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Useful information for  

residents and visitors 
 
Travel and parking 
 
Bus routes 427, U1, U3, U4 and U7 all stop at 
the Civic Centre. Uxbridge underground station, 
with the Piccadilly and Metropolitan lines, is a 
short walk away. Limited parking is available at 
the Civic Centre. For details on availability and 
how to book a parking space, please contact 
Democratic Services 
 
Please enter from the Council’s main reception 
where you will be directed to the Committee 
Room.  
 
Accessibility 
 
An Induction Loop System is available for use in 
the various meeting rooms. Please contact us for 
further information.  
 
Electronic devices 
 
Please switch off any mobile devices before the meeting. Any recording of the meeting is 
not allowed, either using electronic, mobile or visual devices. 
 
Emergency procedures 
 
If there is a FIRE, you will hear a continuous alarm. Please follow the signs to the nearest 
FIRE EXIT and assemble on the Civic Centre forecourt. Lifts must not be used unless 
instructed by a Fire Marshal or Security Officer. 
 
In the event of a SECURITY INCIDENT, follow instructions issued via the tannoy, a Fire 
Marshal or a Security Officer. Those unable to evacuate using the stairs, should make 
their way to the signed refuge locations. 
 

 



 

 

 

A useful guide for those attending Planning Committee meetings 

 

 

Security and Safety information 
Fire Alarm - If there is a FIRE in the building the 
fire alarm will sound continuously.  If there is a 
BOMB ALERT the alarm sounds intermittently.  
Please make your way to the nearest FIRE EXIT.  

Recording of meetings – This is not allowed, 
either using electronic, mobile or visual devices.  

Mobile telephones – Please switch off any mobile 

telephones and BlackBerries before the meeting.  
 

Petitions and Councillors 
Petitions – Those who have organised a petition of 
20 or more borough residents can speak at a 
Planning Committee in support of or against an 
application.  Petitions must be submitted in 
writing to the Council in advance of the meeting.  
Where there is a petition opposing a planning 
application there is also the right for the 
applicant or their agent to address the meeting 
for up to 5 minutes.   

Ward Councillors – There is a right for local 
councillors to speak at Planning Committees about 
applications in their Ward.  

Committee Members – The planning committee is 
made up of the experienced Councillors who meet 
in public every three weeks to make decisions on 
applications. 
 

How the Committee meeting works 
The Planning Committees consider the most 
complex and controversial proposals for 
development or enforcement action.  

Applications for smaller developments such as 
householder extensions are generally dealt with 
by the Council’s planning officers under delegated 
powers.  

An agenda is prepared for each meeting, which 
comprises reports on each application 

Reports with petitions will normally be taken at 
the beginning of the meeting.   

The procedure will be as follows:-  

1. The Chairman will announce the report;  

2. The Planning Officer will introduce it; with a 
presentation of plans and photographs;  

3. If there is a petition(s),the petition organiser 
will speak, followed by the agent/applicant 

 

followed by any Ward Councillors; 

4. The Committee may ask questions of the 
petition organiser or of the agent/applicant;  

5. The Committee debate the item and may seek 
clarification from officers;  

6. The Committee will vote on the 
recommendation in the report, or on an 
alternative recommendation put forward by a 
Member of the Committee, which has been 
seconded. 

About the Committee’s decision 
The Committee must make its decisions by 
having regard to legislation, policies laid down 
by National Government, by the Greater London 
Authority – under ‘The London Plan’ and 
Hillingdon’s own planning policies as contained 
in the ‘Unitary Development Plan 1998’ and 
supporting guidance.  The Committee must also 
make its decision based on material planning 
considerations and case law and material 
presented to it at the meeting in the officer’s 
report and any representations received.  

Guidance on how Members of the Committee 
must conduct themselves when dealing with 
planning matters and when making their 
decisions is contained in the ‘Planning Code of 
Conduct’, which is part of the Council’s 
Constitution.  

When making their decision, the Committee 
cannot take into account issues which are not 
planning considerations such a the effect of a 
development upon the value of surrounding 
properties, nor the loss of a view (which in itself 
is not sufficient ground for refusal of 
permission), nor a subjective opinion relating to 
the design of the property.  When making a 
decision to refuse an application, the Committee 
will be asked to provide detailed reasons for 
refusal  based on material planning 
considerations.   

If a decision is made to refuse an application, 
the applicant has the right of appeal against the 
decision.  A Planning Inspector appointed by the 
Government will then consider the appeal.  
There is no third party right of appeal, although 
a third party can apply to the High Court for 
Judicial Review, which must be done within 3 
months of the date of the decision.  

 



 

 

Agenda 
 

 

 

Chairman's Announcements 

1 Apologies for Absence  

2 Declarations of Interest in matters coming before this meeting  

3 Matters that have been notified in advance or urgent  

4 To confirm that the items of business marked Part 1 will be considered 
in public and that the items marked Part 2 will be considered in private 

 

 

PART I - Members, Public and Press 
 
Items are normally marked in the order that they will be considered, though the 
Chairman may vary this.  The name of the local ward area is also given in addition to the 
address of the premises or land concerned. 
 

 

Applications with a Petition 
 

 Address Ward Description & Recommendation Page 

5 21 Victoria Road 
Ruislip    
  
63773/APP/2014/3218 
 
 

Manor 
 

Change of use from retail (Use 
Class A1) to mini-cab office (Sui 
Generis) 
 
Recommendation : Refusal  

1 - 12 
 

56 - 59 

6 7 Nicholas Way 
Northwood      
 
16461/APP/2014/2077 
 
 

Northwood 
 

Two storey, 6-bed, detached 
dwelling with habitable roofspace 
involving demolition of the existing 
dwelling 
 
Recommendation : Refusal 

13 - 26 
 

60 - 75 



 

 

 

Applications without a Petition 
 

 Address Ward Description & Recommendation Page 

7 46 Dawlish Drive 
Ruislip     
 
49706/APP/2014/2919 
 
 

Manor 
 

Single storey front extension 
involving conversion of garage to 
habitable room (Part 
Retrospective) 
 
Recommendation : Refusal  

27 - 34 
 

76 - 81 

8 Woodbine Cottage 
Tile Kiln Lane 
Harefield      
  
26852/APP/2014/3215 

West 
Ruislip 
 

Retrospective planning permission 
for the erection of replacement 
entrance gates from Tile Kiln Lane 
 
Recommendation : Refusal  

35 - 40 
 

82 - 87 

9 Woodbine Cottage 
Tile Kiln Lane 
Harefield    
   
26852/APP/2014/3218 

West 
Ruislip 
 

Retention of summerhouse and 
small shed in garden. 
 
Recommendation : Refusal  

41 - 48 
 

88 - 94 

 
PART II - Members Only 
 
The reports listed below are not made public because they contain confidential or 
exempt information under paragraph 6 of Part 1 of Schedule 12A to the Local 
Government (Access to Information) Act 1985 as amended. 
 
 

10 Enforcement Report 49 - 54 
 

 

PART I - Members, Public & Press  
 
Plans for North Planning Committee                         55 - 94 
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North Planning Committee - 18th November 2014

PART 1 - MEMBERS, PUBLIC & PRESS

21 VICTORIA ROAD RUISLIP

Change of use from retail (Use Class A1) to mini-cab office (Sui Generis)

30/05/2014

Report of the Head of Planning, Sport and Green Spaces 

Address

Development:

LBH Ref Nos: 63773/APP/2014/1855

Drawing Nos: Location Plan (1:1250)
GTD398-01
Design and Access Statemen

Date Plans Received: Date(s) of Amendment(s):

1. SUMMARY

The proposal has been considered in terms of its impact on the shopping function of the

town centre and the potential impacts on neighbouring occupiers' residential amenity,

parking and traffic. 

Policy S11 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Saved Unitary Development Plan

Policies (November 2012) states that planning permission will only be granted for uses

falling within Class A1 (retail uses), banks and building societies (but not other Class A2

uses) and Class A3 (Food and Drink uses) in the Primary Shopping Areas of the identified

Town Centres. This is subject also to the remaining retail facilities being adequate to

accord with the function of the shopping centre and without resulting in a separation of

Class A1 uses or concentration of non-retail uses which might harm the vitality and viability

of the centre.

The loss of this retail unit located in a Primary Shopping Area to a use outside of those

specified within the policy would therefore be unacceptable as it would result in incremental

harm to the existing retail shopping provision of the town centre as a whole. The

interruption in the retail frontage criteria would not apply due to the station frontage and

adjacent dry cleaners (No. 23) but the proposal is strictly contrary to Policy S11 of the Local

Plan nonetheless. 

Policy S6 of the Local Plan, which considers all shopping areas, allows for changes of use

of Class A1 premises that would maintain or provide a design of frontage that is appropriate

to the area is maintained; provided also that the proposed use is compatible with the

neighbouring uses, with no loss of amenity to residential properties (by reason of

disturbance, noise, parking and traffic etc.) and that there is no effect on road safety.

The amenities of residential occupiers in the flats above shops nearby to the retail premises

(Nos. 21/23 Victoria Road are single storey units) would however be unlikely to be

unaffected by the proposed use which would not create any significant increase in noise or

other disturbances given the size of the unit and nature of the use together with its busy

town centre location adjacent to a station. Nonetheless, a condition could be imposed on

any permission granted that restricted the opening hours of the proposed mini-cab office to

ensure that the current living conditions of nearby occupiers were not affected. 

04/06/2014Date Application Valid:

Agenda Item 5

Page 1



North Planning Committee - 18th November 2014

PART 1 - MEMBERS, PUBLIC & PRESS

The effect of the proposal on the appearance of the area has been considered and as

there are no changes proposed to the existing frontage this is considered acceptable.

Given these considerations therefore the proposal is considered to comply with the

objectives of Policies S6 and BE13 in respect of visual and residential amenities.

Whilst there are no overriding amenity issues, a number of concerns have been raised

relating to specific traffic, highway related or parking problems identified with the proposal.

In these respects however, the Council's Highways Officer does not consider that there are

grounds for refusal as there are controlled parking bays available on both sides of the road.

As a result, the traffic generated by the proposal would have little effect on the total amount

of parking available for daytime or evening visitors to the town centre. Furthermore, the

vehicles associated with the use would not need to be parked directly outside of the min-

cab office and at all times would have to merge with the general traffic movements in the

immediate vicinity. 

The proximity of the application site to the exit of Ruislip Manor Station does not of itself

give rise to any serious pedestrian safety or public order issues attributable to such uses.

For these reasons, the proposal is thus considered to be in compliance with Local Plan

Policies AM7 and AM14 on traffic/parking.

Nonetheless, for the reason given relating to the principle of the loss of a retail unit

described the application is recommended for refusal.

REFUSAL   for the following reasons:

NON2 Non Standard reason for refusal

The proposal by reason of the loss of a retail unit would further erode the retail function and

attractiveness of the Ruislip Manor Town Centre Primary Shopping Area, harming its vitality

and viability and undermining the attractiveness of the town centre. The proposal is

therefore contrary to Policy S11 Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Saved UDP Policies

(November 2012) and policy 4.8 of the London Plan (2011).

1

I52

I53

Compulsory Informative (1)

Compulsory Informative (2)

1

2

INFORMATIVES

The decision to REFUSE planning permission has been taken having regard to all relevant

planning legislation, regulations, guidance, circulars and Council policies, including The

Human Rights Act (1998) (HRA 1998) which makes it unlawful for the Council to act

incompatibly with Convention rights, specifically Article 6 (right to a fair hearing); Article 8

(right to respect for private and family life); Article 1 of the First Protocol (protection of

property) and Article 14 (prohibition of discrimination).

The decision to REFUSE planning permission has been taken having regard to the policies

and proposals in the Hillingdon Unitary Development Plan Saved Policies (September

2007) as incorporated into the Hillingdon Local Plan (2012) set out below, including

Supplementary Planning Guidance, and to all relevant material considerations, including

the London Plan (July 2011) and national guidance.

