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THE SIX BELLS PH DUCKS HILL ROAD RUISLIP 

Proposed barn extension to provide a restaurant at ground floor and 10 no.
guest rooms at first floor, changing the use from a public house/restaurant to
mixed use (Sui Generis), with associated works and landscaping.

02/09/2020

Report of the Head of Planning, Transportation and Regeneration 
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Date Plans Received: Date(s) of Amendment(s):

1. SUMMARY

This application seeks permission for a barn building extension to provide a restaurant at
ground floor and 10 no. guest rooms at first floor, changing the use from a public
house/restaurant to mixed use (Sui Generis). Although it is acknowledged that the
proposed development would generate economic benefits in the form of employment and
financial support for the business, this is not considered to be sufficient to outweigh the
harm posed by the proposed development to the Green Belt and the Grade II Listed
Building. 

For the reasons outlined within the report, the proposed development is recommended for
refusal.

REFUSAL   for the following reasons:

NON2 Reason for Refusal - Green Belt

The proposed development, by reason of its siting, size, scale, and design, would
constitute inappropriate development within designated Green Belt land and very special
circumstances do not exist to outweigh the harm to the Green Belt by reason of
inappropriateness. As such, the proposal is contrary to Policy EM2 of the Hillingdon Local

1

2. RECOMMENDATION 

09/09/2020Date Application Valid:
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NON2

NON2

Reason for Refusal - Harm to Listed Building

Reason for Refusal - Design

Plan: Part 1 - Strategic Policies (November 2012), Policy DMEI 4 of the Hillingdon Local
Plan: Part 2 - Development Management Policies (January 2020), Policy 7.16 of the
London Plan (March 2016) and the National Planning Policy Framework (February 2019).

The proposed development, by reason of its siting, size, scale, and design, would fail to
preserve the significance of the Grade II Listed Building by posing 'less than substantial
harm' to the significance of the designated heritage asset. Further, the proposed
development is not considered to provide public benefits sufficient to outweigh the harm
posed. As such, the proposal is contrary to Policies BE1 and HE1 of the Hillingdon Local
Plan: Part 1 - Strategic Policies (November 2012), Policies DMHB 1, DMHB 2 and DMHB
11 of the Hillingdon Local Plan Part 2 - Development Management Policies (January
2020), Policy 7.8 of the London Plan (March 2016) and the National Planning Policy
Framework (February 2019).

The proposed development, by reason of its siting, size, scale, and design, would be
detrimental to the character, appearance and visual amenities of the street scene. As
such, the proposal is contrary to Policies BE1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 1 -
Strategic Policies (November 2012), Policy DMHB 11 of the Hillingdon Local Plan Part 2 -
Development Management Policies (January 2020),  Policies 7.4 and 7.6 of the London
Plan (March 2016) and the National Planning Policy Framework (February 2019).

2

3

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 Local Plan Part 1 (2012) and Part 2 (2020) set out
below, including Supplementary Planning Guidance, and to all relevant material
considerations, including The London Plan - The Spatial Development Strategy for London
consolidated with alterations since 2011 (2016) and national guidance.

DMCI 1
DME 5
DMEI 10
DMEI 14
DMEI 4
DMEI 7
DMEI 9
DMHB 1
DMHB 11
DMHB 14
DMHB 2
DMHB 7
DMT 1

Retention of Existing Community Sport and Education Facilities
Hotels and Visitor Accommodation
Water Management, Efficiency and Quality
Air Quality
Development on the Green Belt or Metropolitan Open Land
Biodiversity Protection and Enhancement
Management of Flood Risk
Heritage Assets
Design of New Development
Trees and Landscaping
Listed Buildings
Archaeological Priority Areas and archaeological Priority Zones
Managing Transport Impacts
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I71 LBH worked applicant in a positive & proactive (Refusing)3

3.1 Site and Locality

The site is located on the west side of Ducks Hill Road, just north of the junction with
Reservior Road and contains a building known as the Six Bells Public House, which is
Grade II listed (first listed on 10-Apr-1972), under the Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) Act 1990 as amended, for its special architectural or historic interest. 

The Six Bells Public House has been occupied and restored as part of the planning
permission (reference 14387/APP/2018/1383) and Listed Building Consent (reference
14387/APP/2018/1385) granted in 2018. The barn building extension granted under these
permissions has not, however, been started. The extant permissions were granted with the
understanding that the extension to the Public House would provide extra space for the
restaurant and make the project financially viable and self sustaining in order to secure the
long term preservation of the heritage asset.

In dealing with the application the Council has implemented the requirement in the National
Planning Policy Framework to work with the applicant in a positive and proactive way. We
have made available detailed advice in the form of our statutory policies from the  Local
Plan Part 1, Local Plan Part 2, Supplementary Planning Documents, Planning Briefs and
other informal written guidance, as well as offering a full pre-application advice service.
We have however been unable to seek solutions to problems arising from the application
as the principal of the proposal is clearly contrary to our statutory policies and negotiation
could not overcome the reasons for refusal.

3. CONSIDERATIONS

DMT 2
DMT 6
LPP 5.10
LPP 5.12
LPP 5.13
LPP 6.13
LPP 6.3
LPP 6.9
LPP 7.14
LPP 7.15

LPP 7.16
LPP 7.19
LPP 7.4
LPP 7.6
LPP 7.8
NPPF- 11
NPPF- 12
NPPF- 13
NPPF- 15
NPPF- 16
NPPF- 2
NPPF- 6
NPPF- 8

Highways Impacts
Vehicle Parking
(2016) Urban Greening
(2016) Flood risk management
(2016) Sustainable drainage
(2016) Parking
(2016) Assessing effects of development on transport capacity
(2016) Cycling
(2016) Improving air quality
(2016) Reducing and managing noise, improving and enhancing the
acoustic environment and promoting appropriate soundscapes.
(2016) Green Belt
(2016) Biodiversity and access to nature
(2016) Local character
(2016) Architecture
(2016) Heritage assets and archaeology
NPPF-11 2018 - Making effective use of land
NPPF-12 2018 - Achieving well-designed places
NPPF-13 2018 - Protecting Green Belt land
NPPF-15 2018 - Conserving and enhancing the natural environment
NPPF-16 2018 - Conserving & enhancing the historic environment
NPPF-2 2018 - Achieving sustainable development
NPPF-6 2018 - Building a strong, competitive economy
NPPF-8 2018 - Promoting healthy and safe communities
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The application site forms part of designated Green Belt land and the Ruislip Motte & Bailey
Archaeological Priority Area. Based on TfL's webCAT planning tool, the site has a poor
Public Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL) rating of 1b. Based on the Council's GIS, the
site forms part of Flood Zone 1 and a Critical Drainage Area.

Planning permission (reference 14387/APP/2018/1383) and Listed Building Consent

3.2 Proposed Scheme

This application seeks permission for a barn building extension to provide a restaurant at
ground floor and 10 no. guest rooms at first floor, changing the use from a public
house/restaurant to mixed use (Sui Generis), with associated works and landscaping.
Based on measurements taken from the submitted plans, the proposed barn structure
would measure as follows:
- Length: 23.04m
- Width: 9.01m
- Height at the eaves: 2.86m
- Highest point: 8.7m
- Footprint: 23.04 x 9.01 = 207.59m2
- Volume: (2.86 x 9.01 x 23.04) + (5.84 x 9.01 x 23.04)/2 = 593.7 + 606.2 = 1199.9m3

14387/APP/2018/1383

14387/APP/2018/1385

14387/APP/2019/528

14387/APP/2020/2776

The Six Bells Ph Ducks Hill Road Ruislip 

The Six Bells Ph Ducks Hill Road Ruislip 

The Six Bells Ph Ducks Hill Road Ruislip 

The Six Bells Ph Ducks Hill Road Ruislip 

Restoration of the Six Bells Public House, to include minor alterations to fittings internally and a
new extension independent of the historic building to increase dining capacity.

Restoration of the Six Bells Public House, to include minor alterations to fittings internally and a
new extension independent of the historic building to increase dining capacity (Listed Building
Consent).

Application for a Non-Material Amendment to planning permission Ref: 14387/APP/2018/1383
dated 18/10/18 (Restoration of the Six Bells Public House, to include minor alterations to fittings
internally and a new extension independent of the historic building to increase dining capacity) to
reduce the footprint of the proposed extension

Proposed barn extension to provide a restaurant at ground floor and 10 no. guest rooms at first
floor (Application for Listed Building Consent)

02-10-2018

18-10-2018

17-04-2019

Decision: 

Decision: 

Decision: 

Decision: 

Approved

Approved

Refused

3.3 Relevant Planning History

Comment on Relevant Planning History
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(reference 14387/APP/2018/1385) granted the restoration of the Six Bells Public House, to
include minor alterations to fittings internally and a new extension independent of the
historic building to increase dining capacity. The Public House has since been occupied
and restored but has not formally been extended. A site visit indicates that the building has
been extended temporarily to provide additional capacity.

4. Planning Policies and Standards

Development Plan

Planning law requires that applications for planning permission be determined in
accordance with the development plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

The Development Plan for the London Borough of Hillingdon currently consists of the
following documents:

The Local Plan: Part 1 - Strategic Policies (2012)
The Local Plan: Part 2 - Development Management Policies (2020)
The Local Plan: Part 2 - Site Allocations and Designations (2020) 
The London Plan - Consolidated With Alterations (2016)
The West London Waste Plan (2015) 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2019) is also a material consideration in
planning decisions, as well as relevant supplementary planning documents and guidance. 

Emerging Planning Policies

Paragraph 48 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2019 states that Local
Planning Authorities may give weight to relevant policies in emerging plans according to:

A. the stage of preparation of the emerging plan (the more advanced its preparation, the
greater the weight that may be given);

B. the extent to which there are unresolved objections to relevant policies (the less
significant the unresolved objections, the greater the weight that may be given); and

C. the degree of consistency of the relevant policies in the emerging plan to this
Framework (the closer the policies in the emerging plan to the policies in the Framework,
the greater the weight that may be given).

Draft London Plan (Intend to Publish Version December 2019)

The GLA consulted upon a draft new London Plan between December 2017 and March
2018 with the intention of replacing the previous versions of the existing London Plan. The
Plan was subject to examination hearings from February to May 2019, and a Consolidated
Draft Plan with amendments was published in July 2019. The Panel of Inspectors
appointed by the Secretary of State issued their report and recommendations to the Mayor
on 8th October 2019.

The Mayor considered the Inspectors' recommendations and, on 9th December 2019,
issued to the Secretary of State his intention to publish the London Plan along with a
statement of reasons for the Inspectors' recommendations that the Mayor did not wish to
accept. The Secretary of State responded on the 13th March 2020 and stated that he was
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exercising his powers under section 337 of the Greater London Authority Act 1999 to direct
that modifications are required. These are set out at Annex 1 of the response, however the
letter does also state that if the Mayor can suggest alternative changes to policies that
would address the concerns raised, these would also be considered. 

More limited weight should be attached to parts of draft London Plan policies where the
Secretary of State has directed modifications or where they relate to concerns raised
within the letter. Greater weight may be attached to policies that are not subject to
modifications from the Secretary of State or that do not relate to issues raised in the letter.

