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15 April 2021 
 
Mr Niall Bolger 
Chief Executive 
London Borough of Hounslow 
Hounslow House 
7 Bath Road 
Hounslow 
TW3 3EB 
 
Dear Mr Bolger 
 
Planning Committee meeting, 8 April 2021, Homebase & Tesco (P/2020/3099 & P/2020/3100) 
 
We/OWGRA, are writing to you to complain about the way in which the Homebase & Tesco planning 
applications were dealt with at the Planning Committee meeting on Thursday 8 April 2021.  We itemise 
below our critical issues regarding these substantial and complex applications. 
 
1. Format of the meeting and problems encountered during the meeting 

 
1.1. Sequence of presentations: The Chairman called for the objectors to speak before the application 

had been introduced.  It is unclear why this unusual sequence was allowed?  Equally, why didn’t 
the Council Officers intervene immediately to remedy this situation by stopping the meeting, to 
ensure that a balanced and fair approach was used by introducing the application first (by either 
the applicant or the Planners)?  What is the protocol for the order of speakers at Planning Com-
mittee meetings, and why was this not communicated to objectors in good time? 
 

1.2. Format of meeting: We had been asking for weeks for information about the format of the meet-
ing and only some of our questions were answered late in the day on Tuesday 6 April. 
1.2.1. 19 March, OWGRA e-mail to Matthew Rees asking for an urgent virtual meeting on 23 or 24 

March to discuss the following aspects about the meeting on 8 April: order of business, or-
der of presentations (Homebase, Tesco, applicant, objectors, planners), timings for the night 
of the meeting, time allocated to each speaker, parties involved, objector speakers.  Re-
sponse received on 22 March included the following: “I should probably be clear that it will 
be up to the Chair of Planning Committee how he runs the meeting, it's not for officers to 
meet and decide. As such I can't answer a number of your questions, but we can pass on any 
suggestions or concerns you may have.” 

1.2.2. 23 March, OWGRA e-mail to Councillor Mann (Chairman, Planning Committee), asking simi-
lar questions to the above.  No response received to date. 

1.2.3. 26 March, OWGRA e-mail to Planning Committee Administrator requesting permission to 
speak at the 8 April meeting and repeating the questions above. 

1.2.4. 29 March, response received from Planning Committee Administrator “Your request for 3-4 
people from OWGRA to speak at the planning meeting on 8 April has been noted. Officers 
will be discussing the arrangements with the Chair tomorrow and I will be able to get back 
to you afterwards to let you know what the arrangements will be.” 
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1.2.5. 1 April, OWGRA e-mail to Planning Committee Administrator: 
“I had hoped to hear by now what the plans are for the Planning Committee meeting next 
Thursday, especially as we are about to have 2 bank holidays in between. 
We urgently request information on: 

• whether we will be doing separate presentations on Homebase and Tesco or whether it 
should be one combined presentation covering both Homebase and Tesco, 

• how long we are being given for the one (or will it be two) presentations, 

• what order will the various parties be speaking in (planners, applicants, objectors), 

• how long is the meeting expected to last, 

• what time will there be a break and for how long (so that participants and observers of 
the meeting can plan when to eat), 

• the date and time of the technical run-through, 

• when will the link to the meeting appear on the website so that we can inform the pub-
lic who will want to observe the meeting.” 

Response received: “It is likely that both applications will be taken together with regard to 
presentations but voted on separately as is usual practice with cases such as this. OWGRA 
are likely to have 10 minutes to present and there will be also be other objectors speaking 
with additional time to do so.” 

1.2.6. 6 April: two unsuccessful technical run-throughs at 12 pm and 5 pm where we were ex-
pected to present down a telephone line if we didn’t have a subscription to MS Teams.  It 
was during the contact at 12.30 pm that day that I asked our questions again and was told 
that the Planners would speak first, followed by the objectors, followed by the developer. 

1.2.7. 8 April (Planning Committee meeting day): another unsuccessful technical run-through on 
MS Teams at 12 pm – problems with sound and slides.  That afternoon most of us down-
loaded the MS Teams app in consultation with a member of the LBH IT team, but there was 
no time to check how it actually worked with all of us logging on, trying to present and an-
swer questions.  
Such last minute hiccups were serious, disruptive and not of our making. Problems could 
have been easily avoided if objectors had been given adequate information in good time. 
Objectors were put at a disadvantage before even starting their presentation.   
 

1.3. Level of participation at meeting: We understand that the protocol of the meeting is that Commit-
tee Members must not participate in, or vote on, any items they were not present for the entirety 
of the item.  We are concerned that some of the Members switched off their videos during the 
meeting, and we cannot be sure that they were not doing something else eg leaving the meeting 
or receiving/sending messages on their smartphones.  We understand that Councillor Collins had 
problems with his phone connection and so might not have been present for the whole of the 
meeting? 
 

