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1 Summary of Recommendation: 
  
 REFUSE planning permission for the reasons specified in 

Appendix 1. 
  
  
2 The Site and Locality 
  
2.1 233 High Street is a Grade II* listed cinema building which closed in 1977 and has 

in more recent years been used as a nightclub. The former Regal Cinema is a fine 
example of a 1930s super-cinema. Built between 1930-31 to the design of 
significant cinema architect, E. Norman Bailey, it is considered the finest surviving 
example of his work. It is essentially in two parts, is a long entrance building at 
number 233, with an Egyptianising faience facade under a flat roof set behind a 
parapet. This leads to the auditorium to the rear, which is a barn like building with 
a pitched roof and an exceptional interior described as none of the most highly 
developed exercises in Art Deco attempted in any cinema". 

  
2.2 Despite unsympathetic alterations following its closure as a cinema in 1977, many 

of its historic features remain. It is listed at Grade II*, reflecting its more than special 
historic and architectural interest. Following a period of vacancy and unauthorised 
works, the building has been on Historic England's Heritage at Risk 
Register since 2024.  

  

2.3 The application site is located at the south-eastern end of Uxbridge Town Centre, 
within both the defined Town Centre boundary and a designated Hotel and Office 
Growth Location. The application site lies outside (but adjacent to) the designated 
Primary Shopping Area and the Old Uxbridge / Windsor Street Conservation Area. 
The front portion of the site (consisting of the entrance building as referred to 
above, which fronts High Street) is located within a terraced row of buildings, 
consisting of commercial uses at the ground floor, with residential uses above 
(designated a secondary shopping area). The site lies within the Hillingdon Air 
Quality Management Area, Uxbridge Air Quality Focus Area and it has a Public 
Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL) of 5. On the opposite side of the High Street 
lies the Hillingdon Council Civic Centre (Grade II listed). To the northwest 
(separated by Chippendale Alley) is a locally listed building (223 High Street). To 
the north of the application site lie residential buildings on Cumbrian Way, and to 
the southeast is a carpark serving offices at 1 Park Road.

  
  
3 Proposal  
  
3.1 Planning permission is sought for the change of use of the existing nightclub (Sui 

Generis) to a banqueting suite (Sui Generis) and development of a hotel (Use 
Class C1) including the change of use of existing gymnasium (Use Class E) and 
associated landscaping, car, and cycle spaces. The application is in part 
retrospective.  



 
 

  
3.2 The application is a resubmission of the recent refusal of planning permission 

under LPA ref: 638/APP/2025/2108 for the same proposal. The current application 
has omitted the basement previously proposed and updated documents have 
been submitted. 

  

  

4 Relevant Planning History 
  

4.1 A list of the relevant planning history related to the property can be found in 
Appendix 2. 

  
 Summary of Most Relevant Application Submissions 
  
4.2 Listed Building Consent LPA ref: 3638/APP/2026/185 granted in April 2026 

approved the following works: 
 
‘Repairs to plaster work and cinema organ. Details of Installed Entrance lobby 
door/screens, as-built layouts and Main entrance lobby stair guarding. Provision of 
interpretation’.  

  

4.3 Listed Building Consent LPA ref: 3638/APP/2025/511 granted in April 2025 
approved the following works: 
 
'New level floor to the cinema and hall; New replacement upper mezzanine floor 
with two tiers; New feature staircase and access ramp, stairs; Repairing of the 
damaged plaster works, skirting and features; New metal guarding and 
railing/handrails; New hall side entrance area steps and landings; BOH upper 
rooms to the cinema rear refurbished and made good with new doors, finishes; 
Removal of the stair wall and curved dividing walls in the main lobby; New 
replacement slimline heritage windows to the rear elevations.' 

  

4.4 The above works were not carried out in accordance with the approved plans and 
approval of the as-built layout was approved under Listed Building Consent LPA 
ref: 3638/APP/2026/185.  

  

4.5 Advertisement Consent LPA ref. 3638/ADV/2025/47 and Listed Building Consent 
LPA ref: 3638/APP/2025/2676 granted in January 2026 approved the installation 
of 3no. illuminated fascia signs and retention of installed steel beam and 
chandeliers in the entrance lobby, stairs and main hall. 

  

 Summary of Planning Enforcement History 
  
4.6 The site has been under an active Planning Enforcement investigation since 

November 2023 due to unauthorised works to a Grade II* Listed Building. As a 
result of the extensive harmful unauthorised works to the Listed Building, on 15 
November 2023 a Temporary Stop Notice was issued requiring all works to stop. 
This was followed by a Temporary Injunction granted by the High Court on 11 
December 2023. A Full Injunctive Order was later granted on 26 November 2024. 
In December 2025, the Council received a report that the site was being used 



 
 

without permission as a reception venue. This unauthorised use was witnessed in 
December 2025 and again in January 2026. The change of use caused significant 
harm to highway safety. As no planning permission had been granted for the 
change of use of the premises, a Temporary Stop Notice was served on 9 February 
2026. This notice required the immediate cessation of:  
(a) use of the premises as a banqueting suite; and  
(b) Any related or ancillary activities, including advertising, bookings, and events. 
 
This Temporary Stop Notice ceased to have effect on 6 April 2026 and the Council 
is considering other formal enforcement options in light of continued evidence that 
the premises is being used as a banqueting suite without the benefit of planning 
permission. 

  
4.7 The Council issued an enforcement notice on 16 July 2026 for the unauthorised 

material change of use of the site at Former Regal Cinema, 233 High Street, 
Uxbridge, UB8 1LD for use as a banqueting and events venue (Sui Generis).  The 
enforcement notice has been appealed and is in its initial stages. The main 
reasons for issuing the Enforcement Notice are as follows:  
 

1. The material change of use results in unacceptable adverse impacts on the 
highway network, contributing to traffic congestion, parking stress, and 
highway safety risks. As such, the development is contrary to Policies DMT 
1, DMT 2 and DMTC 4 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 (2020), Policies 
T2 and T4 of the London Plan (2021) and Policy TR6 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework (2026).  

 
2. The material change of use results in an unacceptable detrimental impact 

on residential amenity through excessive noise and disturbance. 
Additionally, the use has resulted in the loss of private parking, further 
harming residential amenity through the displacement of resident’s parking 
and causing detriment to the operation of local businesses reliant on the 
parking provisions, contrary to Policies BE1 and EM8 of the Hillingdon Local 
Plan: Part 1 (2012), DMHB 11, DMTC 4 and DMT 2 the Hillingdon Local 
Plan: Part 2 (2020), Policy D14 of the London Plan (2021) and Policy P3 of 
the National Planning Policy Framework (2026). 

  
  

5 Planning Policy  
  
5.1 A list of planning policies relevant to the consideration of the application can be 

found in Appendix 3. 
  
5.2 The proposed development would be assessed against the following plans and all 

other relevant supplementary planning guidance and documents: 
  
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2026) 
The London Plan (2021) 
Local Plan: Part 1 - Strategic Policies (2012) 
Local Plan: Part 2 - Development Management Policies (2020) 
Local Plan: Part 2 - Site Allocations and Designations (2020) 



 
 

 
The proposed development has been assessed against the policies and proposals 
in the Hillingdon Local Plan Part 1 (2012) and Part 2 (2020), the London Plan 
(2021) including Supplementary Planning Guidance, and all relevant material 
considerations and national guidance including the National Planning Policy 
Framework. 

  
 Emerging Planning Policies 
  
5.3 Policy DM4 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2026 states that 

'1. When preparing and considering development proposals, relevant policies in 
emerging development plans may be given weight 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 compliance of the relevant policies in the emerging plan with the 
policies for plan-making in this Framework (the closer the policies in the emerging 
plan to the policies in this Framework, the greater the weight that may be given to 
them)’. 

  
 Draft London Plan (July 2026) 
  
5.4 The GLA are consulting on a draft new London Plan between 16th July and 15th 

October 2026 with the intention of replacing the previous versions of the existing 
London Plan. Following the consultation, the draft London Plan will be subject to 
an independent Examination in Public before final adoption, expected in early 
2028. 
 
As the unresolved objections have not yet been submitted and published for 
decision-makers to review, limited weight can be afforded to the Draft London Plan 
(July 2026) at present. 

  
  
6 Consultations and Representations 
  
 74 neighbouring properties were consulted on 25-08-26. A site notice was placed 

on 10-09-26 and a newspaper advert was placed on 09-09-26. 
  
 Representations received in response to public consultation are summarised in 

Table 1 (below). Consultee responses received are summarised in Table 2 
(below). Full copies of the responses have also separately been made available to 
Members. 

