your system.

Any file attachments to this communication will have been

virus checked prior to transmission, however you should

carry out your own virus check before opening. We do not

accept liability for any damage or loss that may occur from

software viruses.

Jaspar Group of Companies. Registered office: 173-175
Cleveland Street | London | W1T 6QR.

Registered in England no: 3861025

On 19 Oct 2017, at 17:02, John Preston <jpreston@hillingdon.gov.uk>
wrote:

Update on 1654/APP/2017/2801 44 WATERLOO ROAD UXBRIDGE

I thought it sensible to provide the following.

I am taking advice from colleagues in LBH Legal about the suggested

condition; in particular I do not think the final words of the last sentence "

unless otherwise agreed in writing .." is legally acceptable as such tailpeice

conditions are frowned upon nowadays. If a change is desired it is applied for

using the non material or material amendment route.The last part of the

sentence can just be deleted.

LBH legal have to be provided with in house instructions to produce the UU,

and I have set in train that request via the section 106 and CIL Officer.

(Rebecca Yee)

I think it is preferable for you to have sight of the draft UU before the decision

on the prior approval is issued, both in general but also because you will need

to see the definitions  being used.  I further understand that the section 106

agreements being agreed ( and which are going to Committee for decision)

include a requirement on prior approval cases for contributions to public realm

improvements; these are typically around £1,000 per unit. It will also have a

Heads of Terms precluding future occupiers applying for parking permits.



It follows that, being realistic, I need to ask for a further extension of time,

which will otherwise expire on Monday 23 Oct.

Can I ask that you agree a further extension of time until Monday 6 November

2017 please?

Thank you

John Preston

On 17 October 2017 at 11:00, Lance Calder
<lance@jaspargroup.co.uk> wrote:

Hi John,

Many thanks for coming back to me.

We are happy to give a unilateral undertaking, could your legal
team draft the UU for our solicitor’s comments? Please confirm how
you would like us to make payment of £1,000?

Is it not possible to have a condition worded as follows to allow the
legal teams time to agree all the documents and hopefully not
require a further extension of time? Please see below:

Prior to first occupation arrangements must  made to secure the
development as ‘car–free’ with a detailed legal agreement
which has been approved in writing by the local planning
authority. The approved scheme/agreement should ensure that
all future occupiers of the approved development cannot apply
for or obtain an on-street parking permit to park a vehicle on
the public highway and shall be implemented prior to the
occupation of the development hereby permitted and shall be
so maintained unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local
Planning Authority.



The above approach has been acceptable in a number of other
boroughs we have worked with. We also are aware of the time it
can take to agree legal documents and given the time constraints
we are under the above condition makes sense and would require a
legal agreement to be completed before we can occupy the
development.  

Kind Regards,

Lance Calder

Development Director
<image004.png>

T: 020 8954 5731
F: 020 8954 9279
E: lance@jaspargroup.co.uk
<image006.png>

Jaspar Group of Companies | 2nd Floor, Stanmore House, 15-
19 Church Road | Stanmore | Middlesex | HA7 4AR

www.jaspargroup.co.uk
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE FROM JASPAR GROUP OF COMPANIES.
This communication is confidential and we reserve any and all possible rights to privilege in respect
thereof. The information contained in this e-mail message is confidential, may be legally privileged, and
is intended for use only by the individual(s) named above. If you are not the intended recipient of this
message, you must not copy, forward, disclose or otherwise use it, or any part of it, in any way
whatsoever. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately by return
e-mail and delete the message and any attachments from your system. Any file attachments to this
communication will have been virus checked prior to transmission, however you should carry out your
own virus check before opening. We do not accept liability for any damage or loss that may occur from
software viruses.

Jaspar Group of Companies. Registered office: 173-175 Cleveland Street | London | W1T 6QR.
Registered in England no: 3861025

From: John Preston [mailto:jpreston@hillingdon.gov.uk]
Sent: 17 October 2017 10:35
To: Alun Evans
Cc: Lotte Hirst; Lance Calder; Maria Tomalova;
ploveday@hillingdon.gov.uk; Nicola Gooch
Subject: Re: [EXT] Re: 654/APP/2017/2801: 44 Waterloo Road,
Uxbridge UB8 2QX

Update

Maria is now back and I ask that she brings the draft report up
to date to reflect on the material submitted recently.

I have rechacked about what the options are in respect of an
approval.



This can be via a mutilateral S106, but that has to go to
Committee.

LBH can accept a Unilateral Undertaking but if LBH draft this
the cost is £1,000 or if LBH legal comment on a draft from an
applicant the LBH legal cost is £500.

I know that you were pressing for a condition but I understand
the LBH legal view is that an agreement gives greater controls.

I therefore need to understand what route we are going down so
that Maria can finalise a positive recommendation to suit.

Kind regards

John Preston.

On 12 October 2017 at 06:53, Alun Evans
<alun.evans@cgms.co.uk> wrote:

Dear John

...

[Message clipped]

--

John Preston

Contract Planning Manager
Resident Services | London Borough of Hillingdon

3N, Civic Centre | London Borough of Hillingdon

Tel: 01895 250230



Planning Guarantee

Hillingdon are committed to ensure the best possible service provision to all of
our applicants. In order to ensure this, we will not be able to facilitate
negotiation which would result in an application being determined outside of
statutory timeframes, unless the applicant has entered into a Planning
Performance Agreement.

Hillingdon Council routinely monitors the content of emails sent and received via its network for the
purposes of ensuring compliance with its policies and procedures. The contents of this message
are for the attention and use of the intended addressee only. If you are not the intended recipient or
addressee, or the person responsible for sending the message you may not copy, forward, disclose
or otherwise use it or any part of it in any way. To do so may be unlawful. If you receive this email
by mistake please advise the sender immediately. Where opinions are expressed they are not
necessarily those of the London Borough of Hillingdon. Service by email is not accepted unless by
prior agreement.