1.4. Level of control and interference: While rewatching the meeting it is very distracting seeing guests 
who weren’t speaking on the screen eg me when I was muted, and some of the other objectors. 
This would have interfered with the concentration levels of the Members of the Planning Commit-
tee.  Couldn’t the IT staff have organised the screen in such a way that only Councillors would be 
seen and the guest speaking at the time?   
 

1.5. Muting problems and fair access during presentation: During the actual Planning Committee 
meeting on 8 April I was centrally muted some of the time and was unable to finish my part of the 
OWGRA presentation; thankfully another member of our team was able to step in and read it on 
my behalf.  The Chairman was quite rude in incorrectly stating that I could mute and unmute my-
self, but that was not the case as you can see in the photos below that I took of the screen at that 
time, which show two different mute/unmute functions, one which allows the speaker to 
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mute/unmute themselves and the other shows the speaker being able to mute/unmute them-
selves.  Thankfully someone (not a member of the IT dept, but Councillor Chaudri) succeeded in 
unmuting me so I was able to answer questions that were put to OWGRA and the objectors by the 
Committee Members.  In fact, the other objectors Tony Firkins and Paul Velluet had the same 
problems with being unable to unmute themselves. 
 
Fig 1: shows some guests muted/unmuted centrally, others able to mute/unmute themselves 
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Fig 2: shows my screen when I was unable to unmute myself 
 

 
 
 
Fig 3: shows my screen when I was unmuted centrally and could finally unmute myself 
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1.6. Presentation - sound problems: During my part of the presentation some of what I said was partly 
inaudible because someone was loudly clearing their throat while they were unmuted, which de-
tracted from what I was saying. 
 

1.7. Presentation - screen problems: I did experience the screen freezing on me from time to time, 
which never happens with Zoom.  I have a good broadband connection with Virgin Media. I was 
connected via cable to the internet and had closed all other apps on my laptop.  
 

1.8. Second group of objectors: The Chairman had not been briefed that the second group of objectors 
(who were collectively given 10 mins to speak between them) did not know each other and were 
speaking individually.  The Chairman didn’t even have a list of their names.  This was badly han-
dled ahead of meeting by the Council in terms of poor organisation and badly handled by the 
Chairman during the meeting blaming them incorrectly for not knowing what was happening.   
 

1.9. Speakers’ names: We don’t understand why the Chairman had the list of names of the people 
speaking on behalf of the applicant but not of the objectors when we had supplied our names to 
the Planning Committee Administrator?  This lacked courtesy and made the objectors look unpro-
fessional. 
 

1.10. Summing-up: Prior to the Planning Committee voting, there was no summing-up, albeit brief, to 
highlight in an impartial way the salient issues and key points made by the applicant and objec-
tors. This is a perfectly reasonable expectation not only by attendees, but also the borough’s resi-
dents, who could watch the planning meeting remotely.  We should remember that these pro-
ceedings are of a semi-judicial nature. 
 

1.11. Planning conditions: There was no discussion at the end of the meeting about planning conditions.  
Surely this is a serious omission, given the substantial size and complexity of the developments? 

 
2. Leaking of OWGRA speaker names prior to the meeting 

 
The names of OWGRA speakers were requested by the Planning Committee Administrator. One of our 
OWGRA speakers, who was speaking as a private citizen, lives on Syon Lane opposite the Tesco site, is an 
employee in one of the companies used by the applicants. This speaker was contacted early on 8 April, 
before the Planning Committee meeting and questioned by several people within their company.   
 
The question is why were the names of speakers leaked prior to the meeting? OWGRA had only given the 
names to the Planning Committee Administrator. Who passed on this information and why? Is the passing 
on of names not in contravention of GDPR and data protection?  
 
3. Problems with the Planning Officers’ reports 
 
The presentation from the Planners and other Council Officers failed to give a balanced picture, as did the 
Officers’ reports.   We are under the impression that the role of the Planning Officers is to weigh up the 
merits of the development, but in this case the information provided to Committee Members was unduly 
selective.  It conveyed the views of the developer and downplayed the very well researched and detailed 
objections from OWGRA and other objectors.  The presentation of benefits versus harms was thus 
imbalanced.   
 
The usual practice in the Officer’s reports at LBH is that objections are listed in a table with responses given 
alongside.  The example below is taken from a recent application in OSG ward determined at the 4 March 
meeting, and shows some of the comments from 9 responses to the consultation in the left hand column 
and the Officer’s responses in the right hand column. 
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Comment Response 

Over development of site.  See paragraphs 7.2 – 7.16. 

No turning circle for cars or vans.  Swept paths have been provided that 
demonstrate vehicles can manoeuvre on the 
site, with sufficient space to enter and exit from 
Osterley Road in forward gear. 