  
 



 
 

 Table 1: Summary of Representations Received  
 

Representations Summary of Issues 
Raised 
 

Planning Officer 
Response 

138 letters of 
support were 
received.  

 
 

 
Noted. 
 

65 letters of 
objection were 
received.   

1. Impact on listed building 
and heritage impacts, 
overdevelopment. 

Discussed at paragraphs 
7.8 – 7.24 of this report. 

 2. Impact on amenity of 
local residents, noise, 
disruption, odour, smoke, 
lack of regard to local 
residents whilst events are 
occurring, significant 
footfall. 

Discussed at paragraphs 
7.32 – 7.52 of this report. 
 

3. Inappropriate use, local 
need, protect cultural 
heritage. 

Discussed at paragraphs 
7.1 – 7.7 of this report. 
 

 4. Inconsistent and 
inadequate information 
and inaccurate technical 
assessments within the 
application submission, - 
ambiguity around venue 
capacity. 

Noted. 

 5. Transport concerns, 
emergency access, 
parking, congestion, use of 
off-site parking, illegal 
stewarding, pick up and 
drop off, waste and refuse 
management, litter, 
servicing and access over 
third party land. 

Discussed at paragraphs 
7.56 – 7.82 of this report. 
 

 6. Inadequate 
infrastructure. 

Infrastructure requirements 
are predominantly 
addressed through the 
Council's Community 
Infrastructure Levy (CIL). 

 7. Failure to secure s106 
planning obligations. 
 

Discussed at paragraphs 
7.103 – 7.106 of this 
report. 

 8. Anti-social behaviour, 
public safety concerns. 
 

The site was previously in 
use as a nightclub. The 
proposal is unlikely to 
result in an increase in 



 
 

crime and ani-social 
behaviour. Any criminal 
activity or anti-social 
behaviour would be dealt 
with by relevant authorities 
including the Metropolitan 
Police. In the event of an 
approval a Secure by 
Design condition would 
have been recommended 
which would be subject to 
consultation with the 
Metropolitan Police. 

 9. Planning enforcement 
notice, breaches of 
licensing and planning, 
lack of compliance with 
regulations, retrospective 
application, operating 
despite previous refusals 
of planning permission, 
previous reasons for 
refusal have not been 
addressed. 

Noted. 

 10. Use and operation of 
the snooker hall. 

The snooker hall is located 
in a separate part of the 
building and is not part of 
the application site. 

 11. Drainage. Drainage is discussed at 
paragraphs 7.87 – 7.88. 

 

  
 Table 2: Summary of Consultee Responses 

 

Consultee and Summary of Comments 
 

Planning Officer 
Response 

LBH CONSULTEES Planning Officer 
Comments 

Access  
No objection subject to conditions to secure step-free 
access, a minimum of 1no accessible guestroom and 
1no fire evacuation lift. (comments from previous 
application ref: 3638/APP/2025/2108) 

 
Noted. 

Air Quality 
No objection subject to an Air quality mitigation 
contribution and a condition to secure a scheme to 
control dust and emissions from construction and 
demolition. (comments from previous application ref: 
3638/APP/2025/2108) 

 
Noted. 

Conservation and Design  



 
 

The proposal would involve the demolition of 
presumably the former boiler room. This is a fairly 
unremarkable structure and its loss would not 
particularly harm the listed building. The elevation 
impacted on the listed building is of nominal interest 
with no decoration. We would not object to 
construction on this site. In general the scale and 
mass are acceptable as is the design. We would also 
not object to the use as a wedding venue as it 
retains the volume in the space, avoids sub division 
and allows many people to appreciate the fine 
interior.  We do note that there are traffic issues but 
these would need to be resolved by the applicant/ 
highways team.   
 
In relation to the hotel we believe that our design 
concerns have now been addressed. The building 
sits comfortably in the streetscape and will infill what 
is currently and has been for a considerable period 
of time a gap site/ left over area of ground. The 
design reflects and responds to the historic character 
of the building and through the use of appropriate 
materials would add to the visual interest of Uxbridge 
High Street. The proposed new steps and entrance 
area are all acceptable and in keeping. Therefore we 
would not object to this element of the scheme.   
 
As previously noted, there is some impact on the 
character of the listed building where connections 
will knock through. Given this is a bland service 
elevation not designed to be seen and with minimal 
finance spent on the original construction we would 
not object to this. Similarly to the north and south 
elevations variations to the windows in the end bay 
of the cinema block do not harm the overall 
character of the building due to their secondary 
nature, standard design type and lack of decoration. 
New window heads should match or reuse the 
existing.  The interiors of the former gym do not have 
any surviving features apart from the two music 
rooms connected to the organ. These should be 
protected during works and have glass panels 
installed with appropriate signage once the hotel 
works are completed to ensure some heritage gain. 

Heritage 
considerations are 
discussed in detail in 
the main body of the 
report. 

Highways 
Introduction. 
A planning application has been received seeking 
permission to change the use of the Former Regal 
Cinema, High Street, Uxbridge, henceforth referred to as 
the Site into a Banqueting Suite (Use Class Sui Generis) 

 
Highways matters are 
considered in depth 
within the main body 
of this report and 
form a recommended 



 
 

together with the development of a four-storey 31no. 
bedroom hotel (Use Class C1).  The Banqueting Suite 
would be used for weddings, receptions, corporate events 
and cultural celebrations.  The venue would open 
between 10:00 and 01:00h.  The Site was last used as a 
nightclub and is currently vacant, the land upon which the 
hotel would be built is unused.  The Highway Authority 
has witnessed firsthand the Site being used as a function 
venue already to which people arrive in evening wear, 
judging from the description of development such events 
appear very similar to the uses proposed.  In the early 
evening when guests are arriving, illegal parking and the 
volume of cars and taxis dropping people off brings traffic 
to a standstill.    
 
Description of the Site’s location. 
The Site is situated on the southern side of Uxbridge 
Town Centre with the main entrance foyer fronting onto 
the High Street.  Opposite the Site is the London Borough 
of Hillingdon Civic Centre and to the northwest the 
Chimes Shopping Centre together with car park.  The Site 
is situated in an area with a PTAL ranking of 6a, 
indicating that access to public transport is excellent 
compared to London as a whole.   
The former building itself is L-shaped in plan, with the 
bulk of the building extending to the rear, set behind 
terraced buildings that line the High Street.  Between the 
main auditorium of the former cinema building and the 
terraced buildings is a service yard currently used for 
informal parking and servicing of commercial uses that 
are situated on the ground floor of the terraced buildings.  
Not all this service yard is included within the redline 
boundary. 
 
The Site’s main entrance would be within the line of 
terraced buildings.  Just 50m southwest of the Site is St 
Andrews roundabout, this is a four-arm junction where the 
A4020 Hillingdon Road and B483 Park Road intersect, 
both roads are bus routes and form part of the Borough’s 
classified road network.  Continuing some 75m to the 
northwest is a mini roundabout, this provides vehicular 
access to the rear of the Site and service yard and 
onwards towards Uxbridge town centre.  This mini 
roundabout together with kerb build-outs forms a 
vehicular gateway into the town, there are road signs 
warning drivers that some 200m ahead there are access 
restrictions and that unauthorised vehicles should use the 
mini roundabout to turn around.  Leading up to the mini-
roundabout and surrounding it are double yellow lines.  
On the same side as the Site, High Street hosts 11no. on-
street pay and display parking bays operational Monday 
to Saturday 08:00 to 18:30h maximum stay 2no. hours.  
Opposite are the entrance and exit point to the Civic 
Centre car park.  Between St Andrews roundabout and 
the Civic Centre car park access are double yellow lines, 

reason for refusal. 



 
 

these provide space for vehicles to pull aside to allow on-
coming traffic to pass, just beyond this is a kerb build out 
and then 3no. pay-and-display parking spaces.   
The section of High Street in front of the Site experiences 
high volumes of traffic activity.  In the morning peak 
between 08:00 to 09:00h 32no. buses pass in each 
direction, 64no. two-way movements in total, in evening 
peak between 17:00 to 18:00h there are 30no. buses 
passing in each direction, representing 60no. two-way 
movements in total.  Several of the properties 
neighbouring the Site are hot food takeaways; these 
generate regular internet delivery traffic movements of 
their own.  
 
As mentioned above the main entrance to the proposal 
fronts onto High Street, parking and servicing space for 
all units in the Parade are available at the rear.  Vehicles 
can gain access to this space via an access road leading 
off the mini roundabout.   
 