--
John Preston
Contract Planning Manager
Resident Services | London Borough of Hillingdon
3N, Civic Centre | London Borough of Hillingdon

Tel: 01895 250230

Planning Guarantee
Hillingdon are committed to ensure the best possible service provision to all of
our applicants. In order to ensure this, we will not be able to facilitate negotiation
which would result in an application being determined outside of statutory
timeframes, unless the applicant has entered into a Planning Performance
Agreement.

Hillingdon Council routinely monitors the content of emails sent and received via its network for the
purposes of ensuring compliance with its policies and procedures. The contents of this message are
for the attention and use of the intended addressee only. If you are not the intended recipient or
addressee, or the person responsible for sending the message you may not copy, forward, disclose
or otherwise use it or any part of it in any way. To do so may be unlawful. If you receive this email by
mistake please advise the sender immediately. Where opinions are expressed they are not
necessarily those of the London Borough of Hillingdon. Service by email is not accepted unless by
prior agreement.



 
 

APPENDIX 8 



From: Lance Calder
To: John Preston; Lotte Hirst
Cc: Maria Tomalova; Nicola.Gooch@IrwinMitchell.com
Subject: RE: [EXT] Re: 654/APP/2017/2801: 44 Waterloo Road, Uxbridge UB8 2QX
Date: 17 November 2017 15:18:48
Attachments: image001.png

image003.png
image004.png

Thanks for the update John. We have booked in for a pre app to discuss the external changes
and perhaps it would be sensible that as part of the discussion we agree how to deal with this
issue.

I’m surprised by James Roger’s comments given the evidence we submitted showing the manual
PTAL to be 3. I have no issues with this being dealt with as a delegated decision however if this
results in a refusal we will of course be extremely unhappy.

This is now the 3rd time the borough has back tracked on a previously agreed way of forward and
in the event of a refusal we will of course appeal and bring this to the attention of the inspector
when dealing with an award of costs. Our appeal would be based on the originally submitted
scheme seeking on street car parking. I am also concerned the Borough may have deliberately
delayed issuing a decision in order for the PD rights we rely on to time out; in effect abusing
process to deprive us of our legal rights. Should a refusal be issued we will in additional to any
appeal, investigate if this has occurred. We are seeking counsels advice on recourse for this
scenario.
 

We are keen to avoid the above and given the determination has been delayed until 11th

December2017 , may I suggest an urgent meeting is held with James to discuss what we have
already been through with you? There is perhaps a solution allowing onsite parking for some
units (up to 3 of 6) however this would only be offered without prejudice and on the basis

consent is granted prior to 11th December 2017.  Please revert at your earliest convenience.

Kind Regards,

Lance Calder

Development Director

T: 020 8954 5731
F: 020 8954 9279
E: lance@jaspargroup.co.uk

   

Jaspar Group of Companies | 2nd Floor, Stanmore House, 15-
19 Church Road | Stanmore | Middlesex | HA7 4AR



www.jaspargroup.co.uk

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE FROM JASPAR GROUP OF COMPANIES.
This communication is confidential and we reserve any and all possible rights to privilege in respect thereof. The information contained in this e-
mail message is confidential, may be legally privileged, and is intended for use only by the individual(s) named above. If you are not the intended
recipient of this message, you must not copy, forward, disclose or otherwise use it, or any part of it, in any way whatsoever. If you have received
this message in error, please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail and delete the message and any attachments from your system. Any
file attachments to this communication will have been virus checked prior to transmission, however you should carry out your own virus check
before opening. We do not accept liability for any damage or loss that may occur from software viruses.

Jaspar Group of Companies. Registered office: 173-175 Cleveland Street |  London | W1T 6QR.
Registered in England no: 3861025

From: John Preston [mailto:jpreston@hillingdon.gov.uk] 
Sent: 17 November 2017 14:49
To: Lotte Hirst
Cc: Lance Calder; Maria Tomalova; Nicola.Gooch@IrwinMitchell.com
Subject: Re: [EXT] Re: 654/APP/2017/2801: 44 Waterloo Road, Uxbridge UB8 2QX

Good afternoon Lotte

Sorry, I had chased this case yesterday, but have now been given a message that the Head
of Planning James Rodger is not accepting a report that recommends approval of a car free
scheme in an area with a low/poor PTAL score.

I understand that the case will be taken back "in house" for LBH officers to deal with.

James Rodger is not in work today, but will be back on Monday 20 Nov and will
communicate with you then.

Whilst I can understand that this will be a surprise, to put it mildly, I thought that I at least
owe you and your colleagues this update today.

Yours faithfully

John Preston

On 17 November 2017 at 09:06, Lotte Hirst <lotte@jaspargroup.co.uk> wrote:
Hi Maria

Can we expect a draft of your report today?  Please also chase your legal department for a draft
UU.  The Committee is now less than a week away so time is of the essence.

Kind Regards

Lotte Hirst

Planning Director

T: 020 8954 5731
F: 020 8954 9279
E: lotte@jaspargroup.co.uk



   

Jaspar Group of Companies | 2nd Floor, Stanmore House, 15-
19 Church Road | Stanmore | Middlesex | HA7 4AR

www.jaspargroup.co.uk

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE FROM JASPAR GROUP OF COMPANIES.
This communication is confidential and we reserve any and all possible rights to privilege in respect thereof. The information contained in this e-
mail message is confidential, may be legally privileged, and is intended for use only by the individual(s) named above. If you are not the intended
recipient of this message, you must not copy, forward, disclose or otherwise use it, or any part of it, in any way whatsoever. If you have received
this message in error, please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail and delete the message and any attachments from your system. Any
file attachments to this communication will have been virus checked prior to transmission, however you should carry out your own virus check
before opening. We do not accept liability for any damage or loss that may occur from software viruses.