2. RECOMMENDATION

S6 Change of use of shops - safeguarding the amenities of shopping

areas
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North Planning Committee - 18th November 2014

PART 1 - MEMBERS, PUBLIC & PRESS

I59 Councils Local Plan : Part 1 - Strategic Policies3

3.1 Site and Locality

The application site falls within part of a shopping frontage on the east side of Victoria Road

in Ruislip Manor. It comprises of a small ground floor retail unit, built as part of the adjacent

Ruislip Manor Station, most recently used as a sandwich shop and which has been vacant

for over a year. It was previously in use as a cafe/restaurant. The immediately adjoining

single storey unit to the south, No. 23, is a dry cleaners.

The site falls within the defined Primary Shopping Area of Ruislip Manor Town Centre as

designated in the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Saved Unitary Development Plan

Policies (November 2012).

The premises is adjacent to the principal south entrance/exit of Ruislip Manor Underground

Station (Metropolitan & Piccadilly Lines) and there is a wide footpath at this point. There are

pay and display controlled on-street parking bays along both sides of Victoria Road.

3.2 Proposed Scheme

On this decision notice policies from the Councils Local Plan: Part 1 - Strategic Policies

appear first, then relevant saved policies (referred to as policies from the Hillingdon Unitary

Development Plan - Saved Policies September 2007), then London Plan Policies. On the

8th November 2012 Hillingdon's Full Council agreed the adoption of the Councils Local

Plan: Part 1 - Strategic Policies. Appendix 5 of this explains which saved policies from the

old Unitary Development (which was subject to a direction from Secretary of State in

September 2007 agreeing that the policies were 'saved') still apply for development control

decisions.

3. CONSIDERATIONS

S11

AM7

AM13

AM14

CACPS

LDF-AH

BE13

BE15

OE1

LPP 4.8

Service uses in Primary Shopping Areas

Consideration of traffic generated by proposed developments.

AM13 Increasing the ease of movement for frail and elderly people

and people with disabilities in development schemes through (where

appropriate): - 

(i) Dial-a-ride and mobility bus services

(ii) Shopmobility schemes

(iii) Convenient parking spaces

(iv) Design of road, footway, parking and pedestrian and street

furniture schemes

New development and car parking standards.

Council's Adopted Car Parking Standards (Annex 1, HUDP, Saved

Policies, September 2007)

Accessible Hillingdon , Local Development Framework,

Supplementary Planning Document, adopted January 2010

New development must harmonise with the existing street scene.

Alterations and extensions to existing buildings

Protection of the character and amenities of surrounding properties

and the local area

(2011) Supporting a Successful and Diverse Retail Sector
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PART 1 - MEMBERS, PUBLIC & PRESS

None relevant to this application.

4. Planning Policies and Standards

Planning permission is sought for the change of use of the existing ground floor from a retail

shop unit (Class A1) to a mini-cab office use (Sui Generis).

The internal floorspace (23 sq. metres) would comprise of the office and customer area. No

detailed floor layout plans have been provided and thus no indication of whether there would

be any staff facilities (kitchen/wc) available.

There would be no changes made to the existing shopfront, fascia or entrance doors. Any

signage proposals would need to be sought through a separate application for

Advertisement Consent.

The proposed hours of use have not been specified in the application, however it is likely to

be operating on all days of the week including late evenings.

PT1.E5 (2012) Town and Local Centres

UDP / LDF Designation and London Plan

The following UDP Policies are considered relevant to the application:-

Part 1 Policies:

S6

S11

AM7

AM13

Change of use of shops - safeguarding the amenities of shopping areas

Service uses in Primary Shopping Areas

Consideration of traffic generated by proposed developments.

AM13 Increasing the ease of movement for frail and elderly people and people with

disabilities in development schemes through (where appropriate): - 

(i) Dial-a-ride and mobility bus services

(ii) Shopmobility schemes

(iii) Convenient parking spaces

(iv) Design of road, footway, parking and pedestrian and street furniture schemes

Part 2 Policies:

63773/ADV/2007/137

63773/APP/2007/3254

21 Victoria Road Ruislip

21 Victoria Road Ruislip

INSTALLATION OF AN INTERNALLY ILLUMINATED FASCIA SIGN.

INSTALLATION OF SHOPFRONT AND ROLLER SHUTTER.

28-12-2007

27-12-2007

Decision:

Decision:

Approved

Approved

3.3 Relevant Planning History

Comment on Relevant Planning History
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PART 1 - MEMBERS, PUBLIC & PRESS

AM14

CACPS

LDF-AH

BE13

BE15

OE1

LPP 4.8

New development and car parking standards.

Council's Adopted Car Parking Standards (Annex 1, HUDP, Saved Policies,

September 2007)

Accessible Hillingdon , Local Development Framework, Supplementary Planning

Document, adopted January 2010

New development must harmonise with the existing street scene.

Alterations and extensions to existing buildings

Protection of the character and amenities of surrounding properties and the local

area

(2011) Supporting a Successful and Diverse Retail Sector

Not applicable

Advertisement and Site Notice5.

5.1 Advertisement Expiry Date:-

Not applicable5.2 Site Notice Expiry Date:-

6. Consultations

External Consultees

6 adjoining and nearby occupiers were consulted (5.6.2014) and in addition a site notice was

displayed from 20.6.2014. There has been one representation made accompanied by a petition of

objection (with 84 signatures) with the following comments:

- loss of retail shop (percentage must be adhered to);

- parking outside controlled hours (0800-1830) from cabs returning to base taking up spaces for

evening visitors to Ruislip Manor;

- mini cab firm would attract clubbers (noise/disturbance in early hours)/lead to an increase in anti-

social behaviour thus more police required to mitigate;

- would result in congestion/blockage of Victoria Road and junction with Pembroke Avenue, Park Way

and Victoria Road;

- increase in litter/rubbish;

- noise from cars arriving/departing (drivers wait);

- Ruislip Manor station would become a pick up point/soliciting fares from other cab companies;

- increase in air pollution.

Ruislip Residents Association: No response received.

London Underground Limited (Infrastructure):

This is London Underground assets and is subject to the applicant fulfilling the legal requirements in

place and formed under agreement with London Underground. The terms of the lease have not been

agreed with London Underground and therefore the objection will remain in place until the lease has

been finalised.

London Underground (Ruislip Manor): No response received.

Transport for London:
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North Planning Committee - 18th November 2014

PART 1 - MEMBERS, PUBLIC & PRESS

7.01 The principle of the development

Policy S11 of the adopted Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Saved Unitary Development

Plan Policies (November 2012) states that planning permission will be granted for service

uses falling within Class A1 (retail uses), banks and building societies (but not other Class

A2 uses) and Class A3 (Food and Drink uses) in the Primary Shopping Areas of the

identified Town Centres. This is subject also to the remaining retail facilities being adequate

to accord with the function of the shopping centre and without resulting in a separation of

Class A1 uses or concentration of non-retail uses which might harm the vitality and viability

of the centre.

Policy S6 of the Local Plan, which considers all shopping areas, allows for changes of use

of Class A1 premises that would maintain or provide a design of frontage that is appropriate

to the area is maintained; provided also that the proposed use is compatible with the

neighbouring uses, with no loss of amenity to residential properties (by reason of

disturbance, noise, parking and traffic etc.) and that there is no effect on road safety.

Notwithstanding that the use could be controlled by conditions to safeguard the amenities of

Internal Consultees

Highways (Transport/Traffic):

This is a Minor Town Centre location. The current A1 use provides no parking. There is another mini

cab operator not far and no complaints have been received. Pay and display on street parking is

available on both sides of Victoria Road.

Urban Design/Conservation Officer:

Ruislip Manor Station, of which this unit forms a part, is locally listed. Whilst there would be no

objection to a change of use, any proposed changes to the shopfront or advertising, and also new

antenna required to operate the use, would be of interest.

Access Officer:

The proposal seeks the change of use from (A1) retail use to a Mini Cab Office. It is unknown from the

plans whether level access or suitably graded access into the premises exists, however, as the

application appears to be for a straightforward change of use with no material alterations proposed,

no accessibility improvements could reasonably be required within the remit of planning. In view of the

above, the following informative should be attached to any grant of planning permission:

1. The Equality Act 2010 seeks to protect people accessing goods, facilities and services from

discrimination on the basis of a 'protected characteristic', which includes those with a disability. As

part of the Act, service providers are obliged to improve access to and within the structure of their

building, particularly in situations where reasonable adjustment can be incorporated with relative

ease. The Act states that service providers should think ahead to take steps to address barriers that

impede disabled people.

- premises not suitable for mini cab office (no toilets or other staff/customer facilities);

- no parking facilities for taxis to stand;

- vehicles parked in front will obstruct Station SAP and RVP;

- pick up and drop offs will obstruct LU Emergency response unit vehicles/activity; and

- will restrict the station entrance/exit on south side/pose crowd control issues at school times (twice

daily) and during Wembley events.

MAIN PLANNING ISSUES7.
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North Planning Committee - 18th November 2014

PART 1 - MEMBERS, PUBLIC & PRESS

7.02

7.03

7.04

7.05

7.07

7.08

Density of the proposed development

Impact on archaeology/CAs/LBs or Areas of Special Character

Airport safeguarding

Impact on the green belt

Impact on the character & appearance of the area

Impact on neighbours

the area and neighbours, such as any changes to the shopfront including signage and the

hours of use, the loss of even a small retail unit in this primary shopping frontage, vacant or

otherwise, to a non service use would be regrettable. The incremental change that it would

represent would cause demonstrable harm to the existing retail shopping provision of the

town centre as a whole. 

In the absence of any reason why this vacant unit can not be re-occupied for retail use again

in the near future, such as evidence through marketing of a continued lack of demand, the

proposal is thus contrary to Policy S11 of the Local Plan.

Not applicable to this application.

Not applicable to this application.

Not applicable to this application.

Not applicable to this application.

Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two Policy BE13 states that development will not be permitted if

the layout and appearance fail to harmonise with the existing street scene or other features

in the area which the Local Planning Authority considers it desirable to retain or enhance. 

There are no alterations proposed to the existing shop front which consists of central

entrance door with window openings on either side. The surrounding area forms part of an

established shopping centre location, with the variation in commercial frontages and signage

at ground floor that is typically associated with such areas. 

The application premises itself is single storey and is seen against the listed Ruislip Manor

Station buildings behind, of which it forms part and together with No. 23 links the station at

street level with the main shopping parade to the south.

As such therefore, the proposal would be no effect on the appearance of the area and would

comply with Policy BE13 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Saved Unitary

Development Plan Policies (November 2012).

In terms of assessing the effects of the proposal on residential amenity, the potential impacts

that may arise with the proposed use are those of noise, parking and general disturbance.

Thus Policy OE1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Saved Unitary Development Plan

Policies (November 2012) states that permission will not normally be granted for uses and

associated structures which are likely to become detrimental to the character or amenities of

surrounding properties or the area generally because of siting or appearance; storage; traffic

generation; noise and vibration or the emission of dust, smell or other pollutants.

There are no residential occupiers above this single storey unit, whilst the nearest

residential properties to be found within the main two and three storey shopping parade to

the south are sufficiently separated from the site so as not likely to be affected by any noise

generated by vehicles or persons associated with the use from street level during evenings.
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PART 1 - MEMBERS, PUBLIC & PRESS

7.09

7.10

7.11

7.12

7.13

7.14

7.15

7.16

7.17

Living conditions for future occupiers

Traffic impact, car/cycle parking, pedestrian safety

Urban design, access and security

Disabled access

Provision of affordable & special needs housing

Trees, Landscaping and Ecology

Sustainable waste management

Renewable energy / Sustainability

Flooding or Drainage Issues

Accordingly, the proposal complies with the objectives of Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two

Policy OE1 in this regard.

Not applicable to this application.

The site is located within a shopping centre location close to bus stops and the Ruislip

Manor Underground Railway Station.