Description of the proposal. 
It is proposed to convert the former cinema into a 
banqueting suite with a capacity of up to 250no. guests 
together with the development of a four-storey 31no. 
bedroom hotel.  There would be no formal set down or 
pick up facility provided.  The Local Planning Authority 
advises that an entertainment licence has been applied 
for mentioning the venue hosts 450no. guest and 
advertisements have been found announcing the Site can 
cater for 1,000no. guest.  The Transport Statement (June 
2026) reports that zero on-plot car parking would be 
provided for the hotel though there would be 10no. cycle 
parking spaces, these would cater for both short-stay and 
long-stay visits and available for use by hotel staff and 
visitors.  The hotel is expected to employ a maximum of 
10no. staff working across various shifts.  On-plot parking 
for the Banqueting Suite would limited to 2no. disabled 
persons parking spaces, there are no cycle parking 
spaces indicated.  Both disabled parking spaces would be 
provided with passive electric vehicle charge point 
facilities. 
 
The applicant/developer reports in the document titled 
Planning Statement Former Regal Cinema, Uxbridge, 
Sphere 25 Planning Consultancy (June 2026) that further 
car parking would be available within the Chimes Car 
Park, the Transport Statement, RKS Associates (June 
2026) advises that these would total 1no. space for the 
hotel staff and 5no. spaces for Banqueting Suite guests.  
The use of this parking would be secured by way of a 
legal agreement which itself would form part of a Town 
and Country Planning Act 1990 legal agreement.  In the 
Planning Statement the applicant it is stated that this 
“agreement will be renewed on an annual basis and is 



 
 

sought to be secured within the Section 106 to ensure 
that no events take place without this in situ”.   
Vehicle and pedestrian and cycle access to the 
Banqueting Suite/commercial premises service yard, 
hotel main entrance, the 10no. cycle parking spaces and 
2no. disabled persons parking spaces would be taken 
from the mini roundabout.  This point of access is just 4m 
wide, any proposals to widen it would require taking 
highway land, this is something to which the Highway 
Authority would need to agree to.  Along this access are 
currently 6no. parallel parking spaces.  Swept path 
drawings have been provided to illustrate how vehicles 
would manoeuvre.   
 
The applicant in their Transport Statement report that the 
hotel would generate approximately 2no. two-way 
vehicular movements during the highway peak periods.  
This volume of traffic is considered insignificant and could 
easily be absorbed by the surrounding highway network 
without any deleterious impact on road safety or the free 
flow of traffic.  
 
The applicant/developer acknowledges that the Site is in 
an area with a high proportion of takeaways, cafés and 
restaurants, where vehicle activity, servicing and short-
stay parking are common.  To determine the extent to 
which this is attributable to the Site four-day video survey 
was undertaken between 7th and 10th May 2026, covering 
High Street and surrounding service roads. The surveys 
were carried out when no events were taking place at the 
Site.  It is then concluded that the survey found no 
evidence that the Site is a primary cause of significant or 
sustained congestion on the High Street.  This is as 
would be expected as the Site was not in use. 
 
Assessment. 
It is anticipated that people attending weddings, 
receptions and cultural events would dress in evening 
wear, this is something that the Highway Authority has 
already been observed.  Taking this into account it is 
considered very unlikely that attendees would be willing 
to drive, park and then walk, walk the whole journey or 
cycle.  People dressed in evening wear is also very 
unlikely to be willing to use public transport, besides 
which the venue would be open between midday and 
01:00h (Transport Statement, RKS Associates June 
2026), by the time people would be leaving the last 
Metropolitan Line train and Piccadilly Line train would 
have already left, 00:37 and 00:20h respectively.  It is 
anticipated that most people would arrive either by taxi or 
being driven by family or friends and dropped off outside 
the venue or as close as possible.  Again, this is 
something that the Highway Authority has already 
observed.  Travel to the Banqueting Suite by taxi or being 
chauffeured by family or friends is something that the 



 
 

Transport Statement does not adequately address.  As 
mentioned above no formal set down or pick facility is 
proposed. 
 
Hotel car parking 
As mentioned above the Site is located in an area with a 
PTAL ranking of 6a, for this development the London 
Plan Policy T6.4 Hotel and leisure uses parking requires 
that car parking should be “limited to operational needs, 
disabled persons parking and parking required for taxis, 
coaches and deliveries or servicing”.  As mentioned 
above the hotel car parking would be limited to 1no. 
space within the neighbouring Chimes car park, there 
would be no disabled persons parking.   
 
Hotel cycle parking 
Ten cycle parking spaces would be provided, Policy T5 
Cycling of the London Plan 2021 requires hotel 
developments to provide 1no. long-stay space per 20no. 
rooms and 1no. short-stay cycle space per 50no. rooms, 
based on this standard there should be 2no. long-stay 
spaces and 1no. short-stay space, this maximum 
requirement has therefore been met.   
 
Banqueting Suite car parking 
As mentioned above the Site benefits from excellent 
access to public transport and there would be 2no on-plot 
disabled persons parking spaces and 5no car park space 
proposed within the neighbouring Chime car park.  
However, as mentioned above any parking that is 
provided upon third-party land cannot be accepted as it 
cannot be guaranteed to be available in perpetuity for the 
lifetime of the development.  There would be 2no. on-plot 
disabled persons car parking spaces for the Banqueting 
Suite, however space no.1 is too short and both lack the 
1.2m offset to the rear as required in the Hillingdon Local 
Plan Part 2 Development Management Policies.  
Furthermore, manoeuvring in and out of either of these 
spaces depends upon using land outside the red line 
boundary.  There would be no car parking for taxis. 
However, London Plan Policy T6 Car parking requires 
that car parking should be “restricted in line with levels of 
existing and future public transport accessibility and 
connectivity” as mentioned above accessibility to public 
transport is excellent.  Furthermore, the London Plan 
states that “car free development should be the starting 
point for all development”.  The Highway Authority can 
accept that there is no general on-plot parking for the 
Banqueting Suite.  However, London Plan Policy T6.5 
Non-residential disabled persons parking does require 
that at least one disabled persons parking bay is 
provided, given the deficiencies of the disable person 
parking spaces mentioned above the standard parking 
proposed is not policy compliant and cannot be accepted.  
 



 
 

Banqueting Suite cycle parking 
Assuming the hotel takes 3no. of the 10no. spaces, 7no. 
cycle spaces would be remaining for people visiting the 
Banqueting Suite.  As mentioned above the Banqueting 
Suite would be a Sui Generis use for which the London 
Plan does not provide car parking standards.  To provide 
a guide as to what cycle parking would be appropriate the 
Highway Authority has referred to the London Plan 
standards for restaurants and drinking establishments, for 
these uses the London Plan would require 1no. long-stay 
space per 175sq.m and 1no. short-stay space per 
40sq.m, this equates to 15no. and 67no. cycle parking 
spaces respectively.  As there would only be 7no. cycle 
parking spaces for the Banqueting Suite the proposal is 
not in accordance with Policy T5 Cycling of the London 
Plan.  Furthermore, access to these spaces is again 
dependent upon using land outside the red line boundary. 
  
Servicing and Deliveries 
As mentioned above swept path drawings have been 
provided to show how a 2-axle 7.14m rigid goods vehicle, 
8.29m fire appliance and 7.98m refuse vehicle would 
enter, leave and manoeuvre within the service yard space 
at the rear of the Site.  The Highway Authority considers 
that the size of the rigid vehicle selected for testing is too 
small, tracking for a 10m rigid vehicle is required.  
Notwithstanding this, the swept path drawing indicates 
that even when a 7.14m rigid goods vehicle is present 
within the Service Yard, the room for other vehicles to 
manoeuvre within the red line boundary is restricted and 
some movements not possible. In fact the swept path 
analysis indicates that vehicles would need to cross 3rd 
party land which could be secured at any time by the 
landowner/s without notice being served on the Applicant. 
Servicing and Deliveries would then not be able to take 
place.  
 
Summary 
The Site would in part be dependent upon parking within 
the Chimes for its guests parking. Whilst the Highway 
Authority anticipates most guests would arrive by having 
a lift or catching a taxi as opposed to driving, parking and 
walking, which is not in accordance with London Plan 
2021 Policy T1 Strategic Approach to Transport, any 
parking that is provided upon third-party land cannot be 
accepted as it cannot be guaranteed to be available in 
perpetuity for the for the lifetime of the development. 
The drawings show that a when a rigid goods vehicle is 
stationary that access to all vehicles would be blocked, 
including vehicles calling at the other commercial 
premises.  The swept path drawings also show that a 
10m rigid vehicle would need to encroach beyond the red 
line boundary to complete all required manoeuvres.  The 
applicant has failed to demonstrate that the Site can be 
serviced.  