Jaspar Group of Companies. Registered office: 173-175 Cleveland Street | London | W1T 6QR.
Registered in England no: 3861025

From: Lotte Hirst 
Sent: 13 November 2017 15:42
To: Lance Calder <lance@jaspargroup.co.uk>; John Preston <jpreston@hillingdon.gov.uk>; Maria
Tomalova <mtomalova@hillingdon.gov.uk>
Cc: Nicola.Gooch@IrwinMitchell.com
Subject: RE: [EXT] Re: 654/APP/2017/2801: 44 Waterloo Road, Uxbridge UB8 2QX

Hi Maria

We are conscious that we are yet to receive a draft of the UU, which we were originally

expecting prior to the 6th November.  Please can you chase your legal team to see when we can
expect a draft of this document? 
 
Please can you also send over a draft committee report as soon as this is finalised.
 
We look forward to hearing back from you at your earliest convenience.
 

Kind Regards

Lotte Hirst

Planning Director

T: 020 8954 5731
F: 020 8954 9279
E: lotte@jaspargroup.co.uk



   

Jaspar Group of Companies | 2nd Floor, Stanmore House, 15-
19 Church Road | Stanmore | Middlesex | HA7 4AR

www.jaspargroup.co.uk

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE FROM JASPAR GROUP OF COMPANIES.
This communication is confidential and we reserve any and all possible rights to privilege in respect thereof. The information contained in this e-
mail message is confidential, may be legally privileged, and is intended for use only by the individual(s) named above. If you are not the intended
recipient of this message, you must not copy, forward, disclose or otherwise use it, or any part of it, in any way whatsoever. If you have received
this message in error, please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail and delete the message and any attachments from your system. Any
file attachments to this communication will have been virus checked prior to transmission, however you should carry out your own virus check
before opening. We do not accept liability for any damage or loss that may occur from software viruses.

Jaspar Group of Companies. Registered office: 173-175 Cleveland Street | London | W1T 6QR.
Registered in England no: 3861025

From: Lance Calder 
Sent: 06 November 2017 14:23
To: John Preston <jpreston@hillingdon.gov.uk>
Cc: Lotte Hirst <lotte@jaspargroup.co.uk>; Nicola.Gooch@IrwinMitchell.com; Maria Tomalova
<mtomalova@hillingdon.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: [EXT] Re: 654/APP/2017/2801: 44 Waterloo Road, Uxbridge UB8 2QX

Dear John,

The extension is agreed until the 11th December 2017. The solicitor acting for in relation to the
legal agreement is Nicola Gooch copied in, her details are below.
 
Nicola Gooch
Senior Associate
Irwin Mitchell LLP

DDI: 01293 742868
Mobile: 07747 773258
Phone: 0370 1500 100 Extension: 372868

Could you please confirm the details of the person dealing with this matter in your legal team?
We also look forward to receiving the draft committee report.

On a  separate note we are keen to engage the pre app process in relation to external changes
we are proposing, Lotte will arrange something as soon as possible. All the best

Kind Regards,

Lance Calder

Development Director



T: 020 8954 5731
F: 020 8954 9279
E: lance@jaspargroup.co.uk
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From: John Preston [mailto:jpreston@hillingdon.gov.uk]
Sent: 06 November 2017 14:11
To: Lance Calder
Cc: Lotte Hirst; Nicola.Gooch@IrwinMitchell.com; Maria Tomalova
Subject: Re: [EXT] Re: 654/APP/2017/2801: 44 Waterloo Road, Uxbridge UB8 2QX

Good afternoon Lance

We do need to agree a further AET this afternoon please.

Our legal team are effectively on stand by at present.

Maria is working on the Committee report; I will seek to let you have a draft copy of that
when it is completed, although that will probably not be this afternoon.

Kind regards

John Preston

On 3 November 2017 at 07:53, Lance Calder <lance@jaspargroup.co.uk> wrote:
Thanks John understood

We are of course disappointed, but I can understand why the Council would want to take
the matter to committee.

Would you be able to instruct your lawyers to start working on the legal agreement now?
We clearly want to minimise delays as much as possible and if we fast track the legal
agreement that will help. If acceptable I will send you my solicitors details who can give



undertaking for their fees.

All the best

Kind Regards,
Lance Calder
Development Director

T: 020 8954 5731
F: 020 8954 9279
E: lance@jaspargroup.co.uk

Jaspar Group of Companies | 2nd Floor, Stanmore House,
15-19 Church Road | Stanmore | Middlesex | HA7 4AR

www.jaspargroup.co.uk
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE FROM JASPAR
GROUP OF COMPANIES.

This communication is confidential and we
reserve any and all possible rights to privilege in respect thereof. The
information contained in this e-mail message is confidential, may be
legally privileged, and is intended for use only by the individual(s) named
above. If you are not the intended recipient of this message, you must not
copy, forward, disclose or otherwise use it, or any part of it, in any way
whatsoever. If you have received this message in error, please notify the
sender immediately by return e-mail and delete the message and any
attachments from your system. Any file attachments to this
communication will have been virus checked prior to transmission,
however you should carry out your own virus check before opening. We
do not accept liability for any damage or loss that may occur from
software viruses.

Jaspar Group of Companies. Registered office: 173-175 Cleveland Street |
London | W1T 6QR.

Registered in England no: 3861025

On 1 Nov 2017, at 17:03, John Preston <jpreston@hillingdon.gov.uk> wrote:

Lance
23 Nov is a Thursday; Cttee mtg is in the evening.
So if we assume two weeks after that (possibly optimistic) but take it to a
following Monday, then that would suggest Monday 11 Dec.
John
On 1 November 2017 at 16:43, Lance Calder <lance@jaspargroup.co.uk>
wrote:
Hi John,
 
Thanks for your time earlier. Would you be able to confirm a date you would look
to extend determination until? I appreciate it may be difficult to estimate
timescales for the legals to be completed should the committee vote in line with
officers recommendation however obviously we can’t leave it indefinitely open.
Should it go beyond your estimate we can deal with extensions with the legal team
I assume and agree as necessary?