Whilst there is no specific information given in the application regarding vehicle numbers or

hours of operation, there would be two full time members of staff and one part-time. For

these purposes therefore it has been assumed that the use would be carried on until late

evenings on all days of the week and thus operate to maximum hours.

Notwithstanding, the Council's Highways Officer does not consider that there are grounds

for refusal in this town centre location as for instance there is no parking provided with the

existing retail unit with which its occupation is comparable whilst controlled parking bays are

available on both sides of the road and thus would regulate the cab vehicles waiting for

fares.

Both in terms of volume and due to their temporary occupancy of available nearby parking

spaces, whether during or outside of the controlled parking hours, the traffic generated by

the proposal would have little noticeable effect on the total amount of parking available for

daytime or evening visitors to the town centre. Whilst their owners may choose to do so, the

vehicles associated with the use would not need to be parked directly outside of the min-cab

office and all times these would have to merge with the general traffic movements in the

immediate vicinity. 

The proximity of the application site to the exit of Ruislip Manor Station does not of itself give

rise to any serious pedestrian safety or public order issues attributable to such uses. The

traffic generated by the proposed use is unlikely to be significantly more than at present or

otherwise worsen existing conditions for pedestrian safety in the immediate vicinity. 

For these reasons, the proposal is thus considered to be in compliance with Local Plan

Policies AM7 and AM14 on traffic/parking.

Not applicable to this application.

Access Officers comments

Not applicable to this application.

Not applicable to this application.

Not applicable to this application.

Not applicable to this application.

Not applicable to this application.
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PART 1 - MEMBERS, PUBLIC & PRESS

7.18

7.19

7.20

7.21

7.22

Noise or Air Quality Issues

Comments on Public Consultations

Planning Obligations

Expediency of enforcement action

Other Issues

Not applicable to this application.

A number of comments have been raised primarily relating to the three issues - the loss of a

retail use and the impacts of additional traffic/parking and persons within the vicinity of the

site.

In principle, the change of use sought would be contrary to shopping policy in this

established primary shopping frontage but the additional parking and traffic implications of

the proposal are not considered likely to result in demonstrable harm to highway or

pedestrian safety.

Similarly, the other concerns raised relating to anti-social behaviour, noise and litter are all

matters that could, in the event of a permission, be sought to be mitigated by means of

appropriate conditions relating to the premises (such as permitted hours of use). 

The other more serious considerations, such as potential crowd control issues and public

order disturbances are matters that ordinarily fall under the jurisdiction of TfL on and around

their own  premises and the police to deal with. These are not attributable in the normal

course of events to a mini-cab office and would be beyond the terms of any planning

permission.

Not applicable to this application.

Not applicable to this application.

None.

8. Observations of the Borough Solicitor

General

Members must determine planning applications having due regard to the provisions of the

development plan so far as material to the application, any local finance considerations so

far as material to the application, and to any other material considerations (including regional

and national policy and guidance). Members must also determine applications in accordance

with all relevant primary and secondary legislation.

Material considerations are those which are relevant to regulating the development and use

of land in the public interest. The considerations must fairly and reasonably relate to the

application concerned. 

Members should also ensure that their involvement in the determination of planning

applications adheres to the Members Code of Conduct as adopted by Full Council and also

the guidance contained in Probity in Planning, 2009.

Planning Conditions

Members may decide to grant planning consent subject to conditions. Planning consent

should not be refused where planning conditions can overcome a reason for refusal.

Planning conditions should only be imposed where Members are satisfied that imposing the

conditions are necessary, relevant to planning, relevant to the development to be permitted,
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enforceable, precise and reasonable in all other respects. Where conditions are imposed,

the Council is required to provide full reasons for imposing those conditions.

Planning Obligations

Members must be satisfied that any planning obligations to be secured by way of an

agreement or undertaking pursuant to Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act

1990 are necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms. The obligations

must be directly related to the development and fairly and reasonably related to the scale

and kind to the development (Regulation 122 of Community Infrastructure Levy 2010).

Equalities and Human Rights

Section 149 of the Equalities Act 2010, requires the Council, in considering planning

applications to have due regard to the need to eliminate discrimination, advance equality of

opportunities and foster good relations between people who have different protected

characteristics. The protected characteristics are age, disability, gender reassignment,

pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, sex and sexual orientation.

The requirement to have due regard to the above goals means that members should

consider whether persons with particular protected characteristics would be affected by a

proposal when compared to persons who do not share that protected characteristic. Where

equalities issues arise, members should weigh up the equalities impact of the proposals

against the other material considerations relating to the planning application. Equalities

impacts are not necessarily decisive, but the objective of advancing equalities must be taken

into account in weighing up the merits of an application. The weight to be given to any

equalities issues is a matter for the decision maker to determine in all of the circumstances.

Members should also consider whether a planning decision would affect human rights, in

particular the right to a fair hearing, the right to respect for private and family life, the

protection of property and the prohibition of discrimination. Any decision must be

proportionate and achieve a fair balance between private interests and the public interest.

9. Observations of the Director of Finance

Not applicable to this application.

10. CONCLUSION

That permission be refused for the change of use sought for the reason given above on the

grounds that the loss of this retail unit located in a Primary Shopping Area to a non service

use would result in incremental harm to the existing retail shopping provision of the town

centre.

11. Reference Documents

Hillingdon Local Plan (November 2012);

Hillingdon Design and Accessibility Statement: Accessible Hillingdon (May 2013);

The London Plan (July 2011);

National Planning Policy Framework.

Daniel Murkin 01895 250230Contact Officer: Telephone No:
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North Planning Committee - 18th November 2014

PART 1 - MEMBERS, PUBLIC & PRESS

7 NICHOLAS WAY NORTHWOOD

Two storey, 6-bed, detached dwelling with habitable roofspace involving

demolition of the existing dwelling

13/06/2014

Report of the Head of Planning, Sport and Green Spaces 

Address

Development:

LBH Ref Nos: 16461/APP/2014/2077

Drawing Nos: 637/107
Arboricultural Impact Assessment and Arboricultural Method Statement (Re

DS09021301)

Tree Survey Report
Design and Access Statemen
Bat Survey
Planning Report
Habitat Survey
637/101
637/102
637/103
Location Plan to Scale 1:1250
637/104
637/106
S1
P738/001
637/105

Date Plans Received: Date(s) of Amendment(s):

1. SUMMARY

The application seeks planning permission for the erection of a two storey, 6-bed, detached

dwelling with habitable roofspace involving demolition of existing dwelling.

The proposal makes inadequate provision for the retention, protection and utilisation of the

protected trees of merit on the site. The proposal would therefore be detrimental to the

visual amenity and arboreal/wooded character of the Copse Wood Estate Area of Special

Local Character, contrary to policy BE38 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 1 - Strategic

Policies (November 2012).

REFUSAL   for the following reasons:

NON2 Non Standard reason for refusal

The proposal makes inadequate provision for the retention, protection and utilisation of the

protected trees of merit on the site. The proposal would therefore be detrimental to the

visual amenity and arboreal/wooded character of the street scene and the wider Copse

Wood Estate Area of Special Local Character, contrary to policies BE19 and BE38 of the

Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - UDP Saved Policies (November 2012).

1

INFORMATIVES

2. RECOMMENDATION

19/06/2014Date Application Valid:

Agenda Item 6
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I59

I52

I53

Councils Local Plan : Part 1 - Strategic Policies

Compulsory Informative (1)

Compulsory Informative (2)

1

2

3

On this decision notice policies from the Councils Local Plan: Part 1 - Strategic Policies

appear first, then relevant saved policies (referred to as policies from the Hillingdon Unitary

Development Plan - Saved Policies September 2007), then London Plan Policies. On the

8th November 2012 Hillingdon's Full Council agreed the adoption of the Councils Local

Plan: Part 1 - Strategic Policies. Appendix 5 of this explains which saved policies from the

old Unitary Development (which was subject to a direction from Secretary of State in

September 2007 agreeing that the policies were 'saved') still apply for development control

decisions.

The decision to REFUSE planning permission has been taken having regard to all relevant

planning legislation, regulations, guidance, circulars and Council policies, including The

Human Rights Act (1998) (HRA 1998) which makes it unlawful for the Council to act

incompatibly with Convention rights, specifically Article 6 (right to a fair hearing); Article 8

(right to respect for private and family life); Article 1 of the First Protocol (protection of

property) and Article 14 (prohibition of discrimination).

The decision to REFUSE planning permission has been taken having regard to the policies

and proposals in the Hillingdon Unitary Development Plan Saved Policies (September

2007) as incorporated into the Hillingdon Local Plan (2012) set out below, including

Supplementary Planning Guidance, and to all relevant material considerations, including

the London Plan (July 2011) and national guidance.

AM7

AM8

AM13

AM14

BE5

BE6

BE13

BE15

BE19

BE20

BE21

BE22

BE23

BE24

Consideration of traffic generated by proposed developments.

Priority consideration to pedestrians in the design and implementatio

of road construction and traffic management schemes

AM13 Increasing the ease of movement for frail and elderly people

and people with disabilities in development schemes through (where

appropriate): - 

(i) Dial-a-ride and mobility bus services

(ii) Shopmobility schemes

(iii) Convenient parking spaces

(iv) Design of road, footway, parking and pedestrian and street

furniture schemes

New development and car parking standards.

New development within areas of special local character

New development within Gate Hill Farm and Copsewood Estates

areas of special local character

New development must harmonise with the existing street scene.

Alterations and extensions to existing buildings

New development must improve or complement the character of the

area.

Daylight and sunlight considerations.

Siting, bulk and proximity of new buildings/extensions.

Residential extensions/buildings of two or more storeys.

Requires the provision of adequate amenity space.

Requires new development to ensure adequate levels of privacy to

neighbours.
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3.1 Site and Locality

The application relates to a two storey semi-detached dwelling on the eastern side of

Nicholas Way. The dwelling is a modest sized red brick house, with attractive semi-circular

headed windows and porch. This site is covered by TPO 393 and also within the Copse

Wood Estate Area of Special Local Character (ASLC), which is characterised by large,

mature trees (predominantly Oak and Hornbeam) set in large gardens. The building is set

12.5 metres back from the front boundary line by an area of soft landscaping and an in-and-

out drive, which provides space to park at least 2 cars. Adjacent to the side boundary line

shared with No.9 Nicholas Way is a detached double garage. To the rear of the building is a

large rear garden, containing a swimming pool.

The surrounding area is characterised by large detached dwellings set within spacious plots.

The site is within a Developed Area and within the Copsewood Estate Area of Special Local

Character, which is defined by asymmetric houses within the woodland setting. It is noted

that a number of houses have been demolished and rebuilt, with the dwellings not approved

at appeal being in keeping with the vernacular appearance of the estate.

3.2 Proposed Scheme

Planning permission for a new house was allowed at appeal (ref.APP/R5510/A/14/2212426).

The current scheme is to replace the existing house with a larger two storey detached

house. The current scheme differs from the approved scheme by being some 22sq.m in

floorspace larger, the house would be wider, but not as deep. The house would be 18.40m

3. CONSIDERATIONS

BE38

H3

OE1

OE7

OE8

R17

HDAS-LAY

LDF-AH

LPP 3.5

LPP 3.8

LPP 5.1

LPP 5.2

LPP 5.3

LPP 7.2

LPP 7.3

LPP 7.4

LPP 7.6

Retention of topographical and landscape features and provision of

new planting and landscaping in development proposals.