 
 

 
There are 6no. car parking spaces along the access to 
the rear service yard, with the hotel built out these would 
be lost, the applicant has failed to explain who uses these 
spaces and where those users would park instead. 
Most importantly, the proposal fails to provide any 
dedicated pick-up and drop-off facilities. This is a 
significant gap in the assessment, particularly as such 
movements are likely to represent the principal means by 
which guests arrive at and depart from the venue, it is 
believed that this would create a heightened road safety 
risk and during the period of peak arrivals hinder the free 
flow of traffic, this is not in accordance with London Plan 
Policy T4 Assessing and Mitigating Transport Impacts 
and Policy T2 Healthy Streets. 
 
Decision. 
There are highway objections to this proposal.  This is 
because the application is not in accordance with the 
following Development Plan policies 
London Plan 2021 Policy T1Strategic Approach to 
Transport 
London Plan 2021 Policy T2 Healthy Streets 
London Plan 2021 Policy T5 Cycling 
London Plan 2021 Policy T4 Assessing and Mitigating 
Transport Impacts 
London Plan 2021 Policy T6.5 Non-residential disabled 
persons parking 
Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 Development Management 
Policies (2020) Policy DMT 1: Managing Transport 
Impacts 
Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 Development Management 
Policies (2020) Policy DMT 2: Highway Impacts 
Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 Development Management 
Policies (2020) Policy DMT 6: Vehicle Parking 
National Planning Policy Framework 2026 National 
Planning Policy Framework 2026 TR3: Locating 
development in sustainable locations.  c. Any significant 
adverse impacts from the development on the transport 
network (in terms of capacity and congestion), or on 
highway safety, should be mitigated to an acceptable 
degree using a vision-led approach; 
National Planning Policy Framework 2026 TR4: Street 
design, access and parking.  i. Minimise the scope for 
conflict between pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles;  
National Planning Policy Framework 2026 TR6: 
Assessing transport impacts.  4. Development proposals 
should be refused if they would have a severe adverse 
impact on the transport network (in terms of capacity and 
congestion, including cumulative impacts), or an 
unacceptable impact on highway safety; taking into 
account any mitigation measures proposed as well as any 
wider network improvements, including measures to 
support sustainable patterns of movement. This applies 



 
 

both during the construction phase and following 
completion. 

 

Land Contamination 
No objection subject to a condition to secure a 
scheme to deal with contamination. 

 
Noted. 

Lead Local Flood Authority 
The applicant has provided:  
• A justification for not aligning the InfoDrainage 
volumes with the London Sustainable Drainage 
Proforma and SuDS Layout Plan. They have 
confirmed that the discrepancy arises because the 
InfoDrainage hydraulic model includes storage within 
the access chamber, whereas the reported 
attenuation volume reflects the net storage volume 
only. Given the minor difference in reported volumes 
and the explanation provided, this matter is 
considered satisfactorily addressed.  
• The greenfield runoff volume for the 1 in 100-year 
6-hour storm event has been provided as 284m3. 
 
The following items can be addressed at Discharge 
of Condition stage:  
• The applicant should provide evidence of 
groundwater monitoring and confirm whether 
groundwater pumping will be required during 
construction of the  
proposed development.    
• The applicant should name the management 
company responsible for the maintenance of the 
drainage features. 

 
Noted.  

Noise Specialist 
No objection subject to conditions. 

 
Noted 

Planning Policy 
No objection to the principle of development. 

 
Noted. 

EXTERNAL CONSULTEES Planning Officer 
Comments 

Environment Agency 
No comment. 

 
Noted. 

Greater London Archaeology Advisory Service  
The site contains a Grade II* listed building, and is 
located adjacent to an Archaeological Priority Area. 
The site is just to the south-east of the medieval 
town and appears to have lain in open ground until 
the cinema was built. Excavations to the north-west 
of the site identified Bronze Age and medieval 
remains. The new hotel area is located directly to the 
south-east of a 17th century house and therefore, 
given the remains that have been previously found in 
this area, and the proximity of the 17th house to the 

 
These matters 
are discussed in 
paragraphs 7.25 - 
7.30 in the main body 
of the report and form 
a recommended 
reason for refusal. 



 
 

new development area, archaeological evaluation 
trial trenching in advance of redevelopment is 
recommended.   
 
Planning Policies  
NPPF Section 20 and the London Plan (2021 Policy 
HC1) recognise the positive contribution of heritage 
assets of all kinds and make the conservation of 
archaeological interest a material planning 
consideration.  NPPF Policy HE5 says applicants 
should provide an archaeological assessment if their 
development could affect a heritage asset of 
archaeological interest. NPPF Policy HE4 and 
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.    
 
If you grant planning consent, Policy HE10 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.  
 
Recommendations  
I advise that the development could cause harm to 
archaeological remains and field evaluation is 
needed to determine appropriate mitigation. 
However, although the NPPF envisages evaluation 
being undertaken prior to determination, in this case 
consideration of the nature of the development, the 
archaeological interest and/or practical constraints 
are such that I consider a two-stage archaeological 
condition could provide an acceptable safeguard.  
This would comprise firstly, evaluation to clarify the 
nature and extent of surviving remains, followed, if 
necessary, by a full investigation.    
 
I therefore recommend attaching the condition(s) as 
follows:  
 
Condition Two-Stage  
 
Condition:  
No demolition or development shall take place until a 
stage 1 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, and the 
programme and methodology of site evaluation and 
the nomination of a competent person(s) or 
organisation to undertake the agreed works.  If 
heritage assets of archaeological interest are 
identified by stage 1 then for those parts of the site 
which have archaeological interest a stage 2 WSI 
shall be submitted to and approved by the local 
planning authority in writing.  For land that is 
included within the stage 2 WSI, no demolition/ 
development shall take place other than in 
accordance with the agreed stage 2 WSI which shall 
include:  
A. The statement of significance and research 
objectives, 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 stage 2 WSI.  
 
Informative:   
Written schemes of investigation will need to be 
prepared and implemented by a suitably 
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.  
 
Pre-commencement conditions are necessary to 
safeguard the archaeological interest on sites. 
Approval of a 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 a pre-
commencement condition please let us know their 
reasons and any alternatives suggested. Without the 
recommended pre-commencement condition(s) 



 
 

being imposed the application should be refused as 
it would not comply with NPPF Policy HE10.  
 
I envisage that the archaeological fieldwork would 
comprise the following:  
 
Evaluation  
An archaeological field evaluation involves 
exploratory fieldwork to determine if significant 
remains are present on a site and if so to define their 
character, extent, quality and preservation.  Field 
evaluation may involve one or more techniques 
depending on the nature of the site and its 
archaeological potential.  It will normally include 
excavation of trial trenches. A field evaluation report 
will usually be used to inform a planning decision 
(pre-determination evaluation) but can also be 
required by condition to refine a mitigation strategy 
after permission has been granted.  
 
Excavation  
Archaeological excavation is a structured 
investigation with defined research objectives which  
normally takes place as a condition of planning 
permission.  It will involve the investigation and 
recording of an area of archaeological interest 
including the recovery of artefacts and environmental 
evidence.  Once on-site works have been completed 
a 'post-excavation assessment' will be prepared 
followed by an appropriate level of further analysis, 
publication and archiving.  

Health and Safety Executive 
None received.  

 
Noted. 

Historic England 
You are hereby authorised to determine the 
application for listed building consent referred to 
above as you think fit. In so doing Historic England 
would stress that it is not expressing any views on 
the merits of the proposals which are the subject of 
the application. 

 
Noted. 

London Fire Brigade 
None received. 

 
Noted. 

20th Century Cinema Society 
No objection subject to restoration of the Compton 
Organ. (comments from previous application ref: 
3638/APP/2025/2108) 

 
Noted. 

Thames Water 
Recommend condition confirming foul water 
capacity, a development and infrastructure plan and 
completion of foul water network upgrades. 

 
The condition would 
be attached in the 
event of an approval. 



 
 

Theatres Trust 
Support based on the restoration of the organ. 

 
Noted. 

 

  
  
7 Planning Assessment 
  
 Principle of Development   
  
7.1 Policy E4 of the Hillingdon Local Plan Part 1 states that "The Council will 

strengthen the status of Uxbridge Town Centre as a Metropolitan Centre by 
delivering growth...and promoting Uxbridge as a suitable location for retail, offices, 
hotels, recreation and leisure, entertainment and culture, evening and night-time 
economy, education, community services, and mixed-use development. " 

  
7.2 Policy HC6 of the London Plan states that planning decisions should promote the 

night-time economy, where appropriate, particularly in town centres where public 
transport such as the Night Tube and Night Buses are available. Policy HC6 also 
states that planning decisions should protect and support evening and night-time 
cultural venues such as nightclubs. 