Kind Regards,

Lance Calder

Development Director
<image001.png>

T: 020 8954 5731
F: 020 8954 9279
E: lance@jaspargroup.co.uk
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From: John Preston [mailto:jpreston@hillingdon.gov.uk]
Sent: 01 November 2017 13:23
To: Lotte Hirst; Alun Evans; Peter Loveday; Nicola Gooch
Cc: Maria Tomalova; Lance Calder
Subject: Re: [EXT] Re: 654/APP/2017/2801: 44 Waterloo Road, Uxbridge UB8 2QX

Lotte

Update

I understand that there is a complaint and a Local Government Ombudsman investigation

concerning the complete preclusion of someone being able to apply for a parking permit. Those

concern other cases.

A consequence of that is that LBH are now unkeen on giving any form of prior approval with a

condition and a related UU and that we are required to bring such a case before Committee for a

decision.

The next available Committee to which this can be referred is Central and South Committee on

23 November.

Can I take it that you want the case reporting to that Committee so that we try to get a decision?

If so, are you happy to agree an extension of time to cover the period up to that date and for the

issue of a decision with a section 106 (and other legal powers), which would be some while after

the actual Committee date?

Kind regards

John Preston

On 31 October 2017 at 12:09, Lotte Hirst <lotte.hirst@cgms.co.uk> wrote:
Hi Maria, John,
 
I’ve not managed to reach you by phone this morning – I trust we are still on track



for a decision by the 6th Nov and that the UU is in motion.
 
You will appreciate that timescales are critical here because of the April 2018 expiry
of this particular PD right, by which time the residential use needs  to have been
engaged,  hence why we are keen to conclude this process without further delay.
 
Thanks both with your help so far and we look forward to hearing back from you. 
Don’t hesitate to call if you have any queries.
 
Kind regards
Lotte
 

Lotte Hirst
Senior Planner - RPS CgMs
140 London Wall,
London, EC2Y 5DN.
United Kingdom
Tel: +44 (0) 20 7583 6767
Direct: +44 (0) 20 7796 5008
Mobile: +44 (0) 7483904870
Email: lotte.hirst@cgms.co.uk
www: www.cgms.co.uk

 

From: Lotte Hirst 
Sent: 30 October 2017 12:17
To: 'Maria Tomalova'
Subject: RE: [EXT] Re: 654/APP/2017/2801: 44 Waterloo Road, Uxbridge UB8 2QX

Thanks Maria – we look forward to hearing back from you today.
 
Kind regards
Lotte
 

Lotte Hirst
Senior Planner - RPS CgMs
140 London Wall,
London, EC2Y 5DN.
United Kingdom
Tel: +44 (0) 20 7583 6767
Direct: +44 (0) 20 7796 5008
Mobile: +44 (0) 7483904870
Email: lotte.hirst@cgms.co.uk
www: www.cgms.co.uk

 
From: Maria Tomalova [mailto:mtomalova@hillingdon.gov.uk]
Sent: 27 October 2017 17:49
To: Lotte Hirst
Subject: Re: [EXT] Re: 654/APP/2017/2801: 44 Waterloo Road, Uxbridge UB8 2QX

Hi Lotte,

Please accept my apology for my absence in this communication.
As you are aware, I was out of office and later on catching gradually with
duties.



We will be in touch on Monday when John is in office as well.

Kind regards

Maria

Maria Tomalova
Planning Officer
Resident Services | London Borough of Hillingdon
3N, Civic Centre | London Borough of Hillingdon
Tel: 07872 674587
www.hillingdon.gov.uk

On 27 October 2017 at 17:11, Lotte Hirst <lotte.hirst@cgms.co.uk> wrote:
John,
 
At our  meeting, we discussed aspirations to enhance the aesthetic of the building
to ensure the quality of the new dwellings is maximised and to improve the building
within the street scene.  These works fall outside the scope of prior approval and
we are intending to submit a planning application to  account for external changes
that we hope you agree are desirable. The quality of the building has degraded over
time and we think this is a good opportunity to enhance the external appearance.
 
We discussed this briefly at the meeting and you kindly said you’d cast your eyes
over the draft scheme.  We would be grateful to hear any constructive feedback on
the plans in order for us to incorporate any comments you may have at submission
stage.
 
I look forward to hearing back from you.

We are also keen to see at draft of the UU as the deadline of the 6th Nov is fast
approaching. When do you anticipate we will receive this.
 
Kind regards
 

Lotte Hirst
Senior Planner - RPS CgMs
140 London Wall,
London, EC2Y 5DN.
United Kingdom
Tel: +44 (0) 20 7583 6767
Direct: +44 (0) 20 7796 5008
Mobile: +44 (0) 7483904870
Email: lotte.hirst@cgms.co.uk
www: www.cgms.co.uk

 

From: Lotte Hirst 
Sent: 25 October 2017 14:10
To: Maria Tomalova
Cc: Alun Evans; John Preston
Subject: RE: [EXT] Re: 654/APP/2017/2801: 44 Waterloo Road, Uxbridge UB8 2QX



Hi Maria
 
I hope you’re well.
 
Are you able to provide an update on the UU and when we can expect the draft?
 
Should your legal team wish to contact Nicola directly, her details are as follows:
 

- Nicola Gooch
Senior Associate
Irwin Mitchell LLP

Nicola Gooch <Nicola.Gooch@IrwinMitchell.com>

- DDI: 01293 742868
Mobile: 07747 773258
Phone: 0370 1500 100 Extension: 372868

 
We look forward to receiving a copy.
 
