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	Meeting:
	Hillingdon Planning Committee
	

	Date:
	14 October 2026
	Time: 7:00pm

	Venue:
	Committee Room 5, Civic Centre
	



ADDENDUM SHEET


	Item 5
	Location: 5 Kewferry Road 


	Following submission of a parking plan, the Council undertook a further period of public consultation between 28th of September 2026 and 12th of October 2026. Following publication of the agenda and Committee Report, a further nine representations have been received, prior to the consultation expiry, raising concerns over:
 
1. Unsuitable location; suitability of use.



2. Inadequate parking; traffic / highways impacts; lack of staff travel data; the rota puts five or more staff on site at each changeover; swept path analysis based on unverified dimensions; day journeys for the children not accounted for. 




























3. Impact on neighbour amenity (noise, disturbance).


4. Impact on character/appearance of the area given enlarged driveway.


5. Stated management commitments are not enforceable.










6. Rear garden not private as it is visible from the public footpath.










7. Loss of a family home with no need identified; comments of Children’s Services haven’t been published.



















8. Lack of evidence regarding the applicant's operational track record in delivering and managing children's residential care homes.


9. The planning consultant named on the application documentation (AM Planning Consultants) appears to have been dissolved.


10. Impact on residential property values.




11. Report written before consultation period closed.



















David Simmonds MP:
 
I refer to the above application which falls within my constituency. 
 
Constituents have contacted me with their concerns and I would ask that you take
their concerns into consideration when determining this application please.

 
 


	Officers have reviewed all further representations received and responses to the numbered points are given as follows:




1. Discussed within paragraphs 7.18 - 7.21, 7.86 - 7.98 of the Committee report.

2. Discussed within paragraphs 7.57 - 7.78 of the Committee report. Proposed Condition 11 requires the submission of a Staff Travel Plan which will allow for effective consideration and monitoring of the commuting arrangements. Instances of staff-crossover at change-over times could be easily overcome through the slight staggering of shift times (i.e. 5-minute intervals) - this would however be for the applicant to resolve to ensure the staffing limits as per recommended Condition 4 are adhered to. The swept path drawings have been reviewed and are deemed to show an accurate portrayal of the site. The Highways Officer has raised no objections to the proposal, which included assessing dayjourneys. In this instance it is considered that the number of day journeys (e.g. to/from school, clubs etc. would be likely comparable to a similarly-sized family household of four children. As such, no measurable concerns are raised.

3. Discussed within paragraphs 7.32 - 7.48 of the Committee report.

4. Discussed within paragraphs 7.25 – 7.31 of the Committee report.

5. Compliance with the supporting documentation would be added as a planning condition (Condition 3), ensuring that the contents of the documentation can be broadly enforced where necessary. Previous appeal decisions on care homes have adopted this approach. (31 Frithwood Avenue APP/R5510/W/25/3373721)

6. The rear garden is private by definition insofar as it is for the private use and benefit of no. 5 only. In any case, it is largely obscured from view from the public footpath by a high close board fence. Impacts on the amenity of future occupiers are assessed within paragraphs 7.49 – 7.56 of the Committee report.


7. The loss of a family home is noted however significant weight is given to the provision of a children’s care home, for which there is also an identifiable need. This balance is discussed within paragraphs 7.1 – 7.17 and 7.22 – 7.24 of the Committee report. The need has been demonstrated via the applicant’s own Needs Assessment document, which is not disputed by the Council (being further supported by the position of the Council’s Children’s Services Team. The comments of Children’s Services have been sought on the application and are given in full within Table 2 of the Committee report.

8. The planning system is not discriminatory towards the apparent credibility or practical



9. The application can only be assessed on its planning merits, therefore this would carry no weight in the overall assessment of the proposal.

10. Potential reductions in property value are entirely speculative and are not a material planning consideration. 

11. Whilst the Committee report was published before the consultation period concluded, this does not prevent the Council from considering any additional representations received before the consultation deadline. All comments submitted by 12 October 2026 were reviewed and have been reported to Members through the Committee Addendum process. The Addendum forms part of the Committee papers and is considered by Members before any decision is taken on the application.




     All representations received have been taken into account as part of the determination process and are summarised within Table 1 of the Committee report and, following publication, the addendum above.




	Item 9
	Location: Tavistock Works


	  Amendments/Additional Information:
	Officer Comments:

	The following public representation (summarised) has been received post publication of the committee report 

The key concerns raised are:
1. Roof Terrace Impacts
. The revised six-storey scheme would place a communal roof terrace, play area and seating space at a similar level to sixth-floor bedrooms in Fitzroy Court, approximately 2 metres from the nearest windows.
. The resident argues that no specific noise assessment has been undertaken to demonstrate that noise from terrace users would not harm neighbouring residential amenity.