  
7.3 The application site is the Former Regal Cinema which is located within Uxbridge 

Town Centre and the gym attached to the rear of the building. The application 
scheme consists of two elements, the first being the change of use of the former 
nightclub a banqueting suite and the second, the erection of a hotel and the change 
of use of the gym to hotel use. 

  
7.4 The Hillingdon Local Plan Part Two (2020) specifies locations for which hotel 

development should be focused. These include Town Centres and designated 
locations for hotel growth The site is located within Uxbridge Town Centre and a 
designated Hotel and Office Growth Location. 

  
7.5 Whilst the existing uses (nightclub and gym) being lost are deemed appropriate in 

Uxbridge Town Centre and protected via Development Plan policies, the proposed 
uses (hotel and banqueting hall) would also be supported in principle in this 
location by the Development Plan. Accordingly, it is considered that a refusal 
reason related to the loss of the nightclub and gym uses could not reasonably be 
substantiated, given the introduction of alternative (in principle acceptable) town 
centre uses. It is also noted that the nightclub and gym have not been in operation 
in recent years and the loss of these vacant uses is not considered to adversely 
impact upon the vitality of the Town Centre. 

  
7.6 In addition, it is acknowledged that the development would support the back into 

use of the Listed Building which is listed in Historic Heritage at Risk Register. This 
is an important consideration which weighs in favour of the scheme in principle, 
subject to detailed consideration of Heritage impact (discussed later in the report). 

  
7.7 Therefore, the principle of development is considered to be acceptable, subject to 

compliance with relevant Development Plan policies and having regard to all other 
material planning considerations. 

  



 
 

 Design / Impact on the Character and Appearance of the Area 
  
7.8 The proposed hotel would be erected adjacent to the west facing elevation of the 

gym building that is attached to the listed building. It would be four storeys with a 
height of 11.85m and set under a flat green roof. The hotel would be set back 
behind the row of terraces at Nos. 224-229 High Street. The overall scale and 
proportions of the hotel would correspond to me existing building and Town Centre 
location. 

  
7.9 The hotel exterior would comprise a hanging tile above a stone and terrazzo plinth 

with brick and stone detailing and metal framed glazing. New replacement 
windows are proposed that are deemed to be appropriate. Subject to details of the 
exterior materials and finishes, the appearance of the hotel is considered to be 
acceptable. 

  
7.10 On the ground floor, the plans show 4no. guest rooms, a reception, a lounge/lobby 

area and a kitchen, however there is no restaurant or bar area. The three upper 
floors each comprise 9no. guestrooms. A total of 31no. guestrooms are proposed 
The gym floor area would be converted into ancillary servicing space for the hotel 
and a space connecting the hotel and the adjoining banqueting hall. 

  
7.11 The council's Conservation and Design Team have reviewed the application and 

have stated that in relation to the hotel we believe that our design concerns have 
now been addressed. The building sits comfortably in the streetscape and will infill 
what is currently and has been for a considerable period a gap site/ left over area 
of ground. The design reflects and responds to the historic character of the building 
and using appropriate materials would add to the visual interest of Uxbridge High 
Street. The proposed new steps and entrance area are all acceptable and in 
keeping. In summary the Conservation and Design Team do not object to the 
proposed design of the hotel.   

  
7.12 Having regard to the above, the proposed hotel scheme is acceptable with regards 

to character and appearance considerations. The matters relating to the potential 
heritage impacts, including on the significance of the Grade II* Listed Building and 
archaeology are discussed in Sections 7.13 - 7.31 of this report. 

  
 Heritage Impacts  
  
7.13 As previously noted, the application building is a Grade II* Listed Building, which 

is located within close proximity of the Old Uxbridge/ Windsor Street Conservation 
Area. On the opposite side of the High Street lies the Council Civic Centre (Grade 
II listed) and to the northwest (separated by Chippendale Alley) is a locally listed 
building (223 High Street). 

  
7.14 S66(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 

requires that in considering whether to grant planning permission for development 
which affects a listed building or its setting, the local planning authority shall have 
special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any 
features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses. 

  



 
 

7.15 Policy HE4 Part 1. of the NPPF states - Heritage assets, as an irreplaceable 
resource, should be conserved in a manner appropriate to their significance.  

  
7.16 Policy HE6 Part 4. of the NPPF states - Where a development proposal would 

harm the significance of a designated heritage asset the effect on the asset and 
its significance should be weighed against any public benefits resulting from the 
proposal. Important public benefits can include securing the long-term reuse of a 
vacant or underused listed building. 

  
7.17 At the local level, Policies DMHB 1, and DMHB 2 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 

2 (2020), and Policy HC1 of the London Plan also seek to protect and enhance 
heritage assets. Policies DMHB 3 (Locally Listed Buildings) and DMHB 4 
(Conservation Areas) are also of relevance, given the proximity to the designated 
Conservation Area and locally listed building. 

  
7.18 Internal and external works to the listed building have been carried out to facilitate 

the proposed banqueting hall use following the granting of listed building consent 
(LBC) ref: 3638/APP/2025/511. It is acknowledged that some works were not 
completed in accordance with the approved plans of that LBC approval. The 
divergence from the approved plans has been dealt with via a separate LBC 
approved under LPA ref: 3638/APP/2026/185 which approved the as-built layout. 
The latter LBC also approved various works and the restoration of the organ. The 
current planning application seeks the change of use from a nightclub to a 
banqueting hall and erection of a hotel. There are associated works arising from 
the change of use of the gym to provide servicing for both the banqueting hall and 
hotel. 

  
7.19 The Conservation Officer raises no objection to the proposal, noting that the 

demolition of the former boiler room and alterations to the affected elevations 
would not cause harm to the significance of the listed building due to their 
utilitarian, secondary and largely undecorated character. The scale, massing and 
design of the extension are considered acceptable, and the proposed wedding 
venue use is supported as it retains the open volume of the historic space and 
enables wider public appreciation of the building's interior. The officer also advises 
that alterations to the cinema block windows would not adversely affect the 
building's character, subject to matching existing window heads, and recommends 
the protection and interpretation of the surviving music rooms associated with the 
organ to secure a heritage benefit. Traffic matters are identified as a separate issue 
to be resolved through the highways process. 

  
7.20 The listed building has been subject to alterations without the benefit of planning 

permission or listed building consent, which have resulted in the Council securing 
an injunction at the High Court with a view to preserving the integrity of this heritage 
asset. The restoration of the organ along with other remedial works to the listed 
building have been secured separately under LBC approval LPA ref: 
3638/APP/2026/185, which also includes the restoration of the organ being 
restored within an agreed timeframe of 6 months of that consent which is dated 
23rd April 2026.  

  



 
 

7.21 Overall and having regard to the comments provided by the council's Conservation 
and Design Team, with regards to the proposed internal works to the listed building 
and the principle of a hotel development, no harm is identified to the heritage asset 
and it is considered that the proposal would preserve and enhance the character 
and appearance of the Grade listed building. The development would also bring 
back into use the heritage asset, which is a benefit arising from the scheme.  

  
7.22 There are some concerns raised regarding the impact of the proposed excavation 

works on the heritage asset, the adjacent locally listed building and archaeology 
which are discussed further in Paragraphs 7.25 – 7.31 of this report. These impacts 
have not been suitably addressed through the planning application submission, 
however neither the Council’s Conservation Officer nor Historic England have 
raised an objection to the proposals. Should the application have been determined 
for approval then an appropriately worded condition would be required to ensure 
that these works would not have a detrimental impact on structural stability and 
the significance of the Grade II* listed building would be preserved. 

  
7.23 It is considered that the development proposal would not adversely affect the 

setting of this building, nor that of the nearby designated Conservation Area. 

  
7.24 As detailed in Table 2, the council's Conservation Officer does not raise an 

objection to the proposals. No harm to the Grade II* listed building is identified with 
regards to the internal works. Conditions would have been recommended to 
secure relevant details, which would be attached in the event of an approval. 

  
 



 
 

 Impact of groundworks on Archaeology and the structure of Heritage Assets 
  
7.25 Policy HE5 Part 5. of the NPPF states - Where a development proposal involves, 

or has the potential to involve, a heritage asset with archaeological interest, an 
appropriate desk-based assessment should be undertaken and, where necessary, 
a field evaluation. These should be used to help understand the asset's 
significance and the potential effect of the proposal on this, which should inform 
the design, mitigation and implementation of the development. 