Many thanks
Lotte
 

Lotte Hirst
Senior Planner - RPS CgMs
140 London Wall,
London, EC2Y 5DN.
United Kingdom
Tel: +44 (0) 20 7583 6767
Direct: +44 (0) 20 7796 5008
Mobile: +44 (0) 7483904870
Email: lotte.hirst@cgms.co.uk
www: www.cgms.co.uk

 

From: Lance Calder [mailto:lance@jaspargroup.co.uk]
Sent: 19 October 2017 20:43
To: John Preston
Cc: Alun Evans; Lotte Hirst; Maria Tomalova; ploveday@hillingdon.gov.uk; Nicola
Gooch
Subject: Re: [EXT] Re: 654/APP/2017/2801: 44 Waterloo Road, Uxbridge UB8 2QX

Hi John,

Thanks for your reply. The revised wording seems fine.

I’ll leave Nicola, our solicitor, to comment on the specifics of UU once it has
been prepared. If required she can give an undertaking for the legal fees.

The requested time extension to the 6th November 2017 is confirmed. I am
however keen that a decision notice is issued no later than this date; as you are
aware the permitted development rights being relied upon are temporary. I



agree it would be sensible to have site of the UU prior to a decision notice
being issued however should this not be available prior to 6th November I
request the decision notice is issued regardless. In this scenario the final draft
can be agreed prior to occupation in line with the proposed condition.

I look forward to hearing back from you in due course.

All the best

Kind Regards,
Lance Calder
Development Director

T: 020 8954 5731
F: 020 8954 9279
E: lance@jaspargroup.co.uk

Jaspar Group of Companies | 2nd Floor, Stanmore House,

15-19 Church Road | Stanmore | Middlesex | HA7 4AR
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Cleveland Street |  London | W1T 6QR.
Registered in England no: 3861025

On 19 Oct 2017, at 17:02, John Preston <jpreston@hillingdon.gov.uk> wrote:

Update on 1654/APP/2017/2801 44 WATERLOO ROAD UXBRIDGE

I thought it sensible to provide the following.



I am taking advice from colleagues in LBH Legal about the suggested condition;

in particular I do not think the final words of the last sentence " unless otherwise

agreed in writing .." is legally acceptable as such tailpeice conditions are frowned

upon nowadays. If a change is desired it is applied for using the non material or

material amendment route.The last part of the sentence can just be deleted.

LBH legal have to be provided with in house instructions to produce the UU, and

I have set in train that request via the section 106 and CIL Officer.(Rebecca Yee)

I think it is preferable for you to have sight of the draft UU before the decision on

the prior approval is issued, both in general but also because you will need to see

the definitions being used. I further understand that the section 106 agreements

being agreed ( and which are going to Committee for decision) include a

requirement on prior approval cases for contributions to public realm

improvements; these are typically around £1,000 per unit. It will also have a

Heads of Terms precluding future occupiers applying for parking permits.

It follows that, being realistic, I need to ask for a further extension of time, which

will otherwise expire on Monday 23 Oct.

Can I ask that you agree a further extension of time until Monday 6 November

2017 please?

Thank you

John Preston

On 17 October 2017 at 11:00, Lance Calder
<lance@jaspargroup.co.uk> wrote:
Hi John,
 
Many thanks for coming back to me.
 
We are happy to give a unilateral undertaking, could your legal team
draft the UU for our solicitor’s comments? Please confirm how you
would like us to make payment of £1,000?
 
Is it not possible to have a condition worded as follows to allow the
legal teams time to agree all the documents and hopefully not require
a further extension of time? Please see below:
 
Prior to first occupation arrangements must  made to secure the
development as ‘car–free’ with a detailed legal agreement which
has been approved in writing by the local planning authority. The
approved scheme/agreement should ensure that all future
occupiers of the approved development cannot apply for or
obtain an on-street parking permit to park a vehicle on the public
highway and shall be implemented prior to the occupation of the
development hereby permitted and shall be so maintained unless
otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
 
The above approach has been acceptable in a number of other



boroughs we have worked with. We also are aware of the time it can
take to agree legal documents and given the time constraints we are
under the above condition makes sense and would require a legal
agreement to be completed before we can occupy the development.  
 
Kind Regards,

Lance Calder

Development Director
<image004.png>

T: 020 8954 5731
F: 020 8954 9279
E: lance@jaspargroup.co.uk
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From: John Preston [mailto:jpreston@hillingdon.gov.uk]
Sent: 17 October 2017 10:35
To: Alun Evans
Cc: Lotte Hirst; Lance Calder; Maria Tomalova;
ploveday@hillingdon.gov.uk; Nicola Gooch
Subject: Re: [EXT] Re: 654/APP/2017/2801: 44 Waterloo Road,
Uxbridge UB8 2QX

Update

Maria is now back and I ask that she brings the draft report up to
date to reflect on the material submitted recently.

I have rechacked about what the options are in respect of an
approval.

This can be via a mutilateral S106, but that has to go to
Committee.

LBH can accept a Unilateral Undertaking but if  LBH draft this
the cost is £1,000 or if LBH legal comment on a draft from an
applicant the LBH legal cost is £500.

I know that you were pressing for a condition but I understand the
LBH legal view is that an agreement gives greater controls.

I therefore need to understand what route we are going down so
that Maria can finalise a positive recommendation to suit.



Kind regards

John Preston.

On 12 October 2017 at 06:53, Alun Evans
<alun.evans@cgms.co.uk> wrote:
Dear John
 

...

[Message clipped]

--
John Preston
Contract Planning Manager
Resident Services | London Borough of Hillingdon
3N, Civic Centre | London Borough of Hillingdon

Tel: 01895 250230
Planning Guarantee
Hillingdon are committed to ensure the best possible service provision to all of
our applicants. In order to ensure this, we will not be able to facilitate negotiation
which would result in an application being determined outside of statutory
timeframes, unless the applicant has entered into a Planning Performance
Agreement.