Loss and replacement of residential accommodation

Protection of the character and amenities of surrounding properties

and the local area

Development in areas likely to flooding - requirement for flood

protection measures

Development likely to result in increased flood risk due to additional

surface water run-off - requirement for attenuation measures

Use of planning obligations to supplement the provision of recreation

leisure and community facilities

Residential Layouts, Hillingdon Design & Access Statement,

Supplementary Planning Document, adopted July 2006

Accessible Hillingdon , Local Development Framework,

Supplementary Planning Document, adopted January 2010

(2011) Quality and design of housing developments

(2011) Housing Choice

(2011) Climate Change Mitigation

(2011) Minimising Carbon Dioxide Emissions

(2011) Sustainable design and construction

(2011) An inclusive environment

(2011) Designing out crime

(2011) Local character

(2011) Architecture
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Planning application ref. 16461/APP/2013/1205, which was refused for the following

reasons:

1. The proposed development, by reason of its bulk, depth, width, classical design and

crown roof would be an incongruous addition to the streetscene and would cause harm to

the character and appearance Copsewood Estate Area of Special Local Character. The

proposal is, therefore, contrary to Part 1 Policy BE1 and Part 2 Policies BE5, BE13 and

BE19 of the Hillingdon Local Plan (November 2012). 

2. The proposal would, by reason of the loss of two protected Oak trees, result in harm to

character and appearance of the Copsewood Estate Area of Special Local Character. The

proposal is, therefore, contrary to Part 1 Policy BE1 and Part 2 Policies BE5 & BE38 of the

Hillingdon Local Plan (November 2012).

3. The applicant has failed to provide contributions towards the improvements of services

and facilities as a consequence of demands created by the proposed development (in

respect of education facilities). The scheme therefore conflicts with Policy R17 of the

Hillingdon Local Plan (November 2012) and the Council's adopted Supplementary Planning

Guidance on Planning Obligations.

The application was resubmitted (ref. 16461/APP/2013/3160) and refused on design

grounds and failure to comply with Lifetime Home Standards. The application was

wide at two storeys and 9.55m high. The house would have a pitched roof and a forward

projecting two storey element with a half-hipped roof centrally positioned. There would be

two dormer windows to the front.

To the rear, the property would have two single storey rear extensions with a two storey rear

extension centrally positioned and set down from the main roof of the house. Three dormer

windows are proposed to the rear roof slope. To the side of the property on the southern

elevation, a single storey flat roof garage is proposed. The materials would match the

existing house.

Two trees (Oaks T7 & T8) have been classified as C grade trees and have been shown to

be removed to facilitate development.

16461/APP/2013/1205

16461/APP/2013/3160

7 Nicholas Way Northwood

7 Nicholas Way Northwood

Two storey, 6-bed, detached dwelling with habitable roofspace involving demolition of existing

dwelling.

Two storey, 6-bed, detached dwelling with habitable roofspace involving demolition of existing

dwelling

13-09-2013

24-12-2013

Decision:

Decision:

Withdrawn

Refused

3.3 Relevant Planning History

Comment on Relevant Planning History

AllowedAppeal: 28-04-2014
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overturned at appeal and the inspector commented

4. Planning Policies and Standards

PT1.BE1 (2012) Built Environment

UDP / LDF Designation and London Plan

The following UDP Policies are considered relevant to the application:-

Part 1 Policies:

AM7

AM8

AM13

AM14

BE5

BE6

BE13

BE15

BE19

BE20

BE21

BE22

BE23

BE24

BE38

H3

OE1

OE7

OE8

R17

Consideration of traffic generated by proposed developments.

Priority consideration to pedestrians in the design and implementation of road

construction and traffic management schemes

AM13 Increasing the ease of movement for frail and elderly people and people with

disabilities in development schemes through (where appropriate): - 

(i) Dial-a-ride and mobility bus services

(ii) Shopmobility schemes

(iii) Convenient parking spaces

(iv) Design of road, footway, parking and pedestrian and street furniture schemes

New development and car parking standards.

New development within areas of special local character

New development within Gate Hill Farm and Copsewood Estates areas of special

local character

New development must harmonise with the existing street scene.

Alterations and extensions to existing buildings

New development must improve or complement the character of the area.

Daylight and sunlight considerations.

Siting, bulk and proximity of new buildings/extensions.

Residential extensions/buildings of two or more storeys.

Requires the provision of adequate amenity space.

Requires new development to ensure adequate levels of privacy to neighbours.

Retention of topographical and landscape features and provision of new planting

and landscaping in development proposals.

Loss and replacement of residential accommodation

Protection of the character and amenities of surrounding properties and the local

area

Development in areas likely to flooding - requirement for flood protection measures

Development likely to result in increased flood risk due to additional surface water

run-off - requirement for attenuation measures

Use of planning obligations to supplement the provision of recreation, leisure and

Part 2 Policies:
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HDAS-LAY

LDF-AH

LPP 3.5

LPP 3.8

LPP 5.1

LPP 5.2

LPP 5.3

LPP 7.2

LPP 7.3

LPP 7.4

LPP 7.6

community facilities

Residential Layouts, Hillingdon Design & Access Statement, Supplementary

Planning Document, adopted July 2006

Accessible Hillingdon , Local Development Framework, Supplementary Planning

Document, adopted January 2010

(2011) Quality and design of housing developments

(2011) Housing Choice

(2011) Climate Change Mitigation

(2011) Minimising Carbon Dioxide Emissions

(2011) Sustainable design and construction

(2011) An inclusive environment

(2011) Designing out crime

(2011) Local character

(2011) Architecture

Not applicable

Advertisement and Site Notice5.

5.1 Advertisement Expiry Date:-

Not applicable5.2 Site Notice Expiry Date:-

6. Consultations

External Consultees

9 neighbouring properties have been consulted on 23rd June 2014 and a site notice displayed on

29th June 2014. A petition with 69 signatories has been received, together with individual responses

from 3 properties.

The petition is against the development of an unsuitable replacement house at No.7 Nicholas Way

involving, inter alia, the removal of two TPO protected oak trees and overall negative impact on the

immediate road scene.

The individual responses are summarised below:

1. If the application is approved, informatives for private roads should be included.

2. The oak numbered 27 on the plan is dead and needs removing but I would prefer not to see

another Oak planted in its place. We have a small garden and the oak will dominate it and cast

significant shadows.

3. Currently we are surrounded by trees and shrubs on both boundaries. Parts of our garden never

see the sun and it has disappeared by mid-afternoon. The proposed tree is very close to our house so

it may affect our house stability and foundations. It would also only give cover from the new very large

house with rear aspect rooms in the roof (2nd floor) in immediate view during the summer. I would

therefore prefer to see evergreen suitably high trees that will not have a wide circumference nor

encroach on our concreted patio area.

4. There are a number of oaks that will be retained on or close to the site and I have 2 in my plot so

we are not short of Oaks. Perhaps planting a new oak in an area that will affect house foundations or

interfere with our light would be better. 

5. Soakaways may interfere with my garden. Our garden is already very wet and many shrubs and
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Internal Consultees

Conservation and Urban Design Officer:

The issue on this site has always been the trees at the side, which in the past, the tree officer refused

to allow to be felled. This current one removes the trees and goes for a massive crown roof, neither

desirable. However the proportions of the roof to the walls and the symmetrical design, does echo that

of the existing house, so this would be difficult to criticise. The rear elevation is really quite good - very

Art Nouveau!

On balance, and because the design is quite good, I would be inclined to let this through, provided

that we are prepared to allow the trees to be felled.

Trees and Landscape Officer:

Tree Preservation Order (TPO)/Conservation Area: This site is covered by TPO 393 and also within

the Copse Wood Estate Area of Special Local Character (ASLC), which is characterised by large,

mature trees (predominantly Oak and Hornbeam) set in large gardens.

Significant trees/other vegetation of merit in terms of Saved Policy BE38: Of the many trees situated

within this site, only a few are visually important. These include the Oak in the front garden (T5 on

tree report), the two Oaks to the side of the existing house (T7 & T8 on tree report), three Oaks in the

rear garden (T9, T11 & T33 on tree report) and the general mass of trees at the end of the rear

garden. These trees significantly contribute to the arboreal/wooded character of the ASLC,

collectively have a high amenity value, and are discussed below:

Oak T5: Initially, in a previous application, this tree was classified as a C grade tree and shown to be

removed; however the arboricultural consultant revisited the site after the trees had flushed into leaf in

the spring and, due to its 'better than expected' condition, it was correctly re-classified as a B category

small trees cannot grow. Any new soakaways must not be positioned to flow towards us particularly

as the garden is significantly higher than ours and will drain downwards. 

6. Out of character and appearance with the streetscene.

7. The trees to be planted do nothing to enhance the front road streetscene and have roots which will

develop underneath the unadopted footpath and unadopted road near to existing gully drains down

the side of the road.

8. The position of the tree to the front of the property would become a hazard, given its proximity to

the road.

9. Do not wish to see high fences and high gates introduced as they are out of keeping with the road

scene.

10. The design of the house is out of character with the streetscene.

11. Object to removal of trees.

12. The scale, design, bulk of the building across the plot and the roof form would not retain the

character especially of their older part of Nicholas Way.

13. The gaps between Nos. 7 and 9 Nicholas Way would result in the loss of several protected oak

trees.

Northwood Residents Association:

Northwood Residents' Association objects to this application on the ground that two important oak

trees would have, without justification, to be removed in order to facilitate construction works.

Officer comment: The above comments are addressed in the main body of the report.
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tree. As before, this tree is due to be retained. The proposed crown reduction by 1-1.5 m is

acceptable and may well help to reinvigorate the crown, which is currently suffering from some minor

die back at its tips (the details of this minor pruning could be dealt with by condition to ensure the

current British Standards (BS3098:2010) are adhered to). To protect the roots of this Oak during

construction, temporary ground protection should be used within the tree's root protection area (this

matter could be dealt with by an amendment to the plans or by condition).

Oaks T7 & T8: These two trees have been classified as C grade trees and have been shown to be

removed to facilitate development. The arboricultural consultant considers the trees to be in decline

and to have a remaining life expectancy of about 10-20 years. The trees are, admittedly, not in

excellent condition, however they combine with others in the Copsewood locality to form the Sylvan

character of the area, where Oaks form the backbone of the landscape, giving a sense of size and

maturity within the tree population. Mature Oaks also contribute to biodiversity (acting as host to a

wide range of invertebrates), and it is considered that the trees contribute to local biodiversity, the

visual amenity and landscape quality of the area, and that such amenity would be degraded if the

trees were to be removed. Furthermore, 10-20 years is not an insignificant length of time in which to

provide these locally appreciated benefits, and it could also be argued that the life expectancy of

these trees could be greater than 10-20 years if carefully managed. It is noted that I agreed with the

consultant about the condition of the trees at a previous meeting, however since re-visiting the site,

and taking into account the concerns of the local residents, I believe the trees could potentially be

retained and incorporated into the scheme.

There are several other Oaks in Nicholas Way in a similar condition (for example outside No. 33).

Allowing the removal of Oaks T7 & T8 would likely set an undesirable precedent for removing other

trees that are in less-than-excellent condition, which could lead to a risk of serious depletion of the

tree stock with a resultant change in the character of the area. Such a change could have serious

implications for the amenity value and enjoyment of local residents.

The consultant has not suggested a reason/causation for the slight loss of vigour in these two trees,

and it is likely that light pruning and/or aeration of the surrounding soils could improve their health,

which would allow them to be retained as mature landscape features for an extended period of time.

The protected Oak at No. 8 Nicholas Way and the Oak in the rear garden of 19 Copsewood Way

have both been recently pruned to try and re-invigorate their crowns. I believe this shows that local

residents are keen to try and retain their existing mature trees and that there is scope/technology to

either extend the existing property closer to the Oaks, or to slightly reduce the size of the proposed

building to allow them to be retained. There would then be, if the trees were to prematurely die,

adequate room to replace them with similar, large-growing trees (this would form part of the

conditional planning permission).

Oaks (T9, T11 & T33). These trees are due to be retained and the proposed tree protection is

adequate. However, it would be beneficial to demonstrate that there is adequate room within the non-

protected areas of the site to accommodate machinery, storage of materials etc. as if this is not the

case there would be an increased risk of the protective fencing being moved. It may be the case that

temporary ground protection could be used to increase the size of usable space.