  
7.26 Policy HC1 of the London Plan (2021) Part C states - development proposals 

affecting heritage assets, and their settings, should conserve their significance, by 
being sympathetic to the assets' significance and appreciation within their 
surroundings. Part D states - Development proposals should identify assets of 
archaeological significance and use this information to avoid harm or minimise it 
through design and appropriate mitigation. 

  
7.27 The comments made by Greater London Archaeological Advisory Service 

(GLAAS) are noted. GLAAS has commented that the site is located adjacent to an 
Archaeological Priority Area and in an area where archaeological remains have 
previously been identified. The development could pose harm to archaeological 
remains and GLAAS have suggested that a condition to secure a Written Scheme 
of Investigation may be an acceptable safeguard. Given the level of excavation 
and construction work required to implement the proposed development, these 
matters are considered fundamental to the scheme, and accordingly it would not 
be appropriate to reserve this information for submission via a planning condition. 

  
7.28 Whilst Historic England have not expressly raised an objection to the current 

application, it is noted that under the previous application LPA ref: 
3638/APP/2025/2109 they had raised concerns regarding the basement and 
structural integrity. The basement has been omitted in the current scheme, 
however given the scale and the extent of the works proposed, the development 
could have the potential to impact on the structure of the Grade II* listed building. 
These matters are discussed further below. 

  
7.29 It is highlighted that the submitted Structural Impact Assessment Letter is 'based 

on the current concept design parameters [and that] a full structural design 
package will be developed and submitted for approval under Part A of the Building 
Regulations during the next phase of the project' (Section 4 of the Letter refers). 
The submitted document can therefore be viewed as conceptual and not definitive.  

  
7.30 There are notable omissions in the submitted Structural Impact Assessment Letter 

including the lack of detailed scaled drawings, relevant structural calculations, an 
assessment of the condition of existing foundations and site constraints and a 
detailed assessment confirming that the proposed new structural frame would be 
viable. Should the application have been determined for approval then an 
appropriately worded condition would be required to ensure that these works 
would not have a detrimental impact on structural stability, and the significance of 
the Grade II* listed building would be preserved 

  
 



 
 

 Residential Amenity 
  
7.32 The application is supported by a Daylight & Sunlight Assessment that assesses 

the likely effects on daylight and sunlight provision to neighbouring residential 
buildings in terms of Vertical Sky Component (VSC), Daylight Distribution (NSL) 
(often referred to as No-Sky Line) and Annual Probable Sunlight Hours (APSH). 
The report demonstrates that satisfactory daylight and sunlight provision would be 
retained to neighbouring properties following the implementation of the proposed 
development. 

  
7.33 The separation distance between the proposed hotel building and the dwellings to 

the north at Nos. 21 and 23 Cumbrian Way measures approx. 17.5m, whilst falls 
short of the 21-metre minimum separation standard guidance set out in Policy 
DMHB 11 of the Local Plan Part 2 (2020). It is noted that the south facing flank 
elevation of these neighbouring properties contains windows that serve 
bathrooms, open-plan kitchen/dining rooms and open-plan lounge/dining rooms 
Bathrooms are categorised as non-habitable rooms and therefore are not 
protected. It is further noted that the east facing main windows to the neighbours 
open-plan kitchen/dining/living rooms would be unaffected. These are the windows 
that are considered to provide the main outlook and daylight/sunlight to these 
rooms, as the flank windows affected are high level secondary windows. There is 
also separation by the road (Cumbrian Way) and parking area (which is considered 
to further limit any impact). Accordingly, the neighbouring occupiers would not 
experience any undue loss of privacy, unacceptable overbearing impact or harmful 
overlooking as a result of the proposed development. Given the town centre 
location and built-up site context, the level of impact upon neighbouring properties 
on Cumbrian Way would not be considered to warrant a recommendation for 
refusal of planning permission. 

  
7.34 The separation distance between the hotel and the flats above the retail units at 

Nos. 224 - 229 High Street to the south is between 16m and 17.5m, which again 
falls short of the 21metre minimum separation standard. To address concerns 
previously raised by the LPA regarding overlooking and intervisibility between the 
hotel development and residential occupiers on the neighbouring upper floor flats 
on High Street, the front elevation of the hotel building features oriel windows. 
Subject to a planning condition (which would have been proposed had the 
application otherwise been recommended for approval) to agree acceptable final 
details of the oriel windows, design/materials, it is considered that this 
arrangement would have served to mitigate the overlooking and loss of privacy 
that may have otherwise been experienced by neighbouring occupiers. 

  
7.35 The new replacement windows in the front elevation of the gym building would also 

serve guest rooms and whilst there is a lack of policy compliant separation 
between the hotel development and the rear elevations of Nos. 224-229 High 
Street, which comprises primary windows, taking into consideration the town 
centre site context and suggested use of frosted/obscure glazing, these 
neighbouring occupiers would not experience any undue loss of outlook, loss of 
privacy or overlooking as a consequence of the proposed hotel development. 

  



 
 

7.36 The side elevation of the hotel building would be built along the western boundary 
of the application site, which abuts Chippendale Alley, a footpath that runs from 
High Street to Cumbrian Way and separates the application site from the Piazza 
which is part of the Chimes shopping centre. Directly parallel to the west of the 
hotel building, opposite the footpath at a distance of 6m is No.223 High Street, a 
locally listed, two storey retail building which is currently operating as a restaurant 
and bar. The proximity of the hotel to the neighbouring retail unit would be to the 
detriment of the level of outlook and daylight and sunlight provision to the hotel 
and vice versa and would therefore adversely impact on the quality of 
accommodation being provided to a degree. However, this would not constitute a 
sustainable reason for refusal, as town centre uses are inevitably more close-knit 
than in other site contexts. With regards to potential intervisibility, the LPA had 
previously discussed this issue with the planning agent, who was agreeable to a 
condition to require frosted/obscure glazing in the event of an approval. Had the 
application otherwise have been recommended for approval, a condition would 
have been recommended requiring detailed plans to be submitted showing the 
relationship between the relevant proposed and the neighbouring existing 
windows, with mitigation included in the form of obscure glazing where appropriate 
to prevent intervisibility. 

  
7.37 Taking account of the above factors, whilst the proposed hotel development would 

have some impact upon the amenity of neighbouring buildings in respect of the 
relationship between respective buildings, the level of impact would be considered 
acceptable in this town centre location and it would not justify a refusal of planning 
permission on those grounds. Notwithstanding the above, there are significant 
concerns about noise impact arising from the proposed development and the 
detrimental effect this would cause to the residential amenity of neighbouring 
properties. This is discussed separately in the section of this report titled Noise 
(below). 

  
 Noise 
  
7.38 Policy P3 Part 2. of the NPPF states – Development proposal should: 

 
b. Not give rise to, or contribute to, an unacceptable level of access to daylight and 
sunlight for neighbouring residents and occupiers, or unacceptable levels of air, 
noise, artificial light, water, soil or other forms of pollution on or beyond the site. 
Adverse impacts of this nature should be avoided where possible, or else mitigated 
to an acceptable degree. Where possible, opportunities should be taken to reduce 
pollution affecting the wider area (such as through traffic and travel management 
or improved external lighting);  
d. Mitigate and reduce to a minimum potential adverse impacts resulting from 
noise, not result in levels of noise exposure which would have a significant 
observed adverse effect, and maintain the character of tranquil areas. 

  
7.39 Turning to the Development Plan, the London Plan (2021) includes Policies D13 

'Agent of Change' and D14 'Noise', with the latter seeking to protect existing 
neighbouring uses/occupiers from unacceptable noise impacts from development. 
At the local level, Policies BE1 'Built Environment' and EM8 'Land, Water, Air, 
Noise' of the Local Plan Part 1 (2012) seek to protect the amenity of surrounding 



 
 

land and buildings. Additionally, Policy DMTC 4 'Amenity and Town Centre Uses' 
of the Local Plan Part 2 (2020) requires that relevant development does not ‘cause 
unacceptable disturbance or loss of amenity to nearby properties by reason of 
noise, odour, emissions, safety and security, refuse, parking or traffic congestion.' 

  
7.40 In considering noise, it is necessary to consider both whether a suitable noise 

environment can be achieved for the future hotel residents, and moreover, whether 
the proposed development would have unacceptable noise impacts on existing 
neighbouring occupiers. The application is supported by a Noise Impact 
Assessment and Noise Technical Note. Other than air source heat pumps shown 
on the roof of the hotel building, there is no other plant indicated on the plans that 
would be installed on the listed building. The Acoustic Technical Note provides 
recommendations in line with BS guidance on sound insulation and noise 
reduction to improve sound insulation for the hotel building. The measures include 
sound insulated walls and limiting noise levels. Had the application otherwise been 
recommended for approval, conditions would have been attached to secure the 
sound insulation scheme detailed in the Technical Note.  