Hillingdon Council routinely monitors the content of emails sent and received via its network for the
purposes of ensuring compliance with its policies and procedures. The contents of this message are
for the attention and use of the intended addressee only. If you are not the intended recipient or
addressee, or the person responsible for sending the message you may not copy, forward, disclose
or otherwise use it or any part of it in any way. To do so may be unlawful. If you receive this email by
mistake please advise the sender immediately. Where opinions are expressed they are not
necessarily those of the London Borough of Hillingdon. Service by email is not accepted unless by
prior agreement.

--
John Preston
Contract Planning Manager
Resident Services | London Borough of Hillingdon
3N, Civic Centre | London Borough of Hillingdon

Tel: 01895 250230

Planning Guarantee
Hillingdon are committed to ensure the best possible service provision to all of
our applicants. In order to ensure this, we will not be able to facilitate negotiation
which would result in an application being determined outside of statutory
timeframes, unless the applicant has entered into a Planning Performance
Agreement.

Hillingdon Council routinely monitors the content of emails sent and received via its network for the
purposes of ensuring compliance with its policies and procedures. The contents of this message are



for the attention and use of the intended addressee only. If you are not the intended recipient or
addressee, or the person responsible for sending the message you may not copy, forward, disclose
or otherwise use it or any part of it in any way. To do so may be unlawful. If you receive this email by
mistake please advise the sender immediately. Where opinions are expressed they are not
necessarily those of the London Borough of Hillingdon. Service by email is not accepted unless by
prior agreement.













 

 
Job No: AE/LH/JCG23131 E-mail: alun.evans@cgms.co.uk  
  Date:    21st September 2017 
 
Mr John Preston  
Planning Department  
2W/04 
Civic Centre 
High Street 
Uxbridge 
Middlesex 
UB8 1UW 
 
Dear John  
 
SITE: 44 WATERLOO ROAD, UXBRIDGE, UB8 2QX 

PRIOR APPROVAL APPLICATION FOR CHANGE OF USE FROM USE CLASS B8 TO USE 
CLASS C3 
 
APPLICATION REFERENCE: 1654/APP/2017/2801 
 
I am writing on behalf of our client, Uxbridge Property Ltd, in relation to the above application for 
prior approval. We note from your email dated 1st September that the Council’s Highways Officer 
has expressed that the development is unacceptable based on the low PTAL score.  In an 
additional phone conversation on 12th September 2017 between myself and the Highways 
Officer, parking stress and pressure from Councillors and residents were cited as additional 
reasons why the development would cause unacceptable highways impacts. 
 
We do not agree that the development will result in unacceptable highways impacts. The key 
points in support of this application are: 

 
- The manual PTAL is 3 (not 0 as indicated by the automatic PTAL online tool). 
- The relevance of PTAL is limited as we are not proposing a car-free development, although 

the applicant would be amenable to 3 of the 6 houses proposed to be restricted as car-free 

based on the medium PTAL rating of 3 and 11 minute walk to Uxbridge Tube Station. The 

remaining 3 homes will be entitled to apply for on street residents’ permits.  

- Waterloo Road has capacity for on-street parking - for the majority of the survey period relied 

up in our transport statement the parking stress did not exceed 50% and there were more 

than 50 available on street parking spaces within 200m of the site.  

- At the highest stress level recorded on a single occasion, there were still 27 available parking 

spaces.  

 

 



 
 

The initial proposal was to seek 6 on street permits, however the applicant respectfully requests 

that the Council consider the option of 3 car-free houses and 3 houses with on street parking 

permits.  

 

The Transport Assessment and Parking Survey by Cottee Transport Consultants submitted with 

the application documents includes the parking survey data which provides clear and unequivocal 

evidence to demonstrate that Waterloo Road does not suffer from parking stress.  

 

Furthermore, there are a number of garages to the immediate rear of the application site which are 

owned by the Council.  At present, there are 5 garages (out of 13) available for rent at the site for 

£31 per week (excluding VAT). It is a reasonable assertion that if considerable on street parking 

stress existed, few/no private parking spaces would be available to rent.  The images below are 
taken from the Council’s website and include the Garage Reference Numbers, map showing the 

location and the weekly rental cost.  

In addition to the garages at Waterloo Road, there are three garages at Austin Waye (3 minute 

walk/170m from the application site), with Garage Reference Numbers 52104705, 52105513 and 

52105775.  This evidence, in isolation but particularly when taken together with the data from the 

parking survey, is a clear indication there is no evidence of severe parking stress surrounding the 

site.   

53920137 WATERLOO ROAD UXBRIDGE 

52195785 WATERLOO ROAD UXBRIDGE 

52196043 WATERLOO ROAD UXBRIDGE 

52195811 WATERLOO ROAD UXBRIDGE 

52196179 WATERLOO ROAD UXBRIDGE 

 



 
 

 
 

Based on the Council’s website, within the Uxbridge ward there are a total of 43 Council garages 
available to rent.  This is more than the total number in the remainder of the Borough, which given 

the relatively limited geographical area of Uxbridge in comparison to the remainder of the Borough 

(Uxbridge North and South wards highlighted in red below), indicates that whist there may be 

some areas of parking stress, the need within Uxbridge and particularly the need surrounding the 

site itself, is not so great that all local Council garages are at capacity. In the context of the site the 

fact that there are 8 available in a 170m radius of the site further support our transport 

assessments conclusion that parking is not stressed.  