PT1.BE1

PT1.CI1

PT1.EM2

PT1.EM6

PT1.EM7

PT1.EM8

PT1.HE1

(2012) Built Environment

(2012) Community Infrastructure Provision

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

(2012) Flood Risk Management

(2012) Biodiversity and Geological Conservation

(2012) Land, Water, Air and Noise

(2012) Heritage

UDP / LDF Designation and London Plan

The following Local Plan Policies are considered relevant to the application:-

Part 1 Policies:

DMCI 1

DME 5

DMEI 10

DMEI 14

DMEI 4

DMEI 7

DMEI 9

DMHB 1

DMHB 11

DMHB 14

DMHB 2

DMHB 7

DMT 1

DMT 2

DMT 6

LPP 5.10

LPP 5.12

LPP 5.13

Retention of Existing Community Sport and Education Facilities

Hotels and Visitor Accommodation

Water Management, Efficiency and Quality

Air Quality

Development on the Green Belt or Metropolitan Open Land

Biodiversity Protection and Enhancement

Management of Flood Risk

Heritage Assets

Design of New Development

Trees and Landscaping

Listed Buildings

Archaeological Priority Areas and archaeological Priority Zones

Managing Transport Impacts

Highways Impacts

Vehicle Parking

(2016) Urban Greening

(2016) Flood risk management

(2016) Sustainable drainage

Part 2 Policies:
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LPP 6.13

LPP 6.3

LPP 6.9

LPP 7.14

LPP 7.15

LPP 7.16

LPP 7.19

LPP 7.4

LPP 7.6

LPP 7.8

NPPF- 11

NPPF- 12

NPPF- 13

NPPF- 15

NPPF- 16

NPPF- 2

NPPF- 6

NPPF- 8

(2016) Parking

(2016) Assessing effects of development on transport capacity

(2016) Cycling

(2016) Improving air quality

(2016) Reducing and managing noise, improving and enhancing the acoustic
environment and promoting appropriate soundscapes.

(2016) Green Belt

(2016) Biodiversity and access to nature

(2016) Local character

(2016) Architecture

(2016) Heritage assets and archaeology

NPPF-11 2018 - Making effective use of land

NPPF-12 2018 - Achieving well-designed places

NPPF-13 2018 - Protecting Green Belt land

NPPF-15 2018 - Conserving and enhancing the natural environment

NPPF-16 2018 - Conserving & enhancing the historic environment

NPPF-2 2018 - Achieving sustainable development

NPPF-6 2018 - Building a strong, competitive economy

NPPF-8 2018 - Promoting healthy and safe communities

Not applicable

Advertisement and Site Notice5.

5.1 Advertisement Expiry Date:-

Not applicable 5.2 Site Notice Expiry Date:-

6. Consultations

External Consultees

A petition with 37 signatories in support of the proposed development has been received. A total of 8
comments have also been received from neighbouring residents and are summarised as follows:
- The height of the extension should not be higher than the existing pub.
- The increase in business will have an impact on the road and traffic.
- The speed limit should be reduced.
- A speed camera should be installed.
- Noise pollution is a concern and should be strictly controlled.
- On-site parking should be provided.
- Support further development to stop it falling into disrepair.
- The proposal is sympathetic to the adjacent grade II listed building and less bulky than the already
granted application for this site (14387/APP/2018/1383). 
- This new building will provide greater economic viability to the site.
- This is a welcome place for guests to stay.
- The application form states that the number of parking spaces would be reduced to 10 spaces but
the plans shown an addition of 10 parking spaces to take into account the demand that the guest
rooms will create.
- Additional signage provided by the applicant at the entrance to our driveway would assist patrons in
finding the correct place to turn into the Six Bells car park.
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- A visible pick-up/drop-off zone to the Six Bells car park should be provided to help patrons guide
pick-up and drop-off drivers.
- The plans show some of the windows, on the south side of the proposed building, would have
direct line of sight into several neighbouring properties, compromising privacy. This could be solved
by planting screening.
- An approval should contain condition(s) prohibiting further development for a reasonable period
(e.g. 25-50 years) to ensure that any approval given in this application is utilised and does not lead to
additional applications that change the special character of the site and surroundings.

PLANNING OFFICER COMMENT:

All material planning considerations are addressed in detail within the main body of the report. It
should be noted that the proposed development is greater in height, width and length than the
previous approval (references 14387/APP/2018/1383 and 14387/APP/2018/1385). Also, a condition
which restricts any further development for any number of years is considered to be unreasonable
and would not accord with Paragraph 55 of the National Planning Policy Framework (February
2019).

GREATER LONDON ARCHAEOLOGICAL ADVISORY SERVICE:

The Greater London Archaeological Advisory Service (GLAAS) gives advice on archaeology and
planning. Our advice follows the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the GLAAS
Charter.

NPPF Section 16 and the Draft London Plan (2017 Policy HC1) recognise the positive contribution of
heritage assets of all kinds and make the conservation of archaeological interest a material planning
consideration. NPPF paragraph 189 says applicants should provide an archaeological assessment
if their development could affect a heritage asset of archaeological interest.

If you grant planning consent, paragraph 199 of the NPPF says that applicants should record the
significance of any heritage assets that the development harms. Applicants should also improve
knowledge of assets and make this public The planning application lies in an area of archaeological
interest (Archaeological Priority Area) identified for the Local Plan: Ruislip.

The application involves the construction of a large new 'barn' within the Ruislip historic village
Archaeological Priority Area and adjacent to the 18th century listed pub. The groundworks are
unlikely to have a major impact but may reveal evidence related to the occupation of this
northernmost part of the historic village.

I have looked at this proposal and at the Greater London Historic Environment Record. I advise that
the development could cause harm to archaeological remains. However the significance of the
asset and scale of harm to it is such that the effect can be managed using a planning condition.

NPPF paragraphs 185 and 192 and Draft London Plan Policy HC1 emphasise the positive
contributions heritage assets can make to sustainable communities and places. Where appropriate,
applicants should therefore also expect to identify enhancement opportunities.

I therefore recommend the following condition on any consent:

No demolition or development shall take place until a written scheme of investigation (WSI) has been
submitted to and approved by the local planning authority in writing. For land that is included within
the WSI, no demolition or development shall take place other than in accordance with the agreed
WSI, which shall include the statement of significance and research objectives, and
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Internal Consultees

PLANNING POLICY OFFICER:

Guest Bedrooms (C1)

The proposal includes the addition of 10 new guest bedrooms, to be located above the new
extension to the restaurant/bar. The new guest bedrooms would not be a standalone building.
Guests would use the same entrance as the restaurant/bar and presumably check-in at the same
entrance lobby. Guests would be required to utilise the staircase next to the extension to the
restaurant/bar. Their experience would presumably be managed by the same members of staff as
those running the restaurant/bar element of the business. If breakfast was to be served, presumably
this would also involve using an element of the restaurant/bar. 

The description therefore should be amended to outline that the proposal is either considered to be a
new use of a different use class, which would mean the building should be considered as mixed use
overall (Sui Generis), or the bedrooms would be ancillary to the primary existing use of the building
as A3/A4. 

A. The programme and methodology of site investigation and recording and the nomination of a
competent person(s) or organisation to undertake the agreed works

B. Where appropriate, details of a programme for delivering related positive public benefits

C. The programme for post-investigation assessment and subsequent analysis, publication &
dissemination and deposition of resulting material. This part of the condition shall not be discharged
until these elements have been fulfilled in accordance with the programme set out in the WSI.

The written scheme of investigation will need to be prepared and implemented by a suitably qualified
professionally accredited archaeological practice in accordance with Historic England's Guidelines
for Archaeological Projects in Greater London. This condition is exempt from deemed discharge
under schedule 6 of The Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure)
(England) Order 2015.

This pre-commencement condition is necessary to safeguard the archaeological interest on this
site. Approval of the WSI before works begin on site provides clarity on what investigations are
required, and their timing in relation to the development programme. If the applicant does not agree
to this precommencement condition please let us know their reasons and any alternatives
suggested. Without this pre-commencement condition being imposed the application should be
refused as it would not comply with NPPF paragraph 199. 

The archaeological work should include:

Watching Brief

A watching brief involves the proactive engagement with the development groundworks to permit
investigation and recording of features of archaeological interest which are revealed. A suitable
working method with contingency arrangements for significant discoveries will need to be agreed.
The outcome will be a report and archive. 

You can find more information on archaeology and planning in Greater London on our website.

This response only relates to archaeology. You should also consult Historic England's Development
Advice Team on statutory matters.
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Regardless, Paragraph 86 of the NPPF (2019) states that local planning authorities should apply a
sequential test to planning applications for main town centre uses which are neither in an existing
centre nor in accordance with an up-to-date plan. The addition of 10 new guest bedrooms is
deemed to fall under the category of 'tourism development' which is a main town centre use as
defined by the NPPF (2019). The development is not within or on the edge of a town centre and is
not identified as a sequentially preferable location for new hotel bedrooms in the Development Plan.
A sequential test of some degree is therefore required.  

The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) is clear that the application of a sequential test
needs to be proportionate and appropriate for the given proposal. As outlined above, the proposal
appears essentially linked to the existing use of the building and therefore it would not be pragmatic
to request a full sequential test of the Borough is undertaken for alternative sites. A statement
outlining how the bedrooms would be linked to the existing facility should be sufficient. 

As outlined above, the location of new guest bedrooms in this location would not conform to
development plan policies regarding the location of new visitor accommodation. An assessment
therefore needs to be made as to whether there are other material considerations to indicate
departing from these policies. 

Green Belt

It is noted that approval was already granted for an extension to increase dining capacity
(14387/APP/2018/1383) and that this is yet to be completed. It was concluded that this development
would be inappropriate in the Green Belt, but that very special circumstances existed to outweigh
this harm and any other harm resulting from the proposal.

The proposal would have a materially larger volume than the one that was approved and therefore a
greater impact on openness from a spatial perspective. It does not appear that any views would be
materially impacted when the approved scheme is considered. It is also noted that there would be
some intrusion into existing soft landscaping areas to facilitate an increase in car parking. 

The very special circumstances will need to be reviewed to see if they all remain relevant,
particularly noting that the restoration of the building has been completed and the restaurant/bar has
been operating for two years, with an option to increase capacity still remaining under the previous
permission. 

TREES AND LANDSCAPING OFFICER:

This site is occupied by a grade II listed building (formerly a pub) and ancillary buildings located at
the bottom end (south) of Ducks Hill Road on the west side. The site is predominantly flat. The
buildings sit within a spacious and very sylvan plot, an outlier of Mad Bess Woods, situated to the
north. Parking and informal external amenity space is located among the open woodland with the
buildings located at the southern end of the site. The trees are not protected by TPO or
Conservation Area, however, their collective value adds significantly to the character and
appearance of the area forming an attractive interface between the more suburban character to the
south and the rural Green Belt land to the north. The site lies within the Green Belt.