  
7.41 Turning to consider the impact of the proposed banqueting suite on neighbouring 

occupiers, it is acknowledged that the application is supported by a Noise Impact 
Assessment, however, this appears to omit any assessment of the noise sources 
and their impact on neighbouring residential properties, despite these properties 
being identified. This is of particular significance since the report concludes in 
respect of ‘Venue Management' that: ‘it is unlikely that there will be noise 
complaints arising from normal use, assuming that the access and egress points 
are restricted to the southern elevations of the buildings’ [i.e. in proximity of the 
residential occupiers at 224-229 High St.]. The noise assessment identifies a need 
for the preparation of a site-specific Noise Management Plan to safeguard amenity 
of adjacent occupiers (which has been included with the current planning 
application submission).  

  
7.42 The submitted Noise Management Plan proposes noise mitigation measures, 

specifically music cut-off when doors are opened on the south and north elevations 
of the banqueting hall. Given the south facing doors are the disabled entrance to 
the hall and secondary exit that would be used by patrons wanting to leave the site 
by taxi, take a cigarette break outside or make their way to the hotel, these doors 
would be in use frequently during events and such measures would result in music 
being periodically cut-off during events which would be disruptive to the operation 
of the banqueting hall and therefore unlikely to occur in reality. The hotel entrance 
would also be subject to a 10db dimming of music. As monitoring of these 
measures would not be practical, the proposed mitigation is considered to fail the 
relevant tests. Notably, neither the Noise Management Plan, nor the Noise 
Assessment specify what the development seeks to achieve in terms of maximum 
noise levels from specific sensitive receptors i.e. neighbouring residential 
dwellings. There is also no consideration of noise created by patrons and the 
number of comings and goings to and from the site including taxis, other vehicles 
and servicing staff. These are notable omissions and it is considered that the Noise 
Assessment fails to assess the noise impacts of the development fully.  

  



 
 

7.43 In considering the noise impacts of the development, consideration is given to the 
previous use of the premises as a night club, which would undoubtedly have 
generated night-time noise. The Noise Management Plan assumes (without 
investigation) that the fabric of the building would be suitable for controlling noise 
breakout (as the premises was previously in use as a nightclub). The former Regal 
Cinema has undergone extensive refurbishment which may have inadvertently 
resulted in the removal of sound proofing/insulation. The Council's Noise Specialist 
has been consulted on the proposals and following a review of the submitted 
details has not raised an objection, subject to the imposition of a suitably worded 
condition to restrict noise levels associated with the proposed development in the 
interests of preserving the amenity of the area. However, it is unclear whether such 
conditions would necessitate any physical mitigation measures (which may require 
separate listed building consent). Furthermore, the Noise Specialists assessment 
is only based on the Noise Impact Assessment and Noise Management Plan and 
has not given consideration to the ambiguity around the maximum number of 
patrons who will be visiting the site nor the evidence gathered as part of the 
enforcement investigation which does evidence significant noise concerns. As 
noted elsewhere in this report there is significant ambiguity regarding the proposed 
maximum number of guests. The recent license application stated 450, the 
Applicant has been advertising a maximum capacity of 1000 and the Transport 
Assessment refers to 250. The local planning authority has also been informed 
that a Noise Abatement Notice was served by the council's Noise Team having 
regard to noise disturbance that was witnessed by council officers on 4 April 2026 
(following complaints received by local residents). In the absence of a detailed 
assessment of noise impacts and a robust Noise Management Plan, despite the 
previous reason for refusal, there remains significant doubts on whether 
operational measures could satisfactorily control and mitigate noise to acceptable 
levels. 

  
7.44 Having regard to the noise disturbance that has been witnessed by council officers, 

coupled with the absence of a Noise Impact Assessment that fully considers the 
impact of the development on all sensitive noise receptors in immediate vicinity of 
the site, or a robust Noise Management Plan, officers do not have sufficient 
information to demonstrate that planning conditions would serve to mitigate the 
impact to local residents. Accordingly, it is concluded that scheme would have a 
detrimental impact on the residential amenity of adjacent occupiers and as such 
the development is contrary to Policy D14 of the London Plan (2021), Policy DMTC 
4 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 (2020), Policies BE1 and EM8 of the 
Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 1 (2012) and Policy P3 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (2026). Reason for refusal number 5 has been included in respect of 
this matter. 

  
 Odour 
  
7.45 Policy P3 Part 2. of the NPPF states – Development proposal should provide 

healthy living conditions for occupiers and users in terms of adequate access to 
light and avoiding exposure to levels of air, noise, artificial light or other sources of 
pollution which could have an unacceptable adverse effect on health and the 
quality of life. Where necessary suitable mitigation measures should be 
incorporated to secure acceptable living conditions. 



 
 

  
7.46 Hillingdon Local Plan policies (BE1, EM8 and DMTC 4) quoted above at paragraph 

7.39 are also relevant to consideration of odour pollution. Additionally, at the 
regional level, London Plan Policy SII 'Improving Air Quality' requires that 
development proposals should not: 
 
a) Lead to further deterioration of existing poor air quality; 
b) Create any new areas that exceed air quality limits, or delay the date at which 
compliance will be achieved in areas that are currently in exceedance of legal 
limits; and/or 
c) Create unacceptable risk of high levels of exposure to poor air quality. 

  
7.47 The application proposes to include a kitchen within the former gym building. 

Odour emissions related to the use of the kitchen for the proposed hotel and 
banqueting uses have the potential to affect nearby sensitive receptors (e.g. 
neighbouring residential occupiers).  

  
7.48 The planning application is accompanied by an Odour Assessment (Create 

Consulting Engineers (Create) Limited, August 2025). This document highlights 
in its conclusion: 'Based on the assumed parameters, a high level of odour control 
is required to prevent potential nuisance.' Notwithstanding this conclusion, there is 
a lack of clear information within the planning application submission regarding the 
proposed control of Odour. The Odour Assessment states: 
 
'1.7 Emissions will be extracted from the kitchen via a stainless-steel canopy fitted 
with grease baffle filters. At the time of writing this report the type of canopy is not 
decided, and it is unknown whether emissions will be discharged to the 
atmosphere horizontally or vertically, and the location of dedicated louvre. For the 
assessment assumptions were made.   
 
1.8 It is proposed that the discharge duct will be installed to the roof of the building 
to terminate approximately 1m min of roof level. Fresh air intake will need to be 
reviewed for a suitable position away from any intake of air contaminants.' 

  
7.49 There are no details on any canopy or louvre to be used as part of the extraction 

equipment. It is noted that the submitted southern elevation drawing shows a wall 
mounted extract flue however the submitted roof plan shows the flue outlet being 
set back from the street elevation and within the roof of the converted gym space. 
It is also noted that the extraction flue (marked as ‘kitchen flue’) is shown on the 
ground floor plan as being installed in the laundry room instead of the kitchen 
where the associated equipment would be located. Any such plant or equipment 
is likely to require planning permission and listed building consent in their own right 
and these elements have not been included within the application description or 
proposed plans (as previously stated). 

  
7.50 At Paragraph 3.6, the Odour Assessment states the kitchen would be catering for 

approximately 40 covers within the hotel and the banqueting hall which 
accommodates up to 150+ guests. As can be viewed from the ground floor plan, 
the hotel does not contain a 40cover restaurant. The assumption of 150 
banqueting hall guests is also inaccurate as the submission is based upon 250 



 
 

guests attending the banqueting hall. As noted elsewhere in this report there is 
significant ambiguity regarding the proposed maximum number of guests. The 
recent license application stated 450, the Applicant has been advertising a 
maximum capacity of 1000 and the Transport Assessment refers to 250.  

  
7.51 The above factors raise serious questions around the validity of the submitted 

Odour Assessment which is based on inaccurate assumptions as opposed to any 
detailed modelling and assessment. The conclusion of the report concurs at 
Paragraph 5.7 where is states - ‘It is recommended that the assumptions used in 
this assessment are reviewed and, if necessary, revised should more detailed 
design information become available at a later stage’. This does not provide any 
basis for confidence in the Odour Assessment which fails to demonstrate that the 
odour emissions arising from the proposed kitchen can be mitigated to an 
acceptable level to ensure the amenity of neighbouring occupiers is preserved. 