Town  Available Council parking spaces  

Uxbridge  43 

Eastcote 7 

Harefield  8 

Hayes 5 

Ikenham  1 

Northwood  7 

Ruislip  9 

Map of London Borough of Hillingdon with Uxbridge North and Uxbridge South shaded red; Table   
showing number of available parking spaces in Hillingdon  



 
 

Impact on Prior Approval Submission  

The parking survey undertaken by Cottee Transport Consultants indicates there is capacity for 

future residents to be granted parking permits without the risk of parking stress.  However, the 

applicant would also agree to restricting 3 of the 6 units to car-free, secured by planning 

condition or legal agreement.  This would mean that the maximum number of additional on-street 

vehicles would be 3, in the event that the future occupiers of these one-bedroom units all had 

cars. Occupiers of the remaining car-free units would be restricted from applying for parking 

permits, but would have the opportunity to rent one of the available Council garages to the 

immediate rear of the site, make the 11 minute walk or 4 minute cycle to Uxbridge Tube Station, 

or seek further alternative private parking arrangements.  

I trust this letter is self-explanatory but if you have any questions do not hesitate to contact either 

myself or Lotte Hirst at this office.  

Yours sincerely, 

 
Alun Evans 
Director 
 





PTAL Spreadsheet Guide

1. Introduction

WebCAT provides pre-calculated PTAL values using a grid of points at 100m 
intervals across London. We recognise that under certain circumstances this 
level of detail is not sufficient for your purposes. For this reason we have 
developed the PTAL spreadsheet. The spreadsheet includes some sample PTAL 
calculations as well as a macro that allows you to import individual PTAL 
calculation reports from WebCAT and convert them to an Excel format. You 
can then modify the data to satisfy your own requirements. For example you 
could alter the walk times in the calculation to represent a precise location or 
you could include new transport routes to see what impact they have on the 
PTAL.

Section 2 provides an overview of the PTAL spreadsheet

Section 3 provides a step-by-step guide to downloading a PTAL calculation 
report and importing it into Excel.

Section 4 provides guidelines to on how to modify a PTAL calculation.

Section 5 provides contact details for further information.
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2.PTAL spreadsheetoverview

Figure 1: PTAL Spreadsheet –Notes worksheet

The PTAL spreadsheet gives you the ability to im port an existing calculation 
report from  W ebCAT and convert it into an Excel form at. It also includes a 
num ber of sam ple worksheets so that you can see how these calculations are 
com pleted.

The spreadsheet includes the following item s:

� Notes: Shown in Figure 1, provides general background inform ation as 
well as a link to the “PTAL report convertor” m acro. Section 3 of this 
guide explains how todo this

� Exam ple 1: providesa standard PTAL calculation 

� Exam ple 2: includes PTAL calculations for a site with and without 
Crossrail services

� Exam ple 3: includes two PTAL calculations for a site using the existing 
and new walk network
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3.Using the PTAL Report Convertor

In this section we explain how to export a PTAL calculation report from  
W ebCAT and then im port the results into an Excel spreadsheet.

a. Download a PTAL calculation report

W ebCAT can provide a PTAL calculation report for each 100m  grid cell in 
London. To extract the results for a specific location search or pan the PTAL 
m ap in W ebCAT via the PTAL tab. Next, click on the m ap at your point of 
interest. If it is not already enabled, this will change the m ap’s zoom  level to 
display the PTAL grid sim ilar to the exam ple in Figure 2.

Figure2:PTAL grid cells display
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The PTAL value for each grid square isbased on its central point or centroid. 
The data needed to calculate this is stored in a database and can be 
downloaded as a "PTAL Calculation Report" (a tab delim ited text file) for the 
selected location. An exam ple report is given below in Figure 3. To generate a 
report click on the “PTAL Calculation report” link below the m ap and save the 
file to your device.

Figure3:PTALcalculation report –text

b.Im porting the calculation report to Excel

In the “PTAL Spreadsheet” select the “Notes” worksheet and click on the 
“PTAL Report Convertor” button (See Figure 1). This will ask you to select an 
existing text report. Once selected the report is converted from  text to an Excel 
spreadsheet with all the necessary form ulas included (Colum ns F to K). On 
com pletion of the m acro you will be asked to save the file. Ensure this is an 
Excel form at to retain the form ulas. Figure 4 shows Figure 3 converted into a 
spreadsheet form at. 
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Figure 4: PTAL calculation report im ported into Excel

c. Applying the PTAL

Below the calculation the“Total PTAI” (Access Index) value is given. This is the 
sum  of the AI values given in colum n K. The totalcan be given a PTAL rating 
using the table in Figure 5.

Note: If you alter variables such as distance or frequency this will have an 
im pact on the Access Index and the final PTAL.

Figure 5: Converting the Access Index to a PTAL
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4.M odifying the calculation

Now that you have a PTAL calculation worksheet you can m odify it to reflect 
local conditions.

Exam ples m ay include:

� Changing the point-of-interest (and walk distances) to represent a 
different location to the W ebCAT grid calculation. 

� Changing walk distances to reflect m ore direct or indirect walk routes that 
are not defined in W ebCAT. 

� Including new services (e.g. a new bus service or rail route) into the 
calculation to see what im pact it has on the PTAL score.

a) M odifying walk distances

W alk distances are m easured from  the calculation’s point-of-interest to the 
service access points: bus stops or station entrances via the walk network. 

Any changes to the walk network or the location of the calculation point will
m ean that walk distances in colum n D of the calculation worksheet will need to 
be checked and altered m anually by the user.

Changes to the walk network and/or the point-of-interest could also m ean that 
additional services are within range (640m  for bus stops or 960m  for all other 
modes) and will need to be included in the calculation. Likewise services that 
now fall outside these thresholds need to be deleted from  the calculation.

b) M odifying service data

W hen adding additional service inform ation the following “rules” should be 
adhered to:

� All routes are only entered oncein the calculation. Som e bus routes, for 
exam ple, m ay have two stops that fall within the m axim um  walk distance.
In the spreadsheet the route with the shortest walk distance from  the POI 
is the one entered.
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� For bus routes, although there m ay be m inor variation in stopping
patternsin either direction, to sim plify the process bi-directionalroutes
are considered equal and in the spreadsheet only the direction with the 
highest frequency is entered.