Comment: The site has been the subject of several applications in recent years, including
application ref. 2018/1383, which was approved. The current proposal is to extend the footprint of the
2018/1383 approved scheme and add a single-storey extension to provide accommodation. The
proposal is supported by a tree report, by Usherwood, dated August 2020. This includes an
arboricultural impact assessment, draft arboricultural method staetement and tree protection plan.
The report has identified and assessed the condition and value of 40 trees. Theer are no 'A' grade
trees. 21 trees are category 'B'; T1,T2, T6, T7, T11-14, T17-20, T22, T25-27, T30, T32-34 and T39
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(all oaks and Field maples. The remaining trees are 'C' or 'U' grade, categories that are not normally
considered to be a constraint on development. Three 'C' grade trees will be removed to facilitate the
development; T4,T8 and T9. Two 'U' grade trees (very poor quality / condition); T5 and T16 will be
removed for sound arboricultural reasons. Further to the need to remove selected trees, a 'draft'
method statement describes how no-dig porous surfacing for car parking can be achieved. - Final
details were 'under discussion' at the time of the report. A tree pruning works schedule is also being
drawn up to specify require managment of the existing trees on the site. There is no objection to the
scheme with regard to the minimal tree loss and landscape impact, subject to the special
circumstances required to justify the development within the Green Belt. 

Recommendation: No objection subject to pre-commencement condition RES8 and conditions
RES9 (parts 1,2,4 and 5).

CONTAMINATED LAND OFFICER:

I have no objections or comments concerning this app.

HIGHWAYS OFFICER:

Site Characteristics & Background

The site consists of an existing Public House (PH) which is proposed to be extended with the
introduction of a C1 use '10 guest room' facility. An established vehicular access serves a 32 space
car park for the existing A3 use.

The address is located in Ruislip on Ducks Hill Road which is a heavily trafficked 'Classified' road
and is located adjacent to Ducks Hill garden centre and in proximity of Ruislip Lido. This section of
road is generally dominated by residential units devoid of on-site parking provisions. Ducks Hill Road
is extensively covered by all day waiting restrictions in order to assist in maintaining an unimpeded
flow of traffic on this heavily trafficked road. A relatively new Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ)
encompassing the address and general location has been introduced in the area and operates for
seven days a week between the hours of 9am and 7pm. The PTAL for the site is considered as low
at a level of 2 and therefore heightens dependency on use of private motor transport.

Parking Provision

Local Plan: Part 2 Policy - DMT 6 requires that new development will only be permitted where it
accords with the Council's adopted parking standards unless it can be demonstrated that a deviation
from the standard would not result in a deleterious impact on the surrounding road network.

In order to comply to the maximum parking standard for the A3 extension there would be a
requirement for 4-5 on-plot on plot spaces to be provided (based on 1 space per 35m2 GIFA) whilst
the '10' guest room C1 use class provision would demand an individual site assessment. 

Any final quantum would normally be expected to be allocated from the existing 32 spaces
designated for the current A3 use although this allocation would potentially diminish availability for
established restaurant patrons and is therefore undesirable. However it is noted that the existing
provision exceeds prevailing adopted standards related to public houses located outside town
centres hence it could be argued that there is an over-provision in the first place.

Notwithstanding this point, the applicant has indicated an extension to the car park which would
facilitate 10 additional spaces on amenity space (protected by 'permeable matting') adjacent to the
existing car park hard standing with the addition of 2 new disabled compliant bays within the existing
hard standing area of the car park. In total an additional 12 spaces would be provided which is
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considered representative and therefore acceptable given the likely parking demands of the
proposal.  

In summary, there are no specific parking related concerns with this proposal given the extensive
parking controls on the local highway network which would lessen any potential untoward
displacement onto the public highway road network as a consequence of the extension and C1
provision. 

Disabled Compliant Parking Provision

In accord with the parking standard - 10% of parking spaces should be disabled compliant equating
to 1 space. 2 are to be provided within the proposed total quantum. There are no further
observations.

Cycling Parking Provision

The applicant informs that there are 10 on-plot spaces in place.

A3 use 

In accord with the parking standard, a secure and accessible space should be provided per 20 staff
and 20 customers.

C1 use

One secure and accessible space should be provided per 10 staff.

The above requirements have not been demonstrated as part of the submission but can be secured
via planning condition.

Vehicular Trip Generation 

Local Plan: Part 2 Policies - DMT 1 and DMT 2 require the Council to consider whether the traffic
generated by proposed developments is acceptable in terms of the local highway and junction
capacity, traffic flows and conditions of general highway or pedestrian safety.

It is anticipated that there will be no measurable or specific impact on the 'key' peak morning and
afternoon traffic periods given the scale of proposal and activity profiles which are statistically
concentrated outside peak periods. Hence any uplift would be considered marginal in generation
terms and therefore can be absorbed within the local road network without notable detriment to
traffic congestion and road safety.

Vehicular Access Provision

The existing vehicular access into the site is to remain and would serve both the proposed A3 & C1
use class components.  This shared arrangement is considered satisfactory and fit for purpose.

Operational Refuse Requirements

Historically the Council's Waste Management (WM) department have stated that stopping a refuse
vehicle outside of this address is not permitted owing to the presence of parking restrictions on the
immediate highway (operating seven days a week from 8am to 6.30pm). They would therefore be
precluded from exercising their refuse collection duty from the public highway. It has been
suggested that their vehicles should be able to enter and leave the site envelope in a forward gear or
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reverse into the site for a distance not exceeding 12m which, on safety grounds, is the
recommended best practice for large service vehicles.

Unfortunately it is not feasible for refuse vehicles to enter and leave the site in a forward gear due to
internal site constraints nor would the Highway Authority suggest reversing into the site from the
heavily trafficked Ducks Hill Road as general road safety could be compromised even with
adherence to the aforementioned maximum recommended reversing distance of 12m.

Refuse collection should therefore be undertaken directly from the public highway, as is norm,
irrespective of any waiting restrictions present on the public highway which to not preclude the
stopping of a refuse vehicle whilst exercising their refuse collection duty on this or any other public
highway.

There are no further observations.

Construction Logistics Plan (CLP)

A full and detailed CLP will be a requirement given the constraints and sensitivities of the local road
network in order to avoid/minimise potential detriment to the public realm. It will need to be secured
under planning condition.

Conclusion

The application has been reviewed by the Highway Authority who are satisfied that the proposal
would not discernibly exacerbate congestion or parking stress, and would not raise any measurable
highway safety concerns, in accordance with Local Plan: Part 2 Development Plan Policies DMT 1,
DMT 2 & DMT 6 and Policies 6.3, 6.9, and 6.13 of the London Plan (2016).

PLANNING OFFICER COMMENT:

Contrary to the comments noted above, the proposed development would provide 10 additional car
parking spaces including 2 accessible spaces, not 10 additional spaces plus 2 accessible spaces.
This is considered further within the main body of the report.

CONSERVATION AND URBAN DESIGN OFFICER:

1. Summary of comments: Objection - fails to preserve the setting of the listed building -
recommend refusal

2. Historic Environment Designation (s)
- Grade II Listed Building - The Six Bells PH - NHLE: 1080240
- Ruislip Motte and Bailey Archaeological Priority Area (APA)

3. Assessment - Background/ Significance

The origin of The Six Bells is thought to date from the late 17th/ early 18th century however the site
has benefitted from alterations over time. It is originally of timber frame construction and externally
finished in a painted brick to the front and side however the rear elevations remain as exposed red
brick. It is a two storey building with a cellar. The barrel drop can be seen along the pavement to the
front of the building. There is a notable dentil detail below the half-hipped roof form, which is
externally finished in plain clay tiles. Two tall chimney stacks bookend the original portion of the
building along the south-east side elevation and one to the north-west side elevation. The front
elevation is symmetrical in appearance with a centrally positioned entrance door and a 19th century
hood over the door with decorative barge boards. The former door comprised of a 3 panel door



North Planning Committee - 18th November 2020
PART 1 - MEMBERS, PUBLIC & PRESS

however this appears to have been altered to a replica, modern 4 panel door. The replacement of
the front door does not appear to be detailed as part of the consented works in 2018, therefore is
likely to be unauthorised. The sash windows are placed either side of the entrance door at ground
and first floor. The windows are large, recessed openings with vertically sliding 10 over 10 multi-
paned sash windows. The sash boxes are set behind the brickwork, a requirement following the
1774 Building Act. The first floor windows are proportionately smaller providing a sense of hierarchy
to the building. They are of historic interest contributing to the building's significance. Windows can
be a good indicator of the building's historic development overtime.

Evidence of historic structural movement can be seen by the existence of traditional wall tie patress
plates particularly towards the southern end of the building.

The building has benefitted from a number of additions overtime, including a collection of 20th
century single storey built forms to the rear comprising of the kitchens and toilets. The piecemeal
nature of the rear additions somewhat detracts from the overall composition of the building. There is
also a single storey addition to the north-west side elevation used as a dining area. This is
subservient in character, externally finished in dark stained weatherboarding and a plain tiled roof to
match the original property. It was not uncommon for traditional buildings to have a small number of
ancillary structures within the associated site area, usually as a store or to house animals. From
looking at historic maps there were a couple of small ancillary structures to the north-east of the
main building.

Originally the building was most likely constructed and used as a single residential dwelling house
forming part of a small hamlet historically known as Cheapside. The hamlet of Cheapside formed
part of a group of three hamlets on the edge of what was Common Wood outside the enclosed Park
Wood, the other two were known as Cannons Bridge and Park Hearne. Collectively they were
referred to as Ruislip Common as we know it today. Documentary evidence references Cannons
Bridge as the earliest hamlet within the area. It wasn't until a mid 16th century Terrier that the land
near Cannons Bridge was referred to as Cheapside. However in the late 17th century it became
known as 'in the withies' and then later changed to Withy Lane during the Victorian era. Prior to The
Six Bells the small hamlet was served by a public house known as 'The Black Potts' which was
located to the west of the application site. The license to serve beer/alcohol at The Six Bells was
ideal due to its proximity to the road along a historic route and was most likely to reason The Black
Potts ceased to exist. It was part of the route from Rickmansworth to Ealing, via Ruislip (a notable
manorial holding). This would have aided in its establishment as a public house, as a stop along this
historic route as well as serving the community of the small hamlet. (Source: Ruislip, Northwood
and Eastcote Local History Society, Journal 2004, Article 04/1 by Eileen M. Bowlt)

The heritage value of the Listed Building is duly recognised by its notable historic and architectural
interest. It forms part of the history of the area, and is a good example of a traditional building of its
time. The strong communal value of the site is evident and contributes to the significance of the
heritage asset. It must be duly noted, as defined in Annex 2: Glossary, National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF), June 2019 is, 'Significance derives not only from a heritage asset's physical
presence but also from its setting.'

The setting of the heritage asset and impact of the proposed development has been assessed with
reference to Historic England 2017 Good Practice Advice Planning Note 3 (GPAN3), The Setting of
Heritage Assets.

The surroundings of a heritage asset contribute to how it is experienced and the setting of a heritage
asset can be influenced by a number of natural and/or human factors. Whilst the wider environment
to the east and south of the site has changed to the north and west it has remained undeveloped.
This strongly contributes to the sites sense of openness and semi-rural environment, appropriately
protected by the Greenbelt designation of the land. It is a key reminder of the once rural past of the
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area and small hamlets which established settlement in this location. The immediate experience of
the Listed Building has somewhat been compromised by the existing rear additions and the large
expanse of hard standing to the north. Nevertheless the semi-rural environment, wider woodland
backdrop and low-density of development neighbouring the site contributes to the building's setting.
Whilst some additions are not entirely in keeping, the hierarchy of the site has been maintained,
even by the recently approved structure to the rear which is intended to remain subservient to the
original building. These elements form part of the building's setting, positively contributing to its
significance.