Other noteworthy trees: Not mentioned above is the group of Western Red Cedars along the front of

the site (G1). These trees have a screening value, but they are not in good condition and are not

protected; their removal would allow better views of the various mature Oaks in the front garden and

to the side of the house. There is no objection to the removal of this group of trees, nor the other trees

shown to be removed (for sound arboricultural reasons).

Landscaping: Assuming the above mentioned advice relating to the on-site trees is followed, it would
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7.01

7.02

7.03

7.04

7.05

7.07

7.08

The principle of the development

Density of the proposed development

Impact on archaeology/CAs/LBs or Areas of Special Character

Airport safeguarding

Impact on the green belt

Impact on the character & appearance of the area

Impact on neighbours

The proposed site is located within the 'Developed Area' as identified in the Hillingdon Local

Plan: Part Two - Saved UDP Policies (November 2012). The site is not located in a

conservation area and the building is not listed. There are no policies which prevent the

demolition of the existing building, in principle.

It should be noted that on a development of the scale proposed, density in itself is of limited

use in assessing such applications and more site specific considerations are more relevant

The Copsewood Estate is characterised by large detached dwellings of asymmetric and

vernacular style set within spacious plots amongst the protected trees. The current proposal

is for a large detached dwelling, with a large crown roof and symmetrical design. The

principle of the crown roof was considered acceptable by the Planning Inspector. In allowing

the appeal he stated:

"by virtue of the subservient nature of its side and rear extensions, would not appear overly

bulky or be out of scale with the general tone of the area along this part of Nicholas Way.

Furthermore, its design, including its crown roof, would not appear out of character with its

surroundings."

The current scheme is wider than that allowed at appeal. The conservation and design

officer commented the proportions of the roof to the walls and the symmetrical design, does

echo that of the existing house and is of a good design. On balance, the proposed house

would not detract from the character and appearance of the Copsewood Estate Area of

Special Local Character in compliance with Policies BE5, BE6, BE13 and BE19 of the

Hillingdon Local Plan (November 2012).

A number of dwellings have been approved at appeal on the Copsewood Estate which have

allowed crown roofs and some classical details. However, the vast majority are not as

significant as the current proposal and the over proliferation of this type of dwelling would

significantly undermine the original context of the estate.

The applicant has indicated the location of refuse stores to the side of the garage.

Not applicable to this application.

Not applicable to this application.

As discussed in para. 7.03.

DAYLIGHT, SUNLIGHT & OUTLOOK

be possible to deal with the matter of landscaping at a later stage

.

Conclusion: The proposal makes inadequate provision for the retention, protection and utilisation of

the protected trees of merit on the site. The proposal would therefore be detrimental to the visual

amenity and arboreal/wooded character of the Copse Wood Estate Area of Special Local Character,

contrary to policy BE38 of the adopted Unitary Development Plan for the London Borough of

Hillingdon.

MAIN PLANNING ISSUES7.
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7.09 Living conditions for future occupiers

The proposed dwelling would be set 8.10 metres from the side boundary line shared with

No.9 Nicholas Way. Therefore, the proposal would result in no conflict of the 45 degree

guideline and no unacceptable loss of light, loss of outlook or overshadowing to the

occupiers of this neighbouring dwelling.

No.5 Nicholas Way is set approximately 8 metres from the side boundary line shared with

No.7 Nicholas Way. The proposed house would be 2.05 metres set in from the side

boundary. Given this distance separation, the proposal would not cause any significant loss

of loss of light, loss of outlook or overshadowing to the occupiers of this neighbouring

dwelling.

PRIVACY

The development proposes a number of windows at first and second floor level which would

overlook the neighbouring occupiers. However, these either service non-habitable rooms or

are secondary windows, therefore, these could be conditioned to be obscured glazed.

Bedroom 5 has only one window on the side elevation facing No.5. This window would be a

minimum 10 metres away and screened by trees. The outlook from the upper floors of the

building would only overlook the neighbouring gardens and would not provide additional

views which are not already available from the existing dwelling. Therefore, the proposal is

considered not to cause unacceptable overlooking of the adjoining occupiers, in compliance

with Policy BE23 of the Hillingdon Local Plan (November 2012).

London Plan Policy 3.5 seeks to ensure that all new housing development is of the highest

quality, both internally and externally and in relation to their context.

The London Plan sets out the minimum internal floor space required for new housing

development in order to ensure that there is an adequate level of amenity for existing and

future occupants. Table 3.3 requires a 3 storey, 6 bedroom, 7 person dwelling, which is the

closest to the one proposed by this application, to have a minimum size of 132 sq.m.

Furthermore, Policy 3.5 states when designing new homes for more than six

perons/bedspaces, developers should allow approximately 10sq.metres per extra

bedspace/person. The proposed new dwellings would be approximately 795 sq.m and would

comply with the required standard resulting in a satisfactory residential environment for

future occupiers, in compliance with Policy 3.5 and Table 3.3 of the London Plan and Policy

BE19 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Saved UDP Policies (November 2012).

Section four of the Council's HDAS: Residential Layouts states that developments should

incorporate usable attractively laid out and conveniently located garden space in relation to

the dwellings they serve. It should be of an appropriate size, having regard to the size of the

flats and the character of the area.

The minimum level of amenity space required for a six bedroom house is 100sq.m of amenity

space to meet the standard. The scheme provides some 2000sq. metres and would thus far

exceed these standards.

The proposed bedrooms would have windows that face the front and rear of the property

and would therefore not be overlooked by adjoining properties. 

It is also considered, that all the proposed habitable rooms would maintain an adequate
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7.10

7.11

7.12

7.13

7.14

7.15

7.16

Traffic impact, car/cycle parking, pedestrian safety

Urban design, access and security

Disabled access

Provision of affordable & special needs housing

Trees, Landscaping and Ecology

Sustainable waste management

Renewable energy / Sustainability

outlook and source of natural light, therefore complying with Policy 3.5 of the London Plan

(2011).

The proposed plans indicate that in excess of two spaces would be provided for the

proposed dwelling. The proposal would comply with the Council's adopted parking

standards and therefore with policies AM7 and AM14 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two

- Saved UDP Policies (November 2012).

SECURITY

Should the application be approved, a condition would be recommended to ensure that the

scheme meets all Secured By Design Criteria.

The proposed dwelling is of a sufficient size, internally to ensure that it could easily meet

lifetime homes standards. As such a condition would be recommended requiring this.

Not applicable to this application.

This site is covered by TPO 393 and also within the Copse Wood Estate Area of Special

Local Character (ASLC), which is characterised by large, mature trees (predominantly Oak

and Hornbeam) set in large gardens. Of the many trees situated within this site, only a few

are visually important. These include the Oak in the front garden (T5 on tree report), the two

Oaks to the side of the existing house (T7 & T8 on tree report), three Oaks in the rear

garden (T9, T11 & T33 on tree report), and the general mass of trees at the end of the rear

garden. These trees significantly contribute to the arboreal/wooded character of the ASLC

and collectively have a high amenity value.

The tree officer had the following comments:

(i) Oak T5, due to its 'better than expected' condition, it was correctly re-classified as a B

category tree. As before, this tree is due to be retained.

(ii) Oaks T7 & T8 combine with others in the Copsewood locality to form the Sylvan

character of the area, where Oaks form the backbone of the landscape, giving a sense of

size and maturity within the tree population. Mature Oaks also contribute to biodiversity

(acting as host to a wide range of invertebrates), and it is considered that the trees

contribute to local biodiversity, the visual amenity and landscape quality of the area, and that

such amenity would be degraded if the trees were to be removed. The trees could

potentially be retained and incorporated into the scheme.

It is considered the proposal makes inadequate provision for the retention, protection and

utilisation of the protected trees of merit on the site. The proposal would therefore be

detrimental to the visual amenity and arboreal/wooded character of the Copse Wood Estate

Area of Special Local Character, contrary to policy BE38 of the Hillingdon Local Plan

(November 2012).

Section 4.40 - 4.41 of the SPD: Residential layouts deals with waste management and

specifies bin stores should be provided for, and wheelie bin stores should not be further than

9m from the edge of the highway. No details have been provided with regard to this issue,

however it is considered this could be dealt with by a suitable condition.

The redevelopment of the site allows the opportunity to significantly improve the energy
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7.17

7.18

7.19

7.20

7.21

7.22

Flooding or Drainage Issues

Noise or Air Quality Issues

Comments on Public Consultations

Planning Obligations

Expediency of enforcement action

Other Issues

efficiency of the property and accordingly reduce energy demand and CO2 emissions. A

condition requiring that the development meets Level 4 of the Code for Sustainable Homes

could ensure the necessary standards were the application considered acceptable in other

regards.

The site does not fall within a Flood Zone and therefore the proposed development is not at

potential risk of flooding.

Not applicable to this application.

Concerns raised over the removal of trees, design of the building and impact on neighbours

are considered in the main body of the report.

Both the council and the Mayor of London have adopted Community Infrastructure Levy

charges. The current combined CiL for this development would be £42,170.94.

Not applicable to this application.

None.

8. Observations of the Borough Solicitor

General

Members must determine planning applications having due regard to the provisions of the

development plan so far as material to the application, any local finance considerations so

far as material to the application, and to any other material considerations (including regional

and national policy and guidance). Members must also determine applications in accordance

with all relevant primary and secondary legislation.

Material considerations are those which are relevant to regulating the development and use

of land in the public interest. The considerations must fairly and reasonably relate to the

application concerned. 

Members should also ensure that their involvement in the determination of planning

applications adheres to the Members Code of Conduct as adopted by Full Council and also

the guidance contained in Probity in Planning, 2009.

Planning Conditions

Members may decide to grant planning consent subject to conditions. Planning consent

should not be refused where planning conditions can overcome a reason for refusal.

Planning conditions should only be imposed where Members are satisfied that imposing the

conditions are necessary, relevant to planning, relevant to the development to be permitted,

enforceable, precise and reasonable in all other respects. Where conditions are imposed,

the Council is required to provide full reasons for imposing those conditions.

Planning Obligations

Members must be satisfied that any planning obligations to be secured by way of an

agreement or undertaking pursuant to Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act

1990 are necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms. The obligations
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must be directly related to the development and fairly and reasonably related to the scale

and kind to the development (Regulation 122 of Community Infrastructure Levy 2010).

Equalities and Human Rights

Section 149 of the Equalities Act 2010, requires the Council, in considering planning

applications to have due regard to the need to eliminate discrimination, advance equality of

opportunities and foster good relations between people who have different protected

characteristics. The protected characteristics are age, disability, gender reassignment,

pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, sex and sexual orientation.

The requirement to have due regard to the above goals means that members should

consider whether persons with particular protected characteristics would be affected by a

proposal when compared to persons who do not share that protected characteristic. Where

equalities issues arise, members should weigh up the equalities impact of the proposals

against the other material considerations relating to the planning application. Equalities

impacts are not necessarily decisive, but the objective of advancing equalities must be taken

into account in weighing up the merits of an application. The weight to be given to any

equalities issues is a matter for the decision maker to determine in all of the circumstances.

Members should also consider whether a planning decision would affect human rights, in

particular the right to a fair hearing, the right to respect for private and family life, the

protection of property and the prohibition of discrimination. Any decision must be

proportionate and achieve a fair balance between private interests and the public interest.

9. Observations of the Director of Finance

Not applicable to this application.

10. CONCLUSION

The proposal, by reason of it making inadequate provision for the retention, protection and

utilisation of the protected trees of merit on the site would be detrimental to the visual

amenity and arboreal/wooded character of the Copse Wood Estate Area of Special Local

Character, contrary to policy BE38 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 1 - Strategic Policies

(November 2012).

11. Reference Documents

Hillingdon Local Plan (November 2012);

The London Plan (July 2011);

National Planning Policy Framework;

Hillingdon Supplementary Planning Document: Planning Obligations (July 2008) and

Revised Chapter 4 (September 2010);

Hillingdon Design and Accessibility Statement: Residential Layouts (July 2006);

Hillingdon Design and Accessibility Statement: Accessible Hillingdon (May 2013);

GLA's Supplementary Planning Guidance - Housing.