� Rail and LUL services are identified by their service stopping patterns. 
W here the pattern is duplicated in both directions only the service with 
the highest frequency is entered into the spreadsheet.

It is recom m ended that where possible additional service inform ation is 
extracted from  other W ebCAT PTAL calculation reports and incorporated into 
the calculation. W alk distances will need to be checked and altered to reflect 
the new location and any duplicate routes will need to be deleted.

c) Applying the m ode based weighting

Any changes to the service definitions or walk distances in Colum n D will alter 
the calculation values in colum ns F to K. Rem em ber that these changes will 
alter the EDF value (colum n I). Check that the weighting is applied correctly by 
m ode in colum n J). For each m ode (Bus, Rail, LU, etc.) the service with the 
highest EDF is given a value of 1 whilst the rem ainder are given a weighting of 
0.5.

5. Further information

Further background inform ation relating to the PTAL calculation can be found in 
our connectivity guide available onthe “Planning with W ebCAT” web page.

Similarly if you have any queries regarding the calculation please contact the 
W ebCAT team : W ebCAT@ tfl.gov.uk.

October2015
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Our Ref: JM053 E-mail: lotte@jaspargroup.co.uk 
  Date: 23rd November 2017 
 
 
Mr James Rodger  
Planning Department  
Civic Centre 
High Street  
Uxbridge  
UB8 1UW 
 
Dear Mr Rodger  
 
PRIOR APPROVAL APPLICATION FOR CHANGE OF USE FROM USE CLASS B8 (STORAGE OR 
DISTRIBUTION CENTRE) TO USE CLASS C3 (DWELLINGHOUSE) FOR 6 X 1 BED FLATS 
 
SITE: 44 WATERLOO ROAD, UXBRIDGE UB8 2QX 

APPLICATION REFERENCE: 654/APP/2017/2801 
 
Further to our numerous correspondence, we are yet to receive any response or feedback in relation to 
application reference 654/APP/2017/2801.  

The intention of prior approval rights is to expedite and streamline the planning process. Consent is 
automatically granted if a determination is not made within a 56 day period from receipt of a valid 
application and the intention of this part of the legislation is to encourage local authorities to determine 
these applications without delay.   

In spite of the above, we have agreed a number of extensions of time in the spirit of cooperation to allow 
for LB Hillingdon to fully consider the application. We are now on day 108 of what should be a 56 day 
process and are yet to receive any justification as to why the application has not been approved.  

Class P is a time-limited right and the use must be commenced by 15th April 2018, thus you will appreciate 
the need for this application to be reviewed as soon as possible.  We appreciate that this is one of a high 
volume of cases currently being considered by your Officers, as such and in order to expedite matters, we 
propose a PPA is entered into relating to the pending Prior Approval application as well an application for 
external changes to the building (for which a pre-application enquiry has been submitted).  

We were assured in an email dated Friday 17th November that you would be in contact on Monday 20th 
November. Please respond to this letter by close of business on Friday 24th November.  Given the 
discourse of the application to date, we request a copy of LB Hillingdon’s official complaints procedure, 
which we intend to pursue in the event that we don’t receive a timely response.  

Despite these recent issues, the Jaspar Group remains keen to work proactively with the Council to work 
towards a resolution in respect of this application, as well as on future developments within LB Hillingdon.  

Yours sincerely, 
Lotte Hirst  
 
Planning Director 
T: 020 8954 5731 
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Our Ref: JM053 E-mail: lotte@jaspargroup.co.uk 
  Date: 23rd November 2017 
 
 
Mr James Rodger  
Planning Department  
Civic Centre 
High Street  
Uxbridge  
UB8 1UW 
 
Dear Mr Rodger  
 
PRIOR APPROVAL APPLICATION FOR CHANGE OF USE FROM USE CLASS B8 (STORAGE OR 
DISTRIBUTION CENTRE) TO USE CLASS C3 (DWELLINGHOUSE) FOR 6 X 1 BED FLATS 
 
SITE: 44 WATERLOO ROAD, UXBRIDGE UB8 2QX 

APPLICATION REFERENCE: 654/APP/2017/2801 
 
Further to our numerous correspondence, we are yet to receive any response or feedback in relation to 
application reference 654/APP/2017/2801.  

The intention of prior approval rights is to expedite and streamline the planning process. Consent is 
automatically granted if a determination is not made within a 56 day period from receipt of a valid 
application and the intention of this part of the legislation is to encourage local authorities to determine 
these applications without delay.   

In spite of the above, we have agreed a number of extensions of time in the spirit of cooperation to allow 
for LB Hillingdon to fully consider the application. We are now on day 108 of what should be a 56 day 
process and are yet to receive any justification as to why the application has not been approved.  

Class P is a time-limited right and the use must be commenced by 15th April 2018, thus you will appreciate 
the need for this application to be reviewed as soon as possible.  We appreciate that this is one of a high 
volume of cases currently being considered by your Officers, as such and in order to expedite matters, we 
propose a PPA is entered into relating to the pending Prior Approval application as well an application for 
external changes to the building (for which a pre-application enquiry has been submitted).  

We were assured in an email dated Friday 17th November that you would be in contact on Monday 20th 
November. Please respond to this letter by close of business on Friday 24th November.  Given the 
discourse of the application to date, we request a copy of LB Hillingdon’s official complaints procedure, 
which we intend to pursue in the event that we don’t receive a timely response.  

Despite these recent issues, the Jaspar Group remains keen to work proactively with the Council to work 
towards a resolution in respect of this application, as well as on future developments within LB Hillingdon.  

Yours sincerely, 
Lotte Hirst  
 
Planning Director 
T: 020 8954 5731 
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