Consent was granted in 2018 for a subservient extension to the rear of the building to allow for an
increased dining provision for the business enabling the repair of the building at that time. Whilst the
historic portion of the building has been restored and is currently in use, the rear addition is yet to be
constructed. As existing a large, enclosed timber pergola structure with a solid flat roof form has
been erected on site providing a substantial area of covered seating. The structure has been
enclosed with Perspex and extends up to Ducks Hill Road. This structure is located within the
curtilage of the Listed Building, impacting upon its setting and does not benefit from planning
permission or listed building consent.

4. Assessment - Impact

The submitted existing and proposed floor plans fail to include the small single storey structure
attached to the south-east side elevation. This should be clearly included on the submitted drawings
to ensure plans accurately depict the existing site situation.

The proposed development would be significantly different to the 2018 approved scheme. The
proposed structure would be larger and establish a new use within the roof space. Therefore it is not
considered an amendment to the approved scheme and would need to be assessed upon its own
individual merits in line with current legislation, polices and guidance documents.

Paragraph 1.7.1 within the submitted Heritage Impact Assessment refers to the building as 'at risk'
however following a recent site visit (05/10/2020) it is clearly evident the building has been restored
alongside the recent erection of the large enclosed pergola structure, with the site in use as a bar
and grill restaurant.

Whilst the principle of a structure in the proposed location on the site has been established in order
to increase the dining capacity for the bar and grill restaurant, the 2018 approved, barn-like structure
would remain subservient to the listed building and a balanced judgement was made at such time
taking into account the condition of the listed building at that time.

The proposed development would negatively affect the setting of the Listed Building. The current
proposed scheme would notably larger than approved structure. The building would be bulkier in
form exacerbated by its increased scale, footprint and height. It would have a greater dominant
presence on the site and be highly visible from the street scene and within the site itself. The
development would fail to respect the scale and setting of the original Listed Building. The lack of
subservience would diminish any sense of hierarchy to the site. The Listed Building in itself is an
important historic built asset recognised by its Grade II designation and strongly contributes to the
historic settlement of the area. The existing and proposed additions to the building and site,
cumulatively, would no longer be ancillary to the original building harming its significance and setting.

The 2-storey structure would fail to relate to the original, approved, design concept as an ancillary,
subtle addition to the site. The increase in height in order to accommodate the proposed hotel/ bed
and breakfast use would result in an inappropriate development which lacks any robust or
quantitative justification. The scale of the proposed built form would unacceptably compete with the
original listed building. The roof ridge would be considerably higher than that of the Listed Building
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and clearly visible from various views along Ducks Hill Road. It would have a detrimental impact on
how the heritage asset is experienced particularly within its own site.

The barn structure would dominate the site as the larger built form drawing undue attention to it. The
large barn style building, influenced by historic Middlesex threshing barns would be a wholly
inappropriate design precedent. The reference made in the supporting design and access statement
and heritage statement shows a photograph of the Grade I listed medieval barn in Harmondsworth
however incorrectly describes it as The Great Barn in Ruislip. The large threshing barn design
concept would establish an inappropriate agricultural, farmstead character to the site. Historically the
site has not operated as a historic farmstead, therefore the proposal to erect a medieval threshing
barn style building would deviate from the character and significance of the site, failing to respect or
preserve the setting of the Listed Building.

The inclusion of multiple roof lights and windows to the gable ends of the proposed barn would result
in a pastiche building failing to truly embrace the qualities of a traditional agricultural barn.
Furthermore it is unclear why a window opening is required into a store room, to the front of the
building, which would appear to be obscured by shelving internally. The submitted drawings do not
include the detailed infrastructure that would be necessary for the proposed use, including soil vent
pipes, mechanical ventilation, rainwater goods, fire safety measures etc. It is assumed the proposed
lift would be a platform lift therefore not requiring an over run - which would be inappropriate taking
into account the slope of the roof.

The use of the roof space for 10 guest rooms would establish a permanent alternative new use on
the site. There is no evidence before me indicating that the site or building was used primarily as an
inn. Historically this would have normally been indicated by the name of the building/ land such as
the former, Swan Inn and The George Inn within Ruislip Village. Whilst it was not uncommon for a
room within a public house to be used in such a manner this would have been one or two rooms
within the original built envelope.

The identity of a traditional pub aesthetic has already been compromised by the now 'bar and grill'
restaurant use. The development would further detract from the site's significance as a public house
and would be considered a negative contributor to the setting of the heritage asset.

The argument that the development is required for the preservation of the Listed Building is
unfounded and lacks evidence to justify the proposal. As existing the Listed Building has been
restored and there is no evidence before me as to why the approved additional dining facility would
not enable the continued care and maintenance of the building. Any development proposed as a
means of supporting the care and repair of a listed building must be considered for the benefit of a
heritage asset not a private business.

The submitted information fails to demonstrate the need for the specified 10 guest rooms and
increase to the internal dining capacity, which appears to be laid out as an event space. It would
need to be clearly demonstrated in any instance that the income generated from the proposed
development would solely be used for the care and repair of the designated heritage asset. As
submitted it would fail to demonstrate that the proposal would be minimum necessary to secure the
long term future of the designated heritage asset. In any instance, if we were ever to give
consideration to this type of development, quantitative evidence would be required to justify any such
consideration towards such a harmful, inappropriate development and it would need to meet a
number of tests.

To confirm the building was not formally included on Historic England's Heritage at Risk register.
The 2018 approved scheme recognised that the building was in need of repair with the additional
dining capacity contributing to the future preservation of the building. The Listed Building's former
'state' is now irrelevant taking into account the condition of the building at present.
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The proposal appears to be connected to the circumstances of the present time rather than the
urgent need for repairs to the Listed Building to allow for its use. There is no indication on how
permanent the current circumstances are and it would be inappropriate to consider them with
significant weight taking into account the permanent nature and negative impact of the proposal.

The proposed development would result in significant permanent harm to the setting of the Listed
Building. It would materially harm the heritage value of the place and setting of the Listed Building.
Taking into consideration the paragraph 196 of the National Planning Policy Framework (2019) the
proposed development would result in less than substantial harm to the setting of the listed building.
In any instance under section 16 and 66 of the Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Areas)
Act 1990 a statutory duty is placed upon the decision maker to pay special attention to the
preservation of the Listed Building and its setting. From a historic built environment perspective it
would fail to preserve the setting of the heritage asset, contrary to the 1990 Act.

5. Conclusion: Objection - Harm to the setting of the Listed Building - recommend refusal

PARTNERSHIPS AND BUSINESS ENGAGEMENT MANAGER:

The application to extend the previously approved extension is supported from an economic
development perspective. The investment in the premises will sustain a resource for the local
community and it is refreshing to see investment in a commercial concern that is not linked to
residential development. 

It is noted that the extension will accommodate 10 ensuite bedrooms that will be used to provide bed
and breakfast accommodation.

The application is supported for a number of reasons. It serves to secure the future of an
established and popular community facility. The applicant advises that this development is crucial to
the future viability of the business and given the financial challenges the licenced premises faced it is
difficult to argue with this view.

The days of public houses in locations such as the Six Bells surviving on 'locals' calling in for a
couple of drinks are long gone. Public houses outside town centres have had to shift their focus to
being family friendly establishments offering food and as with the Six Bells, party and function
facilities. 

The closure of public houses' which do not or can not adapt to changing economic circumstances is
a very real concern. Real Estate advisers the Altus Group reported that already in 2020 (up to the
middle of September) 315 pubs have closed. This follows on from 2019 when 473 pubs in England
closed or were converted to other purposes. 2018 saw 914 pubs close.

It is noted that the proposal will create and secure ten full time and twenty part time jobs. At a time
when unemployment is rising this is welcome news. Due to the hours the licenced sector operate
and the fact that the proposal is to offer bed and breakfast, it is anticipated that the jobs on offer will
by and large be taken by members of the immediate or local community. The creation of new
employment in the licenced premises sector is at present very much against the current trend. At
the end of September 2020 Fullers Brewery, one of the region's biggest owners of public houses
announced that it was likely to make at least 10% of its staff in its chain redundant.

It is also worth noting that the contract for delivering the new development could potentially go to a
local building contractor. Whilst this cannot be guaranteed, developments of this scale are likely to
attract local firms to bid. They will have the advantage of already using mainly local employees and
source materials through local supply chains.
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7.01 The principle of the development

COMMUNITY FACILITY

Paragraph 92 of the NPPF (February 2019) states that planning policies and decisions
should plan positively for the provision and use of shared spaces, community facilities
(such as local shops, meeting places, sports venues, open space, cultural buildings, public
houses and places of worship) and other local services to enhance the sustainability of
communities and residential environments. 

Policy CI1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 1 - Strategic Policies (November 2012) and
Policy DMCI 1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Development Management Policies
(January 2020) generally supports the retention of community facilities.

As evidenced above, it is considered that there is general support for proposals which
retain community facilities such as public houses. 

PRINCIPLE OF GUESTHOUSE USE

Under application reference 14387/APP/2018/1383, it was established that the application
site was considered to fall within both Use Class A3 and A4. Following changes to the Use
Classes Order on 1st September 2020, Use Class A3 would now fall under Use Class E
and Use Class A4 would now fall under Sui Generis. Based on this, the existing use of the
site is considered to be Sui Generis.

ACCESS OFFICER:

This proposal seeks to provide a restaurant on the ground floor with 10 overnight B & B style
bedrooms within the roof space of a previously approved structure. 

In framing the following accessibility observations reference is made to the 2016 London Plan and its
contained policy 4.5. Reference is also made to the 2019 (intend to publish) London Plan and its
policy D12, E10 and T6.5. 

1. Disabled persons parking should be provided as set out in Policy T6.5 and a minimum of one
accessible parking space should be dedicated to serve the accessible bedroom. 

2. Whilst the submitted plan does incorporate one accessible bedroom for every 10, the standard to
which the required accessible room has been designed is unknown. The accessible bedroom
should be designed in accordance with Figure 52, incorporating either Figure 30 or 33 of British
Standard BS8300-2:2018. 

3. In accordance with Policy D12 details should be submitted to ensure that disabled people can
evacuate from the intended first floor accommodation in a safe and dignified way during a fire
evacuation situation. Conclusion: unacceptable. Further details should be submitted to address the
above points.

FLOOD AND WATER MANAGEMENT OFFICER:

Condition The site is not shown to be at risk but does lie in a critical drainage area so there are no
objections in principle but the site should manage the surface water within the site and integrated
with the external landscaping.

MAIN PLANNING ISSUES7.
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It is unclear from the application submission whether the proposed guesthouse use (Use
Class C1) would be ancillary to the existing use on site. Nonetheless, the proposed
development is considered to propose a change in the use of the site, although it would still
be categorised as a mixed use (Sui Generis).

Paragraph 86 of the NPPF (February 2019) states that Local Planning Authorities should
apply a sequential test to planning applications for main town centre uses which are neither
in an existing centre nor in accordance with an up-to-date plan. The addition of 10 new
guest bedrooms is deemed to fall under the category of 'tourism development' which is a
main town centre use as defined by the NPPF (February 2019).

However, the National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) is clear that the application of a
sequential test needs to be proportionate and appropriate for the given proposal. As
outlined above, the proposal appears essentially linked to the existing use of the building
and therefore it would not be pragmatic to request that a full sequential test of the Borough
is undertaken for alternative sites.

Policy DME 5 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Development Management Policies
(January 2020) states that the Council will support a range of visitor accommodation,
conference and related uses in accessible sustainable locations, as defined in the Site
Allocations and Designations document, subject to: 
i) A high standard of building and site design, including landscaping and placement of
signage that makes a positive contribution to local amenity and the streetscape; 
ii) Provision of an accessible layout and rooms in accordance with Policy DME 6:
Accessible Hotels and Visitor Accommodation; and 
iii) No adverse impact on nearby land uses or on the amenity of either adjoining occupants
or proposed occupants by virtue of noise, lighting, emissions, privacy, overlooking, any
other potential nuisance, parking or traffic congestion.

The application site is not located in an accessible and sustainable location, as indicated
by the low Public Transport Accessibility Level of 1b. The site is also not within or on the
edge of a town centre and is not identified as a sequentially preferable location for new
hotel bedrooms in the Development Plan. The principle of such a proposed use is not
therefore supported and an assessment of other material considerations is required to
establish whether there is a case to depart from these policies.

In terms of the criteria attached to Policy DME 5, the design of the proposed development
is considered in Section 07.03 and 07.07, the impact of the proposal on neighbour amenity
is addressed within Section 07.08 of the report, accessibility matters are addressed in
Section 07.12 of the report and the proposed landscaping arrangements are considered in
Section 07.14 of the report. 

EMPLOYMENT GENERATION

Based on the HCA's Employment Density Guide 3rd Edition (November 2015), the
proposed 10 guest rooms would generate 2 jobs and the proposed restaurant floorspace
would generate between 10 and 14 jobs. Accordingly, the proposed development would
generate a range between 12 and 16 jobs. 

By way of comparison, it is noted that the approved scheme (planning permission
reference 14387/APP/2018/1383) would have generated between 6 and 8 jobs. The
proposed development would therefore generate between 4 and 10 jobs more than the
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7.02

7.03

Density of the proposed development

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

scheme previously permitted. This is a material planning consideration which is afforded
weight in the consideration of the proposed development in the following sections.

Not applicable to the consideration of this application.

ARCHAEOLOGY

Policy DMHB 7 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Development Management Policies
(January 2020) states that the Council, as advised by the Greater London Archaeological
Advisory Service, will ensure that sites of archaeological interest within or, where
appropriate, outside, designated areas are not disturbed. If that cannot be avoided,
satisfactory measures must be taken to mitigate the impacts of the proposals through
archaeological fieldwork to investigate and record remains in advance of development
works. This should include proposals for the recording, archiving and reporting of any
archaeological finds.

The application site forms part of the Ruislip Motte & Bailey Archaeological Priority Area. As
such, the Greater London Archaeological Advisory Service were consulted as part of the
application and advised that groundworks are unlikely to have a major impact but may
reveal evidence related to the occupation of this northernmost part of the historic village.
Although the development could cause harm to archaeological remains, the significance of
the asset and scale of harm to it is such that the effect can be managed using a planning
condition. If recommended for approval, a condition would secure the submission of a
written scheme of investigation. Subject to such a condition, the proposal would not be
considered contrary to Policy DMHB 7 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Development
Management Policies (January 2020).

LISTED ASSETS

The application site does not form part of a Conservation Area but does include the Grade II
Listed Six Bells Public House. Accordingly, the following planning policies are considered
relevant:

Policy 7.8 of the London Plan (March 2016) states that development affecting heritage
assets and their settings should conserve their significance, by being sympathetic to their
form, scale, materials and architectural detail.

Policy BE1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 1 - Strategic Policies (November 2012) seeks
a quality of design in all new development that enhances and contributes to the area in
terms of form, scale and materials; is appropriate to the identity and context of the
townscape; and would improve the quality of the public realm and respect local character.

Policy HE1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 1 - Strategic Policies (November 2012) states
that the Council will conserve and enhance Hillingdon's distinct and varied environment, its
settings and the wider historic landscape.

Policy DMHB 1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Development Management Policies
(January 2020) states: 
A) The Council will expect development proposals to avoid harm to the historic
environment. Development that has an effect on heritage assets will only be supported
where:
i) it sustains and enhances the significance of the heritage asset and puts them into viable
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uses consistent with their conservation; 
ii) it will not lead to a loss of significance or harm to an asset, unless it can be
demonstrated that it will provide public benefit that would outweigh the harm or loss, in
accordance with the NPPF; 
iii) it makes a positive contribution to the local character and distinctiveness of the area; 
iv) any extensions or alterations are designed in sympathy, without detracting from or
competing with the heritage asset;
v) the proposal would relate appropriately in terms of siting, style, scale, massing, height,
design and materials; 
vi) buildings and structures within the curtilage of a heritage asset, or in close proximity to
it, do not compromise its setting; and 
vii) opportunities are taken to conserve or enhance the setting, so that the significance of
the asset can be appreciated more readily. 

Policy DMHB 2 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Development Management Policies
(January 2020) states:
A) Applications for Listed Building Consent and planning permission to alter, extend, or
change the use of a statutorily Listed Building will only be permitted if they are considered
to retain its significance and value and are appropriate in terms of the fabric, historic
integrity, spatial quality and layout of the building. Any additions or alterations to a Listed
Building should be sympathetic in terms of scale, proportion, detailed design, materials and
workmanship. 
B) Applications should include a Heritage Statement that demonstrates a clear
understanding of the importance of the building and the impact of the proposals on its
significance. 
C) The substantial harm to or total loss of significance of a statutory Listed Building will
only be permitted in exceptional circumstances when the nature of the heritage asset
prevents all reasonable use of the building, no viable use can be found through marketing,
grant-funding or charitable or public ownership and the loss is outweighed by bringing the
site back into use. In such circumstances, full archaeological recording of the building will
be required.
D) Planning permission will not be granted for proposals which are considered detrimental
to the setting of a Listed Building.

In order to consider the impact of the proposed development, it is considered pertinent to
quantify the previously approved development and compare it to the currently proposed
development. 

Based on measurements taken from the plans, the barn structure approved under
permission references 14387/APP/2018/1383 and 14387/APP/2018/1385 approximately
measured as follows:
- Length: 18.8m
- Width: 6.33m
- Height at the eaves: 2.92m
- Highest point: 7.04m
- Footprint: 6.33 x 18.8 = 119.04m2
- Volume:
  - 2.92 x 6.33 x 18.8 = 347.5m3
  - (4.12 x 6.33 x 18.8)/2 = 245.1m3
  - Total volume: 347.5 + 245.1 = 592.6m3

Based on measurements taken from the submitted plans, the proposed barn structure
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would measure as follows:
- Length: 23.04m
- Width: 9.01m
- Height at the eaves: 2.86m
- Highest point: 8.7m
- Footprint: 23.04 x 9.01 = 207.59m2
- Volume:
   - 2.86 x 9.01 x 23.04 = 593.7m3
   - (5.84 x 9.01 x 23.04)/2 = 606.2m3
   - Total Volume: 593.7 + 606.2 = 1199.9m3

Evidently, the proposed development would increase the footprint of the development by
88.55m2 (equating to 74.39% increase) and would increase the volume of the development
by 607.3m3 (equating to 102.48% increase). The proposal would therefore double the
volume of development previously approved and is considered to be substantial in size. 

As stated by the Council's Conservation Officer, the proposed development would
negatively affect the setting of the Listed Building by virtue of its increased scale, footprint
and height. It would have a greater dominant presence on the site and be highly visible from
the street scene and within the site itself. The proposed building would not be considered
ancillary to the main Listed Building and the infrastructure associated with the proposed
use would further erode the setting of the Listed Building. Accordingly, the proposed
development would harm the significance and setting of the heritage asset. 

Historically the site has not operated as a historic farmstead. As such, the proposal to
erect a medieval threshing barn style building would deviate from the character and
significance of the site, failing to respect or preserve the setting of the Listed Building.

In this instance, the extent of harm is considered to be 'less than substantial', therefore
requiring consideration of paragraph 196 of the National Planning Policy Framework
(February 2019). This states that where a development proposal will lead to less than
substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be
weighed against the public benefits of the proposal including, where appropriate, securing
its optimum viable use.

The public benefits of the proposed development are unclear. It is noted that the
development approved under application references 14387/APP/2018/1383 and
14387/APP/2018/1385 provided public benefit by restoring the Grade II Listed Building,
reversing the harm caused to its significance, supporting the viability of the business,
supporting the preservation of the heritage asset, generating local employment and
providing a community hub. 

The proposal appears to be connected to the circumstances of the present time rather
than the urgent need for repairs to the Listed Building to allow for its use. There is no
indication on how permanent the current circumstances are and it would be inappropriate
to consider them with significant weight taking into account the permanent nature and
negative impact of the proposal.

Significantly, the Grade II Listed Building has already been restored and is operating as a
public house. In this respect, the harm caused to the heritage asset has been reversed. As
such, this public benefit is afforded less weight under the current application submission. 
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In addition to this, no evidence has been submitted as part of the application in order to
demonstrate that the site as it exists is unviable or the site as it was permitted is unviable.
A Financial Viability Assessment was requested during pre-application discussions but has
not been submitted by the applicant. Accordingly, only limited weight is given to the
consideration that the proposed development would support the preservation of the
heritage asset by supporting the viability of the business. 

Based on the HCA's Employment Density Guide 3rd Edition (November 2015), the
proposed development would generate a range between 12 and 16 jobs. In comparison,
the approved scheme would have generated between 6 and 8 jobs. The proposed
development would therefore generate between 4 and 10 jobs more than the scheme
previously permitted. Accordingly, the employment generation of the proposed
development is considered to be a benefit of the scheme. However, this benefit can be
applied to most forms of development in some capacity and is not considered to be a
'public benefit' with significant weighting. 

In terms of community benefit, it is agreed that Public Houses form important hubs for
communities. However, in the context of the current application and the 'public benefit' test
required, it is considered that the proposal results in no additional community benefit as the
premises is already operational. As noted above, the application submission fails to
demonstrate that the existing operation of the premises or the permitted scheme are
unviable. The Local Planning Authority cannot therefore support the notion that the proposal
is the minimum required to secure the long term future of the designated heritage asset.
Based on the information provided, the Local Planning Authority's position has not changed
and the previous permission is considered to be the site's optimum viable use.

ENABLING DEVELOPMENT

It should be noted that 'enabling development' is development that would not be in
compliance with local and/or national planning policies, and not normally given planning
permission, except for the fact that it would secure the future conservation of a heritage
asset. Paragraph 202 of the NPPF (February 2019) states that Local Planning Authorities
should assess whether the benefits of a proposal for enabling development, which would
otherwise conflict with planning policies but which would secure the future conservation of
a heritage asset, outweigh the disbenefits of departing from those policies. 

The case for enabling development rests on there being a 'conservation deficit'. This is the
amount by which the cost of repair of a heritage asset exceeds its market value on
completion of repair (or conversion), allowing for appropriate development costs. As stated
under paragraph 14 of Historic England's 'Enabling Development and Heritage Assets'
Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 4:

"The sums of money generated through enabling development are provided to directly
solve the conservation needs of the place, not to solve the financial needs of the present
owner, to support/finance a business or to compensate for the purchase price paid for the
site. The amount of enabling development that can be justified will be the minimum amount
necessary in order to address the conservation deficit and to secure the long-term future of
the assets."

It should be emphasised that the 'enabling development' process is a last resort once all
other options have been exhausted. The application submission demonstrates that an
alternative residential scheme was considered but not pursued. Significantly, enabling
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7.04

7.05

Airport safeguarding

Impact on the green belt

development requires evidence to demonstrate that public or charitable grant-funding or
ownership could not displace or at least reduce the need for enabling development. 

Overall, a case for 'enabling development' has not been sufficiently evidenced or justified.
The harm done by 'enabling development' is likely to be permanent and irreversible and
cannot be granted without a robust case.

SUMMARY

Although the principal of a structure has been established by previous permissions, the
proposal would materially harm the heritage values of the place and setting of the Listed
Building by virtue of the proposed buildings scale and design and the introduction of
additional use on the site. The proposed barn would not be considered ancillary to the main
Listed Building and the infrastructure associated with the proposed use would further erode
the setting of the Listed Building. 

In line with paragraph 193 of the NPPF (February 2019), great weight is given the heritage
asset's conservation and the public benefit of the proposed development is not considered
to outweigh the harm posed. In light of this, the proposal is considered contrary to Policies
BE1 and HE1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 1 - Strategic Policies (November 2012),
Policies DMHB 1 and DMHB 2 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Development
Management Policies (January 2020), Policy 7.8 of the London Plan (March 2016) and the
NPPF (February 2019).

Not applicable to the consideration of this application. There is no requirement to consult
the aerodrome safeguarding authorities on a development of this nature in this location.

GREEN BELT

The suitability of the site to accommodate the proposed development is notably limited due
to its location within Green Belt designated land. The proposal is therefore subject to the
planning policy considerations stated below.

Paragraph 143 of the NPPF (February 2019) sets out that inappropriate development is, by
definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved except in 'very special
circumstances'. Paragraph 144 continues this, stating:

"When considering any planning application, local planning authorities should ensure that
substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt. 'Very special circumstances' will
not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and
any other harm resulting from the proposal, is clearly outweighed by other considerations."

Paragraph 145 of the NPPF (February 2019) states that a local planning authority should
regard the construction of new buildings as inappropriate in the Green Belt but that
exceptions to this include:
a) buildings for agriculture and forestry;
b) the provision of appropriate facilities (in connection with the existing use of land or a
change of use) for outdoor sport, outdoor recreation, cemeteries and burial grounds and
allotments; as long as the facilities preserve the openness of the Green Belt and do not
conflict with the purposes of including land within it;
c) 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;
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d) the replacement of a building, provided the new building is in the same use and not
materially larger than the one it replaces;
e) limited infilling in villages;
f) limited affordable housing for local community needs under policies set out in the
development plan (including policies for rural exception sites); and 
g) limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of previously developed land,
whether redundant or in continuing use (excluding temporary buildings), which would:
- not have a greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt than the existing
development; or
- not cause substantial harm to the openness of the Green Belt, where the development
would re-use previously developed land and contribute to meeting an identified affordable
housing need within the area of the local planning authority.

Policy 7.16 of the London Plan (March 2016) supports this, stating:

"The strongest protection should be given to London's Green Belt, in accordance with
national guidance. Inappropriate development should be refused, except in very special
circumstances. Development will be supported if it is appropriate and helps secure the
objectives of improving the Green Belt as set out in national guidance."

In terms of local policy, the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 1 - Strategic Policies (November
2012) gives strong protection to Green Belt land. Policy EM2 states that the Council will
seek to maintain the current extent of the Green Belt and any proposals for development in
the Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land will be assessed against national and London
Plan (March 2016) policies, including the very special circumstances test.

Policy DMEI 4 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Development Management Policies
(January 2020) states:
A) Inappropriate development in the Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land will not be
permitted unless there are very special circumstances. 
B) Extensions and redevelopment on sites in the Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land
will be permitted only where the proposal would not have a greater impact on the openness
of the Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land, and the purposes of including land within it,
than the existing development, having regard to: 
i) the height and bulk of the existing building on the site; 
ii) the proportion of the site that is already developed;
iii) the footprint, distribution and character of the existing buildings on the site;
iv) the relationship of the proposal with any development on the site that is to be retained;
and 
v) the visual amenity and character of the Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land.

As noted above, paragraph 145 part c) of the NPPF (February 2019) states that new
buildings in the Green Belt may not be inappropriate development if it is an extension or
alteration of a building provided that it does not result in disproportionate additions over and
above the size of the original building. Part d) of the same paragraph also states that the
replacement of a building may not be inappropriate if the new building is in the same use
and not materially larger than the one it replaces.

The principle of a barn extension on Green Belt designated land has already been
established by the grant of planning permission reference 14387/APP/2018/1383. This
permission noted that the floor area of the pre-existing dilapidated outbuildings and play
area, which have now been removed, equated to 276 square metres of development. It
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was therefore acknowledged that the barn extension building did not exceed this quantum
of development. Notwithstanding this, it was considered that the building would have a
greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt in this location, given that parts of the
structure would be higher than the demolished structures and would have a greater mass.
The development was considered to constitute inappropriate development in the Green
Belt and required very special circumstances.

The following very special circumstances were considered:
i) The proposals will reverse the loss of significance and harm that the last few years of
neglect have caused. The extra restaurant space that the extension will provide, will help
the building preserve itself and is designed to complement the character of the Six Bells. 
iii) The proposed scheme will restore the local significance of the Six Bells. 
iii) The extension is designed to provide the accommodation to enable long term viability for
any business run within it and at the same time be sympathetic to the character of the
listed building. 
iv) The proposed extension is designed in form and materiality to complement the existing
building. 
vi) The completed scheme will result in a much improved quality of setting for the Six Bells,
allowing it to be a more positive part of the community in which it sits. 
v) The proposals will lead to increased levels of local employment and increase in custom
to shops and other community facilities. The Six Bells will contribute to local social
cohesion and interaction providing a new place to meet.

At the time, the Planning Officer considered that the benefits, when weighed against the
drawbacks of the proposed development, were significant and that very special
circumstances weighed in favour of the proposal. The proposed new barn for dining was
considered acceptable in principle.

In terms of the current application submission, the impact of the additional development on
the openness and visual amenities of the Green Belt is a primary concern. Please refer to
Section 07.03 of the report for a quantification of the previously approved development and
a comparison to the currently proposed development. Notably, the proposed development
would increase the footprint of the development by 88.55m2 (equating to 74.39% increase)
and would increase the volume of the development by 607.3m3 (equating to 102.48%
increase). The proposal would therefore double the volume of development previously
approved and is considered to be substantial in size. 

In addition to the increase in building volume, the proposed development would also extend
the car park by 8 spaces, although this would be achieved through the use of
reinforcement mats and crates akin to grasscrete. This is considered to further intensify
development within the Green Belt. 

Overall, it is considered that the proposed barn building extension would have a greater
impact on the openness of the Green Belt by virtue of its greater scale and mass when
compared to both the pre-existing structures and the approved barn building extension
structure. As such, the proposed development is considered to constitute inappropriate
development in the Green Belt and very special circumstances are required.

In terms of very special circumstances, these do not exist unless the potential harm to the
Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm resulting from the proposal,
is clearly outweighed by other considerations. The previously approved development was
considered to benefit from very special circumstances as it would restore the Grade II
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7.07 Impact on the character & appearance of the area

Listed Building, reverse the harm caused to its significance, support the viability of the
business which would in turn support the preservation of the heritage asset, generate local
employment and provide a community hub. 

Significantly, the Grade II Listed Building has already been restored and is operating as a
public house. In this respect, the harm caused to the heritage asset has been reversed.
This very special circumstance is not therefore considered to be applicable to current
circumstances.

In addition to this, no evidence has been submitted as part of the application in order to
demonstrate that the site as it exists is unviable or the site as it was permitted is unviable.
A Financial Viability Assessment was requested during pre-application discussions but has
not been submitted by the applicant. Accordingly, only limited weight is given to the
consideration that the proposed development would support the preservation of the
heritage asset by supporting the viability of the business. 

Based on the HCA's Employment Density Guide 3rd Edition (November 2015), the
proposed development would generate a range between 12 and 16 jobs. In comparison,
the approved scheme would have generated between 6 and 8 jobs. The proposed
development would therefore generate between 4 and 10 jobs more than the scheme
previously permitted. Accordingly, the employment generation of the proposed
development is considered to be a benefit of the scheme. However, this benefit can be
applied to most forms of development in some capacity and is not considered to be a 'very
special circumstance' with significant weighting. 

In terms of community benefit, it is agreed that Public Houses form important hubs for
communities. However, in the context of the current application and the 'very special
circumstances' required, it is considered that the proposal results in no additional
community benefit as the premises is already operational. As noted above, the application
submission fails to demonstrate that the existing operation of the premises or the permitted
scheme are unviable. The Local Planning Authority cannot therefore support the notion that
the proposal is the minimum required to sustain the Public House. 

Overall, it is considered that the additional harm to the Green Belt noted above and the
proposed harm to the setting of the Listed Building (addressed in Section 07.03 of the
report), which are both afforded significant weight under paragraphs 144 and 193 of the
NPPF (February 2019), are weighing significantly against any very special circumstances.
Based on the information submitted, it is not agreed that the proposal is necessary to
preserve the significance of the Listed Building, this being a Public House which has been
restored and is operational. Accordingly, the proposed development is considered to be
contrary to Policy DMEI 4 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Development Management
Policies (January 2020), Policy EM2 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 1 - Strategic Policies
(November 2012), Policy 7.16 of the London Plan (March 2016) and the National Planning
Policy Framework (February 2019).

Policies 7.4 and 7.6 of the London Plan (March 2016) seeks to promote high quality design
that is informed by the surrounding historic environment.

Policy BE 1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 1 - Strategic Policies (November 2012)
requires all new development to improve and maintain the quality of the built environment in
order to create successful and sustainable neighbourhoods.
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7.08 Impact on neighbours

Policy DMHB 11 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Development Management Policies
(January 2020) states that: 
A) All development, including extensions, alterations and new buildings will be required to
be designed to the highest standards and, incorporate principles of good design including: 
i) harmonising with the local context by taking into account the surrounding: 
- scale of development, considering the height, mass and bulk of adjacent structures; 
- building plot sizes and widths, plot coverage and established street patterns; 
- building lines and setbacks, rooflines, streetscape rhythm, for example, gaps between
structures and other streetscape elements, such as degree of enclosure; 
- architectural composition and quality of detailing; 
- local topography, views both from and to the site; and 
- impact on neighbouring open spaces and their environment. 
ii) ensuring the use of high quality building materials and finishes; 
iii) ensuring that the internal design and layout of development maximises sustainability and
is adaptable to different activities; 
iv) protecting features of positive value within and adjacent to the site, including the
safeguarding of heritage assets, designated and un-designated, and their settings; and 
v) landscaping and tree planting to protect and enhance amenity, biodiversity and green
infrastructure. 

The application site is located within an established suburban/rural setting. The site
comprises a two storey public house to the south section of the site with extensions and
alterations to the rear, a car park within the centre of the site, a play space structure to
west side of the site, and woodland and green space to the north and west of the site. Low-
rise residential properties are located to the south and south-east, and the Ducks Hill
Garden Centre is located to the east. 