Mandeep Chaggar 01895 250230Contact Officer: Telephone No:
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46 DAWLISH DRIVE RUISLIP

Single storey front extension involving conversion of garage to habitable room

(Part Retrospective)

15/08/2014

Report of the Head of Planning, Sport and Green Spaces

Address

Development:

LBH Ref Nos: 49706/APP/2014/2919

Drawing Nos: 1349/P101

1349/P201 Rev. F

1349/P202 Rev. E

1349/P203 Rev. F

Date Plans Received: Date(s) of Amendment(s):

The application site is situated on the south side of Dawlish Road and comprises a two-

storey terraced dwelling with an existing single storey rear extension serving a kitchen, a

front porch and two parking spaces to the front of the property. The external walls of the

building are covered in white render and the roof is made from red tiles.

The dwelling has also undergone a two storey side extension with flat roof and a recent

single storey front extension, which is the subject of the current application that has been

completed in red brick.

The neighbouring property No.44 Dawlish Road to the west, also a two storey property, has

a single storey rear extension and a rear dormer window. To the east exists No.48 Dawlish

Road, a two storey property with a single storey rear extension. 

The street scene is residential in character and appearance comprising predominantly

terraced properties. The site is situated within a developed area as identified in the policies

of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Saved UDP Policies (November 2012).

The application seeks retrospective planning permission for the conversion of the garage

into a bedroom and shower room. In addition Part Retrospective planning permission is

sought to reduce the depth of the existing front extension to 0.40m, to the same depth as the

existing bay window. The front porch extension would measure 4.93m wide and 0.80m deep.

The roof of the porch differs from the previously refused application by changing from a

lean-to roof to a hipped/pitched roof. The height of the porch would be 3.15m high to the

pitched roof and 2.4m to the eaves. The extension has been completed using red bricks.

1. CONSIDERATIONS

1.3 Relevant Planning History

1.1 Site and Locality

1.2 Proposed Scheme

02/09/2014Date Application Valid:

Agenda Item 7
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This application is a resubmission of planning application ref. 49706/APP/2014/707 for a

single storey front extension involving conversion of garage to habitable room

(retrospective). This application was refused on 25th June 2014 for the following reason:

1. The front extension, by virtue of its size, scale, bulk and design, results in an incongruous

and overly dominant addition which is detrimental to the architectural composition of the

existing building, the visual amenities of the street scene and the wider area. The

development is therefore contrary to Policy BE1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part One -

Strategic Policies (November 2012), Policies BE13, BE15 and BE19 of the Hillingdon Local

Plan: Part Two - Saved UDP Policies (November 2012) and the adopted Supplementary

Planning Document HDAS: Residential Extensions.

A previous application was submitted (planning application ref. 49706/APP/2013/1286) for a

single storey front extension involving conversion of garage to habitable room

(retrospective). This application was refused on 10th July 2013 for the following reason:

1. The front extension, by virtue of its size, scale bulk and design, results in an incongruous

and overly dominant addition which is detrimental to the architectural composition of the

existing building, the visual amenities of the street scene and the wider area. The

development is therefore contrary to Policy BE1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part One -

49706/A/95/0138

49706/APP/2012/1427

49706/APP/2012/509

49706/APP/2013/1286

49706/APP/2013/3361

49706/APP/2014/707

46 Dawlish Drive Ruislip

46 Dawlish Drive Ruislip

46 Dawlish Drive Ruislip

46 Dawlish Drive Ruislip

46 Dawlish Drive Ruislip

46 Dawlish Drive Ruislip

Erection of a single-storey rear extension

Proposed Satellite dishes to the rear of the dwelling.

Single storey rear extension, single storey front extension and conversion of existing integral

garage to habitable room for use as a bedroom (Part Retrospective)

Single storey front extension involving conversion of garage to habitable room (Retrospective)

Single storey front extension involving conversion of garage to habitable room (Part

Retrospective)

Single storey front extension involving conversion of garage to habitable room (Part

Retrospective)

21-03-1995

31-07-2012

30-04-2012

10-07-2013

10-02-2014

25-06-2014

Decision Date: 

Decision Date: 

Decision Date: 

Decision Date: 

Decision Date: 

Decision Date: 

Approved

NFA

Refused

Refused

Withdrawn

Refused

Comment on Planning History

Appeal:

Appeal:

Appeal:

Appeal:

Appeal:

Appeal:

18-OCT-13 Dismissed
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Strategic Policies (November 2012), Policies BE13, BE15 and BE19 of the Hillingdon Local

Plan: Part Two - Saved UDP Policies (November 2012) and the adopted Supplementary

Planning Document HDAS: Residential Extensions.

The applicant submitted an appeal (ref.APP/R5510/D/13/2203730), which was dismissed on

18th October 2013.

The application site is also subject of an Enforcement Notice (53160/303/1) which was

served on 25th March 2013 and took effect on 30th April 2013 which required the applicant

to:

i) Demolish the front porch;

ii) Remove from the land of all (sic) debris and building materials resulting from compliance

with requirements (i) above.

The applicant has lodged the current scheme in an attempt to overcome the reasons that the

previous scheme was refused.

49706/APP/2013/3361 - Single storey front extension involving conversion of garage to

habitable room (Part Retrospective). Withdrawn 11.02.2014.

PT1.BE1 (2012) Built Environment

UDP / LDF Designation and London Plan

The following UDP Policies are considered relevant to the application:-

Part 1 Policies:

AM14

BE13

BE15

BE19

BE20

BE21

BE24

New development and car parking standards.

New development must harmonise with the existing street scene.

Alterations and extensions to existing buildings

New development must improve or complement the character of the area.

Daylight and sunlight considerations.

Siting, bulk and proximity of new buildings/extensions.

Requires new development to ensure adequate levels of privacy to

Part 2 Policies:

Not applicable 

Advertisement and Site Notice2.

2.1 Advertisement Expiry Date:-

Not applicable 2.2 Site Notice Expiry Date:-

6 neighbours and the Ruislip Residents Association were notified by letter on 3rd September

2014. A site notice was also displayed on 3rd September 2014. No responses received.

4.

3. Comments on Public Consultations
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BE38

HDAS-EXT

LPP 3.5

neighbours.

Retention of topographical and landscape features and provision of new

planting and landscaping in development proposals.

Residential Extensions, Hillingdon Design & Access Statement,

Supplementary Planning Document, adopted December 2008

(2011) Quality and design of housing developments

5. MAIN PLANNING ISSUES 

The main issues for consideration in determining this application relate to the effect of the

proposal on the character and appearance of the original dwelling, the impact on the visual

amenities of the surrounding area, the impact on residential amenity of the neighbouring

dwellings and the availability of parking.

Policy BE13 ensures development harmonises with the existing street scene or other

features of the area which are considered desirable to retain or enhance. Policy BE15

allows proposed extensions to existing buildings where they harmonise with the scale, form,

architectural composition and proportions of the original building. BE19 ensures new

development complements or improves the amenity and character of the area.

HDAS: Residential Extensions paragraph 8.2 states porch extensions when combined with a

garage conversion may be integrated with a forward extension of the garage not exceeding

1.0m. Furthermore, the depth of any porch extension must not extend beyond the line of any

bay window. 

The appeal inspector commented on the previously refused scheme stating "because of its

size, forward position and appearance, the extension unacceptably diminishes the bay

window and dominates the front elevation of the house. The extension therefore comprises

an incongruous addition which is out of keeping with the existing dwelling. In turn it detracts

from the character and appearance of the street scene and wider area."

Whilst the applicant has reduced the height and depth of the porch extension, the porch

would still fill the entire frontage, across both the original dwelling and the existing side

extension. As such, its size, scale and bulk would still detract from the character and

appearance of the existing property and the visual amenity of the street scene and the wider

area, contrary to Policies BE13, BE15 and BE19.

The Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) HDAS: Residential Extensions: Section 11.0:

Front gardens and parking, states you should avoid creating the appearance of a car park

rather than a residential street, and that appropriate materials should be used. 

The conversion of the garage into a habitable room would result in the loss of a parking

space. There is hard-standing space to allow 1 additional car to be parked without

overhanging the pavement and causing an obstruction, and it is therefore considered that

pedestrian and vehicular safety would not be adversely affected by this proposal, and that

the proposal would comply with Section 11.3 of the SPD: Residential Extensions and with

Policy AM7 of Local Plan. There is currently no soft landscaping within the frontage of the

site.

It is considered that all the habitable rooms altered by the proposal, would maintain an
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REFUSAL   for the following reasons:

NON2 Non Standard reason for refusal

The front extension, by virtue of its size, scale, bulk and design, results in an incongruous

and overly dominant addition which is detrimental to the architectural composition of the

existing building, the visual amenities of the street scene and the wider area. The

development is therefore contrary to Policy BE1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part One -

Strategic Policies (November 2012), Policies BE13, BE15 and BE19 of the Hillingdon Local

Plan: Part Two - Saved UDP Policies (November 2012) and the adopted Supplementary

Planning Document HDAS: Residential Extensions.

1

1

INFORMATIVES

On this decision notice policies from the Councils Local Plan: Part 1 - Strategic

Policies appear first, then relevant saved policies (referred to as policies from the

Hillingdon Unitary Development Plan - Saved Policies September 2007), then

London Plan Policies. On the 8th November 2012 Hillingdon's Full Council agreed

the adoption of the Councils Local Plan: Part 1 - Strategic Policies. Appendix 5 of

this explains which saved policies from the old Unitary Development (which was

subject to a direction from Secretary of State in September 2007 agreeing that the

policies were 'saved') still apply for development control decisions.

RECOMMENDATION6.

adequate outlook and source of natural light, therefore complying with Policy 3.5 of the

London Plan (2011).

The resultant amenity space would be significantly over 100 sq.m which would be in excess

of paragraph 3.13 of HDAS: Residential Extensions requirement.

In conclusion, the proposed front extension would have a detrimental effect on the existing

house and the character and appearance of the street scene. As such, the proposal is

considered to be unacceptable and contrary to Policies BE13, BE15 and BE19 of the

Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Saved UDP Policies (November 2012) and the SPD

HDAS: Residential Extensions paragraph 8.2 and is therefore recommended for refusal.

Standard Informatives 

1           The decision to REFUSE planning permission has been taken having regard to 

             all relevant planning legislation, regulations, guidance, circulars and Council

             policies, including The Human Rights Act (1998) (HRA 1998) which makes it

             unlawful for the Council to act incompatibly with Convention rights, specifically

             Article 6 (right to a fair hearing); Article 8 (right to respect for private and family

             life); Article 1 of the First Protocol (protection of property) and Article 14

             (prohibition of discrimination).
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Mandeep Chaggar 01895 250230Contact Officer: Telephone No:

The decision to REFUSE planning permission has been taken having regard to the

policies and proposals in the Hillingdon Unitary Development Plan Saved Policies

(September 2007) as incorporated into the Hillingdon Local Plan (2012) set out

below, including Supplementary Planning Guidance, and to all relevant material

considerations, including the London Plan (July 2011) and national guidance.

AM14

BE13

BE15

BE19

BE20

BE21

BE24

BE38

HDAS-EXT

LPP 3.5

New development and car parking standards.

New development must harmonise with the existing street scene.

Alterations and extensions to existing buildings

New development must improve or complement the character of

the area.

Daylight and sunlight considerations.

Siting, bulk and proximity of new buildings/extensions.

Requires new development to ensure adequate levels of privacy

to neighbours.

Retention of topographical and landscape features and provision

of new planting and landscaping in development proposals.