Development will increase use of land at 
unlimited times.  

The operation hours of the Scout Hut would not 
be altered by the proposal. 

Increase in anti-social behaviour.  The use of the site as a community facility 
would be considered to aid in reducing anti-
social behaviour in the area and improve 
passive surveillance of the access road. 

 
This was not the case with the Homebase & Tesco planning applications.  The objections were summarised 
in list form over a number of pages, but no comments were made as in the table above.  Equally, the serious 
concerns raised by the Hounslow Design Review Panel were downplayed. The same applies to the 
fundamental questions and concerns raised by TfL which were dealt with only in part. What was the reason 
for this?  The lack of appropriate formatting and presentation made it harder to see that some of the 
objections simply went without an answer. 
 
Also, there was no pagination in the two Officers’ reports which ran to 175 and 176 pages, making it 
difficult to use and refer to.  No index was provided either, which would be normal for a document of over 
300 pages. This too made reading, research and comment unnecessarily difficult. 
 
4. Imbalance of evidence required on controversial points  

 
We expected that the role of the Chairman would be to ensure that clear evidence on the issues discussed 
was available to Committee Members.  This was often not the case eg the objectors had presented almost 
900 letters of objection while there were only less than 30 letters of support.  The applicant asserted that 
these objectors were only part of the community and that the developer had evidence of support for the 
application.  No data to support this statement was provided, nor did the Chairman ask for any. 
  
5. Lack of evidence to support claims made by Planning and Transport Officers 
 
Numerous statements were made during the meeting, particularly by the LBH Transport Officer, which were 
unsubstantiated and not backed up by adequate evidence.  
 
The LBH Transport Officer failed to acknowledge the fact that there are no funds available in the 
foreseeable future to finance the essential improvements to public transport and roads. This vague 
approach muddied the waters and prevented the essential scrutiny of this fundamental planning 
requirement.  
 
6.  Circulation of documentation sent to LBH 
 
OWGRA sent two sets of documents to the Members of the Planning Committee and cc’d the Planning 
Officers and the Planning Committee Administrator.  These consisted of a summary of our objections, 
questions that we believed should be put to the developer and Planning Officers during the meeting, our 
comments on the Officers’ reports, and policies that the planning applications did not comply with.  How 
can we be certain that they were not passed on to the developer?  Likewise, the OWGRA presentation slides 
and script for the Planning Committee meeting.  Such doubts are now justified by the fact that personal 
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details of at least one of our team from OWGRA were passed to the developer. In the same vein, how can 
we be sure that our documents weren’t passed on to the developer? 
 
7. Conflict of interest  
 
Hounslow Council decided at the Affordable Housing Committee meetings on 23 December 2020 and 1 
February 2021 that they would purchase the 164 affordable homes on the Homebase site to meet their 
Council Housing targets.  In our view, this clearly gave rise to a potential conflict of interests at the Planning 
Committee meeting.  The acquisition of such homes in a very large development would be very important 
for Hounslow Council to meet its housing targets.  We understand that Planning Committees are meant to 
be non-political, however it is quite natural that Labour Members of the Committee would not want to go 
against the intentions of these purchases.  This problem of this conflict of interest was not raised at the 
meeting.  It should have been made clear to the Members of this Committee that their decisions should not 
be influenced in any way by these purchases.  Notwithstanding this, the Planning Officer reminded 
Members of the Planning Committee during the meeting of the importance of securing 164 affordable units 
on the Homebase site. 
 
8. Probity in planning 

 
The Planning Officer’s report on the Homebase application makes specific reference to a sequential site test 
which the applicant (or the Council) conducted in support of shortlisting the Homebase site for relocation of 
the Tesco store. The Planning Officer referred to this sequential test during the meeting.  However, we 
understand that this test was not published as part of the application. 
 
9. Summary 
 
In summary, the way in which this Planning Committee meeting was organised and conducted fell far short 
in terms of public engagement and impartiality of the standard that the general public has a right to expect 
from its representatives and the officers whose salaries they pay.  The points outlined above demonstrate 
the many shortcomings prior to and during the meeting.  It is demonstrable that the numerous and serious 
shortcomings, outlined above, have put objectors at a serious disadvantage.  
 
We are writing to place on the record our deep dissatisfaction and serious concern about the way the 
Planning Committee has handled these substantial and complex applications, and look forward to receiving 
a detailed response to our complaints at your earliest convenience. Finally, we would respectfully ask you to 
advise us about what action you might consider taking to rectify this situation. Our concerns may well lead 
us to seek legal advice on these matters. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
Barbara Stryjak  
on behalf of  
OWGRA (Osterley & Wyke Green Residents' Association) 
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