2. Daylight and Sunlight Loss
. Reference is made to the applicant's daylight and sunlight assessment, which identifies impacts to neighbouring properties.
.Concerns are raised regarding significant reductions in daylight and winter sunlight to a number of windows and outdoor amenity areas within Fitzroy Court.

3. Proximity and Overbearing Impact
. The proposal would position the side wall of the development approximately 10 metres from neighbouring bedroom windows.
. The resident states this is below the 15-metre separation distance recommended within the Council's residential layout guidance and would result in an overbearing relationship.

4. Lapsed Planning Permissions
. It is argued that previous permissions for taller schemes have expired and therefore should not be afforded weight as fallback positions when considering the current proposal.
. The resident considers the application should be assessed solely on its own merits.




5. Affordable Housing
. The representation highlights that, unlike a previous approved scheme, the current proposal would provide no affordable housing contribution.
. It is argued that this reduces the public benefits of the development and should be given weight in the planning balance.

6. Conditions
. The resident contends that planning conditions would not adequately mitigate the impacts arising from the roof terrace due to its close proximity to neighbouring windows.

The comment also suggests a number of questions Members may wish to raise with officers regarding:
· Noise impacts from the roof terrace;
· Justification for the reduced separation distance;
· The relevance of previous lapsed permissions;
· Independent review of the viability assessment and affordable housing position.
 

	
 




The Councils Noise Officer has reviewed the application and raised no objection subject to the imposition of a condition to restrict noise levels to be inline with existing background noise levels and the relevant British Standards. 





Addressed in para’s 7.36 – 7.44, in summary the proposal presents an improvement in terms of daylight and sunlight levels when compared with both previous consents.




The HDAS has been superseded by the Hillingdon Local Plan – Part Two: Development Management Policies (2020) which does not contain a minimum separation distance between buildings. 



Officers are required to give appropriate weight to previous permissions where they have been assessed in accordance with the same development plan policies. Moreover substantial weight should be afforded to applications previously subject to an appeal which was allowed. Failure to do so could result in a further appeal and application for costs being awarded against the council. 





Addressed in para’s 7.16 – 7.23





The conditions and heads of terms proposed are considered to meet the relevant tests in accordance with Policy DM6 of the NPPF 2026




	Item 10
	Location: Land at Status Park


	  Amendments/Additional Information:
	Officer Comments:

	
Applicant changed from ‘London Borough of Hillingdon’ to ‘MBH Heathrow Ltd.’
	
 Correction of error in report drafting






	Item 11
	Location: Uxbridge College


	  Amendments/Additional Information:
	Officer Comments:

	
Deletion of Condition 16 (Crane Management Plan).

Amendment to Condition 3 (General compliance with supporting documentation) as follows:

The development hereby permitted shall not be occupied until the following has been completed in accordance with the specified supporting plans and/or documents:
 
- Arboricultural Method Statement, 10 August 2026, Arbtech
- Construction Management Plan, 05/05/26, Portakabin
- Fire Safety Statement, Portakabin
- Noise Assessment, Rev.2 17 August 2026, Cass Allen
- Preliminary Ecological Appraisal & Roost Assessment, Issue 3.0, 11/09/2026, ArbTech 
- Transport Statement, August 2026, Iceni
- Method Statement for Contract Lifting and Moving Operation, 09/07/2026, 23042026 (REV A)/v1, Southern Cranes & Access 
- Method Statement for Contract Lifting and Moving Operation, 09/07/2026, 23042026 (REV C)/v1, Southern Cranes & Access

Thereafter the development shall be retained/maintained in accordance with these details for as long as the development remains in existence
 
REASON
To ensure the development complies with the provisions Hillingdon Local Plan Parts 1 (November 2012) and 2 (January 2020) and the London Plan (2021).

	
Following the submission of Method Statements for Contract Lifting and Moving Operation, the Council undertook a further consultation with Ministry of Defence who confirm that, following review of the application documents, the proposed development would be considered to have no detrimental impact on the operation or capability of a defence site or asset and that the MOD has no objection to the development proposed. 

Condition 16 which was recommended to secure the approval of a Crane Management Plan in consultation with MoD is no longer required and is proposed to be deleted. 

To ensure compliance with the submitted Method Statements, it is recommended that Condition 3 is amended to include these documents.
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