Residential Extensions, Hillingdon Design & Access Statement,

Supplementary Planning Document, adopted December 2008

(2011) Quality and design of housing developments

2

PT1.BE1 (2012) Built Environment

Part 2 Policies:

Part 1 Policies:
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WOODBINE COTTAGE TILE KILN LANE HAREFIELD 

Retrospective planning permission for the erection of replacement entrance

gates from Tile Kiln Lane

08/09/2014

Report of the Head of Planning, Sport and Green Spaces

Address

Development:

LBH Ref Nos: 26852/APP/2014/3215

Drawing Nos: 1076

1077

Location Plan (1:1250)

HARE1401

Design and Access Statement

Date Plans Received: Date(s) of Amendment(s):

Woodbine Cottage is a Grade II Listed Building located on the northern side of Tile Kiln Lane

and is located within the Green Belt. The application property is a large detached unit

located in the south of the plot and accessed via two entrances from Tile Kiln Lane to the

west and south of the main property.

The proposal is for retrospective planning permission for the retention of replacement

entrance gates from Tile Kiln Lane. The gate is a sliding gate which is constructed from

oiled, unstained oak whilst the gate posts are constructed from green oak. There is a single

pier in buff brick with a fitted red metal post box. The gate measures 3.5m wide and 2.1m

high.

26852/APP/2003/1682

26852/APP/2014/3218

26852/APP/2014/894

Woodbine Cottage Tile Kiln Lane Harefield 

Woodbine Cottage Tile Kiln Lane Harefield 

Woodbine Cottage Tile Kiln Lane Harefield 

ERECTION OF A DETACHED BUNGALOW WITH DORMER WINDOWS (FOR USE AS A

GRANNY ANNEXE)

Retention of summerhouse and small shed in garden

Retention of summer house and shed in rear garden.

28-08-2003

16-05-2014

Decision Date: 

Decision Date: 

Decision Date: 

Refused

Refused

1. CONSIDERATIONS

1.3 Relevant Planning History

1.1 Site and Locality

1.2 Proposed Scheme
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Appeal:

Appeal:
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The application site is currently the subject of an enforcement investigation which includes

the entrance gate. An enforcement notice has been served.

Not applicable 29th October 2014

Advertisement and Site Notice2.

2.1 Advertisement Expiry Date:-

Not applicable 2.2 Site Notice Expiry Date:-

EXTERNAL

Consultation letters were sent to 3 local owners/occupiers and the Ruislip Residents

Association. A site notice was also displayed. No responses have been received.

English Heritage:

This application should be determined in accordance with national and local policy

guidance, and on the basis of your specialist conservation advice.

INTERNAL

Conservation Officer:

Woodbine Cottage is located in the Green Belt and is Grade II Listed. It dates from the 16th

century and is partially timber framed. The house is quite modest in scale and has a

traditional appearance, with exposed brick infilled timber framing and steeply pitched tiled

roofs. The building sits within a fairly open garden setting, although the boundary with Tile

Kiln Lane is densely planted with a conifer hedge. Prior to the gates subject of this

application being constructed, the main entrance to the site was secured with a traditional 5

bar timber gate and a small post and rail fence, both quite agricultural in character. These

provided views into the site and were not overly dominant within the local streetscape.

The new gate is of solid construction, over 2m in height and opens on a non traditional

sliding mechanism. Its design and construction do not reflect the modest scale and

traditional character of Woodbine Cottage, nor do they reflect the unpretentious rural

character of Tile Kiln Lane. The height of the gate and it lack of visual permeability create a

barrier like presence in the lane, which is largely characterised by low walls, greenery and

open gateways leading to the properties situated along its length.

26852/APP/2014/895

26852/N/96/1798

Woodbine Cottage Tile Kiln Lane Harefield 

Woodbine Cottage Tile Kiln Lane Harefield 

Listed Building Consent for retention of summer house and shed in rear garden.

Erection of a detached block of three garages

16-05-2014

30-07-1997

Decision Date: 

Decision Date: 

Refused

Approved

Comment on Planning History

3. Comments on Public Consultations

Appeal:

Appeal:
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PT1.BE1

PT1.EM2

PT1.HE1

(2012) Built Environment

(2012) Green Belt, Metropolitan Open Land and Green Chains

(2012) Heritage

UDP / LDF Designation and London Plan

The following UDP Policies are considered relevant to the application:-

Part 1 Policies:

BE8

BE10

BE13

BE19

OL4

NPPF9

NPPF12

Planning applications for alteration or extension of listed buildings

Proposals detrimental to the setting of a listed building

New development must harmonise with the existing street scene.

New development must improve or complement the character of the area.

Green Belt - replacement or extension of buildings

NPPF - Protecting Green Belt land

NPPF - Conserving & enhancing the historic environment

Part 2 Policies:

The gate by virtue of its height and inappropriate design is considered detrimental to the

setting of this listed building, its retention is, therefore, not supported.

Highways:

No objection on highway grounds.

4.

5. MAIN PLANNING ISSUES 

The main planning issue relates to the impact the proposal would have on highway safety,

the impact on the Grade II Listed Building and the impact on the surrounding Green Belt.

In regards to highways safety, the gate is sufficiently set back from the road as to allow

vehicles to comfortably enter the site without encroaching on the public highway, and to

allow adequate sightlines for vehicles leaving the site. The Highways Engineer raises no

objection to the proposal. It is therefore considered that the entrance gate would not impact

on highway safety.

Policies BE8 and BE10 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Saved UDP Policies

(November 2012) seek to protect the character, appearance and setting of Listed Buildings.

Policy BE13 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Saved UDP Policies (November 2012)

requires new development to harmonise with the existing street scene. Paragraph 4.26 of

HDAS: Residential Layouts states that high gates will normally be resisted by the Council as

they can present an alienating frontage. Also of note is Paragraph 10.2 of HDAS: Residential

Extensions which states that front gates in residential areas should not be in excess of 1m,

due to the likely overbearing impact on the street scene.

The Conservation Officer objects to the entrance gate. Given the sensitive location in front
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REFUSAL   for the following reasons:

NON2

NON2

Non Standard reason for refusal

Non Standard reason for refusal

The entrance gate, by reason of its height and design would result in an overbearing and

visually intrusive form of development which would have a detrimental impact on the

character, appearance and setting of the Grade II Listed Building (Woodbine Cottage) and

the street scene. Therefore the proposal would be contrary to Policies BE1 and HE1 of the

Hillingdon Local Plan: Part One - Strategic Policies (November 2012), Policies BE8, BE10

and BE13 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Saved UDP Policies (November 2012)

and the adopted Supplementary Planning Documents HDAS: Residential Layouts and

HDAS: Residential Extensions.

The entrance gate by reason of its height and design would detract from the openness of

the surrounding Green Belt, thereby adversely impacting on the character and appearance

of the area. The development is thereby contrary to Policy EM2 of the Hillingdon Local

Plan: Part One - Strategic Policies (November 2012) and Policy OL4 of the Hillingdon Local

Plan: Part Two - Saved UDP Policies (November 2012).

1

2

1

INFORMATIVES

On this decision notice policies from the Councils Local Plan: Part 1 - Strategic

Policies appear first, then relevant saved policies (referred to as policies from the

Hillingdon Unitary Development Plan - Saved Policies September 2007), then

London Plan Policies. On the 8th November 2012 Hillingdon's Full Council agreed

the adoption of the Councils Local Plan: Part 1 - Strategic Policies. Appendix 5 of

RECOMMENDATION6.

of a Grade II Listed Building, the gate is not considered to be appropriate due to its solid

timber appearance, which along with the height of the gate and the surrounding boundary

treatment, presents an alienating frontage. 

As such, the entrance gate has a detrimental impact on the character, appearance and

setting of the Grade II Listed Building and does not accord with Policies BE8, BE10 and

BE13 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Saved UDP Policies (November 2012), HDAS:

Residential Layouts and HDAS: Residential Extensions.

Policy OL4 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Saved UDP Policies (November 2012)

will not permit developments in the Green Belt that would injure the visual amenity of the

Green Belt by the siting, materials and design.

The height of the gate and its solid timber appearance increases the sense of enclosure of

the site which detracts from the openness of the surrounding Green Belt, thereby adversely

impacting on the character and appearance of the area. As such, it is considered that the

entrance gate does not comply with Policy OL4 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two -

Saved UDP Policies (November 2012).

The application is therefore recommended for refusal.
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Katherine Mills 01895 250230Contact Officer: Telephone No:

this explains which saved policies from the old Unitary Development (which was

subject to a direction from Secretary of State in September 2007 agreeing that the

policies were 'saved') still apply for development control decisions.

Standard Informatives 

1           The decision to REFUSE planning permission has been taken having regard to 

             all relevant planning legislation, regulations, guidance, circulars and Council

             policies, including The Human Rights Act (1998) (HRA 1998) which makes it

             unlawful for the Council to act incompatibly with Convention rights, specifically

             Article 6 (right to a fair hearing); Article 8 (right to respect for private and family

             life); Article 1 of the First Protocol (protection of property) and Article 14

             (prohibition of discrimination).

The decision to REFUSE planning permission has been taken having regard to the

policies and proposals in the Hillingdon Unitary Development Plan Saved Policies

(September 2007) as incorporated into the Hillingdon Local Plan (2012) set out

below, including Supplementary Planning Guidance, and to all relevant material

considerations, including the London Plan (July 2011) and national guidance.

BE8

BE10

BE13

BE19

OL4

NPPF9

NPPF12

Planning applications for alteration or extension of listed buildings

Proposals detrimental to the setting of a listed building

New development must harmonise with the existing street scene.

New development must improve or complement the character of

the area.

Green Belt - replacement or extension of buildings

NPPF - Protecting Green Belt land

NPPF - Conserving & enhancing the historic environment

2

PT1.BE1

PT1.EM2

PT1.HE1

(2012) Built Environment

(2012) Green Belt, Metropolitan Open Land and Green Chains

(2012) Heritage

Part 2 Policies:

Part 1 Policies:
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Site AddressNotes

For identification purposes only.

Site boundary

This copy has been made by or with 

the authority of the Head of Committee

Services pursuant to section 47 of the 

Copyright, Designs and Patents

Act 1988 (the Act).

Unless the Act provides a relevant 

exception to copyright.

Woodbine Cottage

Tile Kiln Lane

Harefield

North

Planning Application Ref:

Planning Committee Date

Scale

1:1,250

LONDON BOROUGH 
OF HILLINGDON
Residents Services

Planning Section

Civic Centre, Uxbridge, Middx. UB8 1UW
Telephone No.: Uxbridge 250111

© Crown copyright and database 
rights 2014 Ordnance Survey 
100019283

26852/APP/2014/3215
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WOODBINE COTTAGE TILE KILN LANE HAREFIELD 

Retention of summerhouse and small shed in garden

08/09/2014

Report of the Head of Planning, Sport and Green Spaces

Address

Development:

LBH Ref Nos: 26852/APP/2014/3218

Drawing Nos: Location Plan (1:1250)

HARE1402

HARE1401

Design and Access Statement

001

Date Plans Received: Date(s) of Amendment(s):

Woodbine Cottage is a Grade II Listed Building located on the northern side of Tile Kiln Lane

and is located within the Green Belt. The application property is a large detached unit

located in the south of the plot and accessed via two entrances from Tile Kiln Lane to the

west and south of the main property. 

There are a number of outbuildings within the site. The timber outbuilding to the north of the

host property was erected without planning permission and is the subject of this application.

To the east of the main dwelling is a timber garage to the property and a concrete slab is

evident to the south of this building which was installed some time ago in preparation for the

erection of the approved detached garage at the site (application reference

26852/APP/96/1798). A further large single storey shed has been erected to the north of the

existing garage, without the benefit of planning permission.

The proposal is for the retention of a summerhouse and a shed in the garden. The

summerhouse and shed are constructed from dark stained timber with clay tiles. The

summerhouse measures 7.8m wide and 5.5m deep, with a pitched roof of 4.7m at ridge

height. A small loft space is served by an external staircase and an internal 'fireman's pole'.

The shed measures 1.8m wide and 3m deep, with an approximately 2m high flat roof.