As noted in previous sections of the report, the proposed development would be greater in
height, width and length when compared to both the existing public house and the scheme
previously permitted on-site. Specifically, the footprint of development on-site would be
increased by 88.55m2 (equating to 74.39% increase) and the volume of the development
would be increased by 607.3m3 (equating to 102.48% increase).

Regardless of the precedent set by the previously permitted scheme, the development
proposed is considered to be substantial in size. As stated by the Council's Conservation
Officer, it would have a dominant presence on the site and be highly visible from the street
scene and within the site itself. 

Historically the site has not operated as a historic farmstead. As such, the proposal to
erect a medieval threshing barn style building would deviate from the character and
significance of the site, failing to respect or preserve the setting of the Listed Building or the
character of the area. 

Overall, the proposed development, by reason of its siting, size, scale, and design, would
be detrimental to the character, appearance and visual amenities of the street scene.
Accordingly, the proposal is considered to be contrary to Policies BE1 of the Hillingdon
Local Plan: Part 1 - Strategic Policies (November 2012), Policy DMHB 11 of the Hillingdon
Local Plan Part 2 - Development Management Policies (January 2020) and Policy 7.6 of
the London Plan (March 2016).

Policy DMHB 11 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Development Management Policies
(January 2020) states that: 
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7.09 Living conditions for future occupiers

B) Development proposals should not adversely impact on the amenity, daylight and
sunlight of adjacent properties and open space. 

Paragraph 5.38 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Development Management Policies
(January 2020) states: "The Council will aim to ensure that there is sufficient privacy for
residents and it will resist proposals where there is an unreasonable level of overlooking
between habitable rooms of adjacent residential properties, schools or onto private open
spaces. A minimum of 21 metres separation distance between windows of habitable
rooms will be required to maintain levels of privacy and to prevent the possibility of
overlooking. In some locations where there is a significant difference in ground levels
between dwellings, a greater separation distance may be necessary."

Paragraph 5.40 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Development Management Policies
(January 2020) states: "For the purposes of this policy, outlook is defined as the visual
amenity enjoyed by occupants when looking out of their windows or from their garden. The
Council will expect new development proposals to carefully consider layout and massing in
order to ensure development does not result in an increased sense of enclosure and loss
of outlook."

Paragraph 5.41 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Development Management Policies
(January 2020) states: "The Council will aim to minimise the impact of the loss of daylight
and sunlight and unacceptable overshadowing caused by new development on habitable
rooms, amenity space and public open space. The Council will also seek to ensure that the
design of new development optimises the levels of daylight and sunlight. The Council will
expect the impact of the development to be assessed following the methodology set out in
the most recent version of the Building Research Establishments (BRE) "Site layout
planning for daylight and sunlight: A guide to good practice".

Ducks Hill Garden Centre is located to the east of the application site and woodland and
open fields are located to the north and west. The nearest residential properties with
respect to the proposed development are located to the south of the application site and
include property names: Greenwood, The Glade, The Fuchsia Garden, Davelle, Woodside,
Finsceal and Redleaves. At the closest point, The Fuchsia Garden and Davelle would be
sited approximately 17 metres from the proposed barn extension. This is considered to be
a sufficient distance to avoid issues with regard to neighbour outlook and the receipt of
daylight and sunlight by such neighbours. 

The proposed development would not meet the required 21 metre separation distance
noted above, although it is noted that the south-facing windows provided by the proposed
development would be narrow roof lights which are considered to limit the scope for
overlooking. The windows would also face the front elevations of the neighbouring
properties and are not generally considered to be particularly sensitive elevations in terms
of privacy. In light of the proposed rooms being for guest room use, as opposed to
residential use, the impact is also considered to be limited. 

Given the above considerations, the proposed development is not considered to
compromise the amenity of neighbouring properties and is not contrary to part B) of Policy
DMHB 11 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Development Management Policies
(January 2020).

The proposed guest room floor space is measured approximately as follows:
- Bedroom 1 - 11.7 square metres
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7.10 Traffic impact, car/cycle parking, pedestrian safety

- Bedroom 2 - 11.7 square metres
- Bedroom 3 - 11.7 square metres
- Bedroom 4 - 11.7 square metres
- Bedroom 5 - 10.2 square metres
- Bedroom 6 - 11.7 square metres
- Bedroom 7 - 11.7 square metres
- Bedroom 9 - 11.7 square metres
- Bedroom 10 - 17.6 square metres

Evidently, apart from Bedroom 5, the rooms would be equivalent to a double bedroom in
floor space, as specified by the National Space Standards (March 2015). Each room would
also have access to a rooflight which would provide an element of outlook and natural
lighting. It is noted that these rooms are not for residential use and do not require the same
standard of accommodation. In light of this, the proposed rooms are considered to provide
a satisfactory internal living environment for the purposes of a hotel guest room use.

Duck's Hill Road is covered by all day waiting restrictions in order to allow an unimpeded
flow of traffic on this heavily trafficked road. A Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ)
encompassing the address and general location has been introduced in the area and
operates for seven days a week between 9am and 7pm. Based on Transport for London's
WebCAT planning tool, the application site has a poor Public Transport Accessibility Level
(PTAL) of 1b, emphasising the reliance of local transport network users on the private car.

As the site exists, an established vehicular access serves a 32 space car park for the
public house/restaurant use.

With regard to highways impacts and considerations, the following policies are considered:

Policy DMT 1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Development Management Policies
(January 2020) states:
A) Development proposals will be required to meet the transport needs of the development
and address its transport impacts in a sustainable manner. In order for developments to be
acceptable they are required to: 
i) be accessible by public transport, walking and cycling either from the catchment area
that it is likely to draw its employees, customers or visitors from and/or the services and
facilities necessary to support the development;
ii) maximise safe, convenient and inclusive accessibility to, and from within developments
for pedestrians, cyclists and public transport users; 
iii) provide equal access for all people, including inclusive access for disabled people; 
iv) adequately address delivery, servicing and drop-off requirements; and 
v) have no significant adverse transport or associated air quality and noise impacts on the
local and wider environment, particularly on the strategic road network. 
B) Development proposals will be required to undertake a satisfactory Transport
Assessment and Travel Plan if they meet or exceed the appropriate thresholds. All major
developments that fall below these thresholds will be required to produce a satisfactory
Transport Statement and Local Level Travel Plan. All these plans should demonstrate how
any potential impacts will be mitigated and how such measures will be implemented.

Policy DMT 2 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Development Management Policies
(January 2020) states that proposals must ensure that safe and efficient vehicular access
to the highway network is provided, schemes do not contribute to the deterioration of air
quality, noise or local amenity or safety of all road users and residents. Also that impacts
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on local amenity and congestion are minimised and there are suitable mitigation measures
to address any traffic impacts in terms of capacity and functions of existing and roads. 

Policy DMT 6 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Development Management Policies
(January 2020) requires that proposals comply with the Council's parking standards in
order to facilitate sustainable development and address issues relating to congestion and
amenity. 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (February 2019) states that development
should only be prevented or refused on highways grounds if there would be an
unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road
network would be severe. Policy 6.3 of the London Plan (March 2016) requires
development proposals to ensure that the impacts on transport capacity and the transport
network are fully assessed.

PARKING PROVISION

Based on the proposed mixed use (Sui Generis) which includes an element of public
house use, restaurant use and guest room use, an individual site assessment is required. 

The application submission indicates an extension to the car park which would facilitate 8
additional spaces adjacent to the existing car park hard standing, utilising reinforcement
mats and crates akin to grasscrete. The existing car park would also be rearranged to
provide 2 additional accessible car parking spaces. A total of 10 spaces are proposed,
totalling 42 car parking spaces which is considered sufficient and acceptable by the
Council's Highways Officer. 

ELECTRICAL VEHICLE CHARGING POINTS

Appendix C, Table 1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Development Management
Policies (January 2020) states that parking for electric vehicles should be provided at a
current minimum of 5% of car parking spaces with 5% passive provision. 

If recommended for approval, the provision of 1 active electrical charging point and one
passive electrical charging point would be secured by condition. 

ACCESSIBLE PARKING

Appendix C, Table 1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Development Management
Policies (January 2020) states that: "For commercial developments, 10% of car parking
spaces must be for blue badge holders and 5% for brown badge holders, together with one
accessible on or off street parking bay designated for blue badge holders, even if no
general parking is provided."

The proposed development would provide 2 accessible car parking spaces which is
considered to be acceptable by the Council's Highways Officer. If recommended for
approval, this would be secured by condition.

CYCLE PARKING

In conjunction with Policy DMT 6, Appendix C of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 -
Development Management Policies (January 2020) requires that: 
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7.11

7.12

Urban design, access and security

Disabled access

- A3 restaurant uses provide 1 cycle parking space per 20 staff + 1 per 20 customers.
- A4 public house uses provide 1 cycle parking space per 100 square metres
- C1 hotel uses provide 1 cycle parking space per 10 staff

As the proposal would not be creating additional floorspace for A4 public house use, this
standard is not considered relevant. Based on the table arrangement shown on the
proposed ground floor plan, the additional dining space would accommodate 164
customers at maximum capacity. Also, based on the HCA's Employment Density Guide
3rd Edition (November 2015), the proposed 10 guest rooms would generate 2 jobs and the
proposed restaurant floorspace would generate between 10 and 14 jobs.

Accordingly, the proposed development would require 1 cycle space for the C1 staff, 1
cycle space for A3 staff and 8 cycle spaces for A3 customers. The proposed development
should therefore provide 10 secure and accessible cycle parking space. If recommended
for approval, this would be secured by condition.

VEHICULAR TRIP GENERATION

As stated by the Council's Highways Officer, there will be no measurable or specific impact
on the 'key' peak morning and afternoon traffic periods given the scale of proposal and
activity profiles which are statistically concentrated outside peak periods. Any uplift would
be considered marginal in generation terms and therefore can be absorbed within the local
road network without notable detriment to traffic congestion and road safety.

ACCESS PROVISION

The existing vehicular access into the site is to remain and would serve both the public
house and residential uses. This shared arrangement is considered satisfactory and
acceptable.

CONSTRUCTION LOGISTICS PLAN

A full and detailed Construction Logistics Plan will be a requirement given the constraints
and sensitivities of the local road network in order to avoid/minimise potential detriment to
the public realm. If recommended for approval, this would be secured by condition.

SUMMARY 

The application has been reviewed by the Highway Authority who are satisfied that the
proposal would not discernibly exacerbate congestion or parking stress, and would not
raise any measurable highway safety concerns, in accordance with Policies DMT 1, DMT 2
and DMT 6 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Development Management Policies
(January 2020) and Policies 6.3, 6.9, and 6.13 of the London Plan (March 2016).

Please see sections 07.03 and 07.07 of the report.

Policy DME 6 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Development Management Policies
(January 2020) states: 
A) In order to ensure that inclusive access has been incorporated into the proposal from
the onset, the Council will require: 
i) all proposals to meet the requirements of the Accessible Hillingdon SPD;
ii) a Design and Access Statement to be submitted with the planning application; and 
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7.13

7.14

Provision of affordable & special needs housing

Trees, Landscaping and Ecology

iii) For proposals of ten rooms or more, an Accessibility Management Plan should be
submitted with the planning application. 
B) For proposals of 10 rooms or more, the Council will require 10% of hotel rooms to meet
wheelchair accessibility standards. In particular, accessible rooms should: 
i) be located along accessible routes, close to lifts on upper floors and close to the
reception on the ground floor;
ii) be situated so that they have equal access to views enjoyed from standard bedrooms;
and 
iii) provide appropriate facilities for a wide range of disabilities.

The proposed development would meet the threshold stated above by providing a total of
10 guest rooms. Accordingly, one guest room is required to meet wheelchair accessibility
standards. Based on the plans submitted, Bedroom 10 would be the accessible bedroom
and is located within close proximity to the proposed lift. However, as stated by the
Council's Access Officer, the standard to which the required accessible room has been
designed is unknown. The accessible bedroom should be designed in accordance with
Figure 52, incorporating either Figure 30 or 33 of British Standard BS8300-2:2018. An
Accessibility Management Plan is also required to support the application. If recommended
for approval, these matters would be secured by condition.

Not applicable to the consideration of this application.

TREES AND LANDSCAPING

Policy 5.10 of the London Plan (March 2016) states that development proposals should
integrate green infrastructure to contribute to urban greening, including the public realm.

Policy DMHB 11 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Development Management Policies
(January 2020) requires that new development is high quality, sustainable, adaptable, and
harmonises with the local context. Landscaping and tree planting should also enhance
amenity, biodiversity and green infrastructure.

Policy DMHB 14 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Development Management Policies
(January 2020) states: 
A) All developments will be expected to retain or enhance existing landscaping, trees,
biodiversity or other natural features of merit. 
B) Development proposals will be required to provide a landscape scheme that includes
hard and soft landscaping appropriate to the character of the area, which supports and
enhances biodiversity and amenity particularly in areas deficient in green infrastructure.

Parking and informal external amenity space is located among the open woodland, with the
buildings located at the southern end of the site. The trees are not protected by a Tree
Preservation Order or Conservation Area. However, as stated by the Council's Trees and
Landscaping Officer, their collective value adds significantly to the character and
appearance of the area forming an attractive interface between the more suburban
character to the south and the rural Green Belt land to the north.

The submitted Tree Report identifies and assesses the condition and value of 40 trees.
There are no 'A' grade trees, 21 trees are category 'B' and the remaining trees are 'C' or 'U'
grade, categories that are not normally considered to be a constraint on development.
Three 'C' grade trees will be removed to facilitate the development and two 'U' grade trees
will be removed for sound arboricultural reasons.
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7.15

7.16

7.17

Sustainable waste management

Renewable energy / Sustainability

Flooding or Drainage Issues

As confirmed by the Council's Trees and Landscaping Officer, there is no objection to the
proposed development in this regard, subject to conditions securing details of a
landscaping scheme and tree protection measures. The proposal is not therefore
considered contrary to Policies DMHB 11 and DMHB 14 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2
- Development Management Policies (January 2020) and Policy 5.10 of the London Plan
(March 2016).

ECOLOGY

Immediately to the north and west of the site is the designated Mad Bess Woods Nature
Conservation Site of Metropolitan or Borough Grade I Importance. The following planning
policies are therefore taken into consideration:

Paragraph 170 of the NPPF (February 2019) states that planning decisions should
contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by: d) minimising impacts on
and providing net gains for biodiversity, including by establishing coherent ecological
networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures.

Policy 7.19 of the London Plan (March 2016) states that development proposals should
wherever possible, make a positive contribution to the protection, enhancement, creation
and management of biodiversity.

Policy DMEI 7 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Development Management Policies
(January 2020) states that the design and layout of new development should retain and
enhance any existing features of biodiversity within the site.

The application site has large areas of scrub grass and tree cover that provides the
potential for rich biodiversity. Notably, the current proposals do not require the removal of
any important ecological features and is not considered contrary to relevant planning policy.
If recommended for approval, an ecological enhancement plan could be secured by
condition. Subject to such a condition, the proposed development would accord with Policy
DMEI 7 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Development Management Policies (January
2020), Policy 7.19 of the London Plan (March 2016) and the National Planning Policy
Framework (February 2019).

Policy 5.17 of the London Plan (March 2016) sets out the Mayor's spatial policy for waste
management, including the requirements for new developments to provide appropriate
facilities for the storage of refuse and recycling. 

Bin storage is indicated on the north side of the car park. In order to be accessible for
collection, this should be positioned within 10 metres of the public highway. If
recommended for approval, revised details would be secured by condition. Subject to such
a condition, the proposal would accord with Policy 5.17 of the London Plan (March 2016).

Not applicable to the consideration of this application.

The site is located within Flood Zone 1 and is less than 1 hectare in size. As such, no
Flood Risk Assessment is required. 

Policy 5.12 of the London Plan (March 2016) requires that development proposals must
comply with the flood risk assessment and management requirements set out in the NPPF



North Planning Committee - 18th November 2020
PART 1 - MEMBERS, PUBLIC & PRESS

7.18 Noise or Air Quality Issues

and the associated technical Guidance on flood risk over the lifetime of the development.

Policy 5.13 of the London Plan (March 2016) states that development should utilise
sustainable urban drainage systems (SUDS) unless there are practical reasons for not
doing so, and should aim to achieve greenfield run-off rates and ensure that surface water
run-off is managed as close to its source as possible.

Policy EM6 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 1 - Strategic Policies (November 2012) states
that applicants must demonstrate that Flood Risk can be suitably mitigated. 

Policy DMEI 9 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Development Management Policies
(January 2020) states that proposals that fail to make appropriate provision for flood risk
mitigation, or which would increase the risk or consequences of flooding, will be refused.

Policy DMEI 10 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Development Management Policies
(January 2020) states that development within areas identified at risk from surface water
flooding which fail to make adequate provision for the control and reduction of surface
water run-off rates will be refused.

The proposed development is considered to be an appropriate use in Flood Zone 1.
Subject to a condition requiring details of sustainable water management, it is considered
that the scheme will accord with Policies DMEI 9 and DMEI 10 of the Hillingdon Local Plan:
Part 2 - Development Management Policies (January 2020), Policy EM6 of the Hillingdon
Local Plan: Part 1 - Strategic Policies (November 2012) and Policies 5.12 and 5.13 of the
London Plan (March 2016).

Policy 7.15 of the London Plan (March 2016) states that development proposals should
seek to manage noise by:
a.  avoiding significant adverse noise impacts on health and quality of life as a result of new
development;
b.  mitigating and minimising the existing and potential adverse impacts of noise on, from,
within, as a result of, or in the vicinity of new development without placing unreasonable
restrictions on development or adding unduly to the costs and administrative burdens on
existing businesses;
c.  improving and enhancing the acoustic environment and promoting appropriate
soundscapes (including Quiet Areas and spaces of relative tranquillity);
d.  separating new noise sensitive development from major noise sources (such as road,
rail, air transport and some types of industrial development) through the use of distance,
screening or internal layout - in preference to sole reliance on sound insulation;
e.  where it is not possible to achieve separation of noise sensitive development and noise
sources, without undue impact on other sustainable development objectives, then any
potential adverse effects should be controlled and mitigated through the application of good
acoustic design principles;
f.  having particular regard to the impact of aviation noise on noise sensitive development;
g.  promoting new technologies and improved practices to reduce noise at source, and on
the transmission path from source to receiver.

Policy EM8 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 1 - Strategic Policies (November 2012) states
that the Council will seek to ensure that noise sensitive development and noise generating
development are only permitted if noise impacts can be adequately controlled and
mitigated.
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7.19

7.20

7.21

7.22

Comments on Public Consultations

Planning Obligations

Expediency of enforcement action

Other Issues

Policy DMHB 11 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Development Management Policies
(January 2020) states that: 
B) Development proposals should not adversely impact on the amenity, daylight and
sunlight of adjacent properties and open space. 

It is acknowledged that the proposed expansion in the uses on-site could generate noise
impacts. However, it is considered that mitigation is possible, including the sound insulation
of the new building, control of amplified music and control of noise from external plant. If
recommended for approval, these matters would be controlled by condition. Subject to
such conditions, the proposed development would accord with Policy DMHB 11 of the
Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Development Management Policies (January 2020), Policy
EM8 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 1 - Strategic Policies (November 2012) and Policy
7.15 of the London Plan (March 2016).

AIR QUALITY

The application site does not form part of an Air Quality Management Area or Focus Area.
As such, this is not considered to be a relevant consideration.

Please see Section 06.1 of the report.

None.

Not applicable to the consideration of this application.

FIRE SAFETY

Policy D12 of the London Plan - Intend to Publish Version (December 2019) states:
A) In the interests of fire safety and to ensure the safety of all building users, all
development proposals must achieve the highest standards of fire safety and ensure that
they: 
1) identify suitably positioned unobstructed outside space: 
a) for fire appliances to be positioned on 
b) appropriate for use as an evacuation assembly point 
2) are designed to incorporate appropriate features which reduce the risk to life and the risk
of serious injury in the event of a fire; including appropriate fire alarm systems and passive
and active fire safety measures 
3) are constructed in an appropriate way to minimise the risk of fire spread 
4) provide suitable and convenient means of escape, and associated evacuation strategy
for all building users 
5) develop a robust strategy for evacuation which can be periodically updated and
published, and which all building users can have confidence in 
6) provide suitable access and equipment for firefighting which is appropriate for the size
and use of the development.

As stated by the Council's Access Officer, details should be submitted to ensure that
disabled people can evacuate from the intended first floor accommodation in a safe and
dignified way during a fire evacuation situation. If recommended for approval, these details
could be secured by condition.
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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 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.
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9. Observations of the Director of Finance

Not applicable

10. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, the proposed barn extension to provide a restaurant at ground floor and 10
no. guest rooms at first floor would change the use of the site from a public
house/restaurant to mixed use (Sui Generis). Although it is acknowledged that the
proposed development would generate some economic benefits, including the provision of
between 12 and 16 jobs (this being between 4 and 10 more jobs than previously permitted)
and the financial support for the business, this is not considered to be sufficient to outweigh
the harm posed by the proposed development to the Green Belt, the Grade II Listed
Building and the street scene.

The proposed building would have a greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt than
the pre-existing structures and the approved barn extension structure. This is evidenced by
the fact that the proposed development would be over 100% larger in volume than the
approved development. Given that the previously approved development was considered to
constitute inappropriate development within the Green Belt, it follows that the proposed
development constitutes inappropriate development in the Green Belt and requires very
special circumstances. 

In terms of very special circumstances, these do not exist unless the potential harm to the
Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm resulting from the proposal,
is clearly outweighed by other considerations. As outlined within the main body of the
report, very special circumstances are not considered to exist. 

Although the principal of a structure has been established by previous permissions, the
proposal would materially harm the heritage values of the place and setting of the Listed
Building by virtue of the proposed building's character, scale and design and the
introduction of additional use on the site. The proposed building would not be considered
ancillary to the main Listed Building and the infrastructure associated with the proposed
use would further erode the setting of the Listed Building. 

In line with paragraphs 144 and 193 of the NPPF (February 2019), substantial weight is
given to any harm posed to the Green Belt and great weight is given the heritage asset's
conservation. The public benefit of the proposed development is not considered to
outweigh the harm posed. 

As such, this application is recommended for refusal.
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