  
7.52 In these circumstances, it would not be appropriate to deal with the matter of 

securing odour mitigation by way of planning condition, because there is no 
certainty that what may be necessary from an odour mitigation perspective will be 
acceptable in other respects (and indeed it may require separate listed building 
consent). Without the ability to attach appropriate and necessary conditions, the 
scheme would have a detrimental impact on the residential amenity of adjacent 
occupiers and it is concluded that the development is contrary to Policy SI1 of the 
London Plan (2021), Policy DMTC 4 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two (2020), 
Policy BE1 and EM8 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 1 (2012) and Policy P3 of 
the National Planning Policy Framework (2026).  

  
 Air Quality 
  
7.53 The application site is located within the LBH Air Quality Management Area and 

within the Uxbridge Focus Area, and the proposed development would be bringing 
additional traffic emissions that would contribute to a detriment in local air quality. 
As per the London Plan, developments need to be air quality neutral as a minimum 
and LBH requires development proposals located in Focus Areas (or that are likely 
to affect such sensitive areas) to apply a more stringent air quality neutral approach 
and be air quality positive (LBH Air Quality Local Action Plan 2019-2024), 
contributing to the reduction of emissions in these sensitive areas. 

  
7.54 The proposed development is neither air quality neutral nor air quality positive and 

therefore appropriate mitigation is required. A section 106 agreement with an air 
quality mitigation contribution of £49,726 (which includes a flat rare deduction of 
10% for the travel plan) would need to be secured to enable Hillingdon Council to 
deliver its Air Quality Local Action Plan and/or implement specific measures 
on/along the road network affected by the proposal that reduce vehicle emissions 
and/or reduce hu man exposure to pollution levels, in association with the 
operation of the proposed development. 

  
7.55 Due to the ambiguity around venue capacity and disagreement on the submitted 

trip data, it is considered that an updated mitigation contribution may be required. 
In addition, in the absence of a satisfactory S106 agreement, as the application is 
being refused, this matter has been included within a further reason for refusal. 



 
 

  
 Highways 
  
7.56 Policy TR6 of the NPPD Part 4 states - Development proposals should be refused 

if they would have a severe adverse impact on the transport network (in terms of 
capacity and congestion, including cumulative impacts), or an unacceptable 
impact on highway safety; taking into account any mitigation measures proposed 
as well as any wider network improvements, including measures to support 
sustainable patterns of movement. This applies both during the construction phase 
and following completion. 

  
7.57 At the regional level, Policies T2, T4 and T7 of the London Plan (2021) are all of 

relevance. Policy T2 requires (inter alia) that: 
 
'D Development proposals should: 
1) demonstrate how they will deliver improvements that support the ten Healthy 
Streets Indicators in line with Transport for London guidance 
2) reduce the dominance of vehicles on London's streets whether stationary or 
moving 
3) be permeable by foot and cycle and connect to local walking and cycling 
networks as well as public transport. 

  
7.58 Policy T4 includes the following relevant requirements: 

 
'E. The cumulative impacts of development on public transport and the road 
network capacity including walking and cycling, as well as associated effects on 
public health, should be taken into account and mitigated. 
 
F. Development proposals should not increase road danger. 

  
7.59 Policy T7 of the London Plan deals with delivery and servicing requirements and 

includes the following: 
 
'G. Development proposals should facilitate safe, clean, and efficient deliveries 
and servicing. Provision of adequate space for servicing, storage and deliveries 
should be made off-street, with on-street loading bays only used where this is not 
possible. Construction Logistics Plans and Delivery and Servicing Plans will be 
required and should be developed in accordance with Transport for London 
guidance and in a way which reflects the scale and complexities of developments. 
 
K. During the construction phase of development, inclusive and safe access for 
people walking or cycling should be prioritised and maintained at all times. 

  
7.60 Policy DMTC 4 of the Hillingdon Local Plan Part 2 relating to amenity and town 

centre uses is relevant to highway considerations, requiring that proposals do not: 
cause unacceptable disturbance or loss of amenity to nearby properties by reason 
of noise, odour, emissions, safety and security, refuse, parking or traffic congestion 
[emphasis added]. 

  



 
 

7.61 In addition, Hillingdon Local Plan Part 2 contains a number of dedicated transport 
focussed policies which set out detailed requirements which are relevant to the 
proposal, including: 
 
Policy DMT 1: Managing Transport Impacts 
Policy DMT 2: Highways Impacts 
Policy DMT 4: Public Transport 
Policy DMT 5: Pedestrians and Cyclists 
Policy DMT 6: Vehicle Parking 
 
The Hillingdon Local Plan Part 2 states – ‘For Banquets and function rooms, car 
parking requirements are ‘on an individual basis using a transport assessment and 
travel plan, and in addition provision for taxi set down and pick up where relevant’. 

  
7.62 With regards to Hotel parking, Policy T6.4 of the London Plan (2021) states - In 

the CAZ and locations of PTAL 4-6, any on-site provision should be limited to 
operational needs, disabled persons parking and parking required for taxis, 
coaches and deliveries or servicing. The proposal seeks to provide a 31no. 
bedroom hotel and banqueting suite with capacity for 250no. guests. The proposal 
is to provide 2no. disabled car parking spaces. As noted by the Highway Officer 
the disabled parking bays are substandard and there does not appear to be 
sufficient space within the site confines to increase the size of the bays to achieve 
compliance.  

  
7.63 Vehicle access and the entrance to the hotel and disabled entrance to the 

banqueting suite would be via the access road from High Street. The main 
entrance to the banqueting hall is on High Street, however there would not be a 
drop-off/pick-up facility for people arriving by taxi or being chauffeured to the venue 
by family or friends. As per existing arrangement, servicing, deliveries and refuse 
collection would be from the access road from High Street. Within Appendix D of 
the submitted Transport Statement is a scan of a document titled "Contract Parking 
Terms", 5th March 2026 which appears to be a contractual arrangement between 
the applicant and The Chimes which allows visitors to the proposal to park for six 
hours free of charge, any additional time must be paid for by the end user 
themselves. The adequacy of these proposals and associated Highway 
implications are assessed in the following sections of this report. 

  
 Trip Generation and Mode Share 
  
7.64 The council's Highways Officer disputes the trip assumptions made in the 

submitted Transport Statement, which suggest that only half of the patrons of the 
banqueting hall would travel by private car and the other half by taxi, public 
transport and other modes. The position taken by the council's Highways Officer 
is considered to be reasonable, given that patrons would likely be smartly dressed 
and unlikely to want to walk or ride a bicycle to the venue or take public transport. 
The trip rate assumptions made in the Transport Statement are not substantiated 
by evidence. Furthermore, there is significant ambiguity raised regarding the 
number of patrons who would attend the site at any one time. The Transport 
Assessment assumes that the maximum number of patrons visiting the banqueting 
hall would be 250 however evidence gathered by Officers indicates that the 



 
 

banqueting suite is being advertised to hold events for up to 1000 patrons. 
Furthermore, a recent licensing application was submitted and refused. The 
application listed 450 guests as the maximum capacity some 200 guests above 
that which the Transport Assessment is based on.   

  
7.65 The submitted Travel Plan states that its aims are focused on employees and hotel 

guests. Notably, it is devoid of detail applicable to the banqueting hall use which is 
the part of the proposal that would generate the highest level of associated 
movements to and from the site. The Travel Plan provides targets of 100% hotel 
staff travelling by non-car sustainable modes, 83% of hotel guests travelling by 
non-car sustainable modes and no more than 10% of hotel guests travelling by 
taxis on a daily basis. However, it is considered that the Travel Plan fails in 
providing a robust, detailed and workable scheme that supports sustainable 
modes of transport as being the primary mode of transport. 

  
 Drop Off/ Pick Up and Associated Highway Safety Issues 
  
7.66 Taxis and other vehicles dropping-off and picking-up patrons would unlikely use 

the Chimes car park as it would be more convenient for drivers and patrons to be 
dropped off and picked up closer to the banqueting hall entrance. This is evident 
during the enforcement investigation and the evidence gathered which also 
demonstrates the harm derived from pick up and drop offs. There is very limited 
on-street parking outside the application site, and this would inevitably lead to 
injudicious parking on High Street and raises the possibility of using parking 
spaces that are for local residential occupiers or double parking. The Transport 
Statement refers to ‘a dedicated drop-off/ pick up area in front of the hotel’, 
however the space is formed of a small, paved area within a constrained part of 
the site and is not considered to be suitable to accommodate these movements, 
which would form a significant proportion of trips to the banqueting hall. The 
Transport Statement is devoid of any detail on how taxis and pick-up/ drop- off 
trips would be managed. The applicant has not presented a pick-up/drop-off 
scheme for consideration, one that (if acceptable) might have