26852/APP/2003/1682

26852/APP/2014/3215

Woodbine Cottage Tile Kiln Lane Harefield 

Woodbine Cottage Tile Kiln Lane Harefield 

ERECTION OF A DETACHED BUNGALOW WITH DORMER WINDOWS (FOR USE AS A

GRANNY ANNEXE)

28-08-2003Decision Date: Refused

1. CONSIDERATIONS

1.3 Relevant Planning History

1.1 Site and Locality

1.2 Proposed Scheme

08/09/2014Date Application Valid:

Appeal:

Agenda Item 9
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Planning application ref: 26852/N/96/1798 - Consent was granted in July 1997 for the

erection of a detached block of three garages. The garages approved were approximately

8.9 metres in width, 6.9 metres in depth with a hipped roof approximately 5.7 metres in

height overall. This garage was approved to replace the existing timber garage at the site,

however was never constructed on the site. The consent is considered to have been

implemented by virtue of a concrete slab that was installed for the foundations of the

building.

Planning application ref: 26852/APP/2003/1682 - This application sought consent for the

erection of a detached bungalow for use as a Granny Annexe. The building proposed, albeit

marginally larger than that being considered within this submission, proposed a bungalow to

the east of the main building. This was refused in September 2003 on its design and also for

the following reason, which is of particular relevance to the consideration of this application

"The application by reason of it representing an inappropriate use within the Green Belt and

by reason of its size, height and volume representing a disproportionate change in the

existing buildings bulk and character, would result in a detrimental impact on the visual

amenities and open character of the Green Belt, contrary to policies OL1 and OL4 of the

Hillingdon UDP".

Planning application ref: 26852/APP/2014/894 - This application sought consent for the

retention of the summer house and small shed in the rear garden. The application was

refused in May 2014 in regards to the impact on the Green Belt and the Grade II Listed

Building. The development was also considered to be capable of independent occupation

from the main dwelling.

Planning application ref: 26852/APP/2014/895 - This application sought Listed Building

Consent for the retention of the summer house and small shed in the rear garden. The

application was refused in May 2014 in regards to the impact on the Grade II Listed Building

The application site is currently the subject of an enforcement investigation and an

26852/APP/2014/894

26852/APP/2014/895

26852/N/96/1798

Woodbine Cottage Tile Kiln Lane Harefield 

Woodbine Cottage Tile Kiln Lane Harefield 

Woodbine Cottage Tile Kiln Lane Harefield 

Retrospective planning permission for the erection of replacement entrance gates from Tile Kiln

Lane

Retention of summer house and shed in rear garden.

Listed Building Consent for retention of summer house and shed in rear garden.

Erection of a detached block of three garages

16-05-2014

16-05-2014

30-07-1997

Decision Date: 

Decision Date: 

Decision Date: 

Decision Date: 

Refused

Refused

Approved

Comment on Planning History

Appeal:

Appeal:

Appeal:

Appeal:
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enforcement notice has been served in regards to the unauthorised summerhouse and the

unauthorised large single storey shed.

UDP / LDF Designation and London Plan

The following UDP Policies are considered relevant to the application:-

Part 1 Policies:

Not applicable 

Advertisement and Site Notice2.

2.1 Advertisement Expiry Date:-

Not applicable 2.2 Site Notice Expiry Date:-

EXTERNAL

Consultation letters were sent to 5 local owners/occupiers and the Ruislip Residents

Association. A site notice was also displayed. One response has been received:

i) the summerhouse is in keeping with the style and size of the property.

ii) the bulk, size and scale of the large chalet type shed is completely out of character

iii) the large shed could set a precedent

English Heritage:

This application should be determined in accordance with national and local policy

guidance, and on the basis of your specialist conservation advice.

INTERNAL

Conservation Officer:

This is the advice given to the case officer when the last application to retain the summer

house was submitted, given that the situation appears to remain unchanged, the

Conservation and Design comments on this matter are the same:

Woodbine Cottage is Grade II Listed, it is part timber framed and its core dates from the 16th

century. The house is set within mature and fairly extensive grounds, and lies in the Green

Belt. There are no objections to retaining the outbuilding subject of this application, as it is

located away from the house, and it is of a design and construction that reflect the traditional

character of this building. 

At the last site visit it was noted that a large chalet type structure of inappropriate design had

been built adjacent to the house, it seems that this is still on site and its removal is noted (as

before) on the application documents. This building is unauthorised and considered to be

detrimental to the setting of the cottage and its wider Green Belt setting. Its removal,

therefore, needs to be secured.

4.

3. Comments on Public Consultations

Page 43



North Planning Committee - 18th November 2014

PART 1 - MEMBERS, PUBLIC & PRESS

PT1.BE1

PT1.EM2

PT1.HE1

(2012) Built Environment

(2012) Green Belt, Metropolitan Open Land and Green Chains

(2012) Heritage

BE8

BE13

BE19

OL4

LPP 7.16

NPPF9

NPPF12

Planning applications for alteration or extension of listed buildings

New development must harmonise with the existing street scene.

New development must improve or complement the character of the area.

Green Belt - replacement or extension of buildings

(2011) Green Belt

NPPF - Protecting Green Belt land

NPPF - Conserving & enhancing the historic environment

Part 2 Policies:

5. MAIN PLANNING ISSUES 

The main planning issue relates to the impact the proposal would have on the Grade II

Listed Building and on the surrounding Green Belt.

Policy BE8 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Saved UDP Policies (November 2012) will

not permit applications to alter or extend Listed Buildings where damage may be caused to

the historic structure. External and internal alternations should harmonise with their

surroundings. Policy BE10 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Saved UDP Policies

(November 2012) will not grant permission for proposals that are detrimental to the setting of

the Listed Building.

The Conservation Officer does not object to retaining the summerhouse and the small shed,

as it is located away from the house, and it is of a design and construction that reflect the

traditional character of the main building. As such, the retention of the summerhouse and the

small shed would not have a detrimental impact on the character and appearance of the

Grade II Listed Building.

In regards to residential amenity, the summerhouse and small shed is located at the northern

end of the site; fields adjoin the property boundary to the north and east and the closest

residential properties to the west is sited approximately 47 metres from the summerhouse

and to the south, 67 metres. Given the separation between the summerhouse and shed and

the closest residential properties, the proposal is not considered to have an unacceptably

oppressive or overbearing impact upon neighbouring properties. 

However, although the summerhouse and small shed are acceptable in regards to their

appearance, impact on the Grade II Listed Building and impact on residential amenity, it is

important to take into account the impact of the development on the Green Belt.

Policy OL4 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Saved UDP Policies (November 2012) will
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not permit developments that significantly increase the built up appearance of the site and

that would injure the visual amenity of the Green Belt by the siting, materials and design.

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) indicates that new buildings are

inappropriate development within the Green Belt; however it sets out an exception for the

extension or alteration of a building provided that it does not result in disproportionate

additions over and above the size of the original building. With regard to the original building

it is made clear within Annex 2 of the NPPF that the original building is a building as it

existed on 1 July 1948 or, if constructed after 1 July 1948, as it was originally built.

The issue is thus whether the proposed retention of the existing outbuilding would be

disproportionate. No definition of disproportionate is given in the Framework, or in local

policy. Therefore, assessing proportionality is primarily an objective test based on the

increase in size. Whether the proposal is a disproportionate addition is fundamentally a

matter of the relative increase in overall scale and bulk of the original building.

Having looked through the planning history for the site, there have been a number of

extensions and additions within the curtilage of the property in the past. It would appear that

the original building had a floor plan of circa 93.7sq.m Gross External Area (GEA). The

Council's records indicate that the following extensions and additions have been added to

the property, some without the benefit of planning permission:

- Two storey extension (permitted in 1986) was assessed on the basis of a circa 52.5sq.m

increase in the floor space of the building; 

- Conservatory extension (permitted in 1986) to the north of the main building added

approximately 14sq.m to the floor area;

- Garage (permitted in 1986) to the east of the main dwelling added approximately 25.9sq.m

in floor area, 

- Triple garage to the east of the site added 61.8 sq.m to the floor area. Although the

building itself has not been constructed, the consent has been implemented through the

addition of a concrete slab for the foundations;

- Large single storey shed to the east with a floor area of approximately 101.6sq.m. This has

been erected without planning permission.

The summerhouse and small shed, subject of this application, would add a further

65.27sq.m of developed floor space to the site.

While there is no set definition within the NPPF of what constitutes a proportionate

extension, it has been considered through appeals and case law that extensions in the

green belt are normally only considered to be proportionate where they result in less than a

50% increase in floor space and/or footprint from the original building, depending on which is

more appropriate in the circumstance. Given height is involved it is considered that floor

space would be more appropriate in this case.

On the basis of the information before the Local Planning Authority, the original building

(main dwelling house) had a footprint of 93.7sq.m. The retention of the summerhouse and
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REFUSAL   for the following reasons:

NON2 Non Standard reason for refusal

The retention of the summerhouse and shed, in conjunction with previous additions to the

building and the addition of other buildings within the curtilage, represents a

disproportionate change in the bulk and character of the original building and increases the

built-up appearance of the site, thereby impacting on the visual appearance of the site and

open aspect and visual amenity of the Green Belt. The development is thereby contrary to

Policy EM2 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part One - Strategic Policies (November 2012),

Policy OL4 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Saved UDP Policies (November 2012),

Policy 7.16 of the London Plan and the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).

1

INFORMATIVES

RECOMMENDATION6.

shed would represent a 69.7% increase over the floor space of the original building. This

combined with the other outbuildings and additions to the building would constitute an

overall increase of 342.7% over the original footprint of the building. 

The proposed retention of the summerhouse and shed would therefore represent a

disproportionate addition to the original building when considered cumulatively with the

previous extensions to the original building and curtilage additions, including the

unauthorised large single storey shed. The scheme is therefore considered detrimental to

the visual appearance of the site and open aspect and visual amenity of the Green Belt.

The proposal does not comply with Policy OL4 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two -

Saved UDP Policies (November 2012) and is therefore recommended for refusal.

Standard Informatives 

1           The decision to REFUSE planning permission has been taken having regard to 

             all relevant planning legislation, regulations, guidance, circulars and Council

             policies, including The Human Rights Act (1998) (HRA 1998) which makes it

             unlawful for the Council to act incompatibly with Convention rights, specifically

             Article 6 (right to a fair hearing); Article 8 (right to respect for private and family

             life); Article 1 of the First Protocol (protection of property) and Article 14

             (prohibition of discrimination).

The decision to REFUSE planning permission has been taken having regard to the

policies and proposals in the Hillingdon Unitary Development Plan Saved Policies

(September 2007) as incorporated into the Hillingdon Local Plan (2012) set out

below, including Supplementary Planning Guidance, and to all relevant material

considerations, including the London Plan (July 2011) and national guidance.

2

PT1.BE1

PT1.EM2

(2012) Built Environment

(2012) Green Belt, Metropolitan Open Land and Green Chains

Part 1 Policies:

Page 46



North Planning Committee - 18th November 2014

PART 1 - MEMBERS, PUBLIC & PRESS

Katherine Mills 01895 250230Contact Officer: Telephone No:

BE8

BE13

BE19

OL4

LPP 7.16

NPPF9

NPPF12

Planning applications for alteration or extension of listed buildings

New development must harmonise with the existing street scene.

New development must improve or complement the character of

the area.

Green Belt - replacement or extension of buildings

(2011) Green Belt

NPPF - Protecting Green Belt land

NPPF - Conserving & enhancing the historic environment

PT1.HE1 (2012) Heritage

Part 2 Policies:
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For identification purposes only.

Site boundary

This copy has been made by or with 

the authority of the Head of Committee

Services pursuant to section 47 of the 

Copyright, Designs and Patents

Act 1988 (the Act).

Unless the Act provides a relevant 

exception to copyright.

Woodbine Cottage

Tile Kiln Lane

Harefield

North

Planning Application Ref:

Planning Committee Date

Scale

1:1,250
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Residents Services

Planning Section

Civic Centre, Uxbridge, Middx. UB8 1UW
Telephone No.: Uxbridge 250111
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26852/APP/2014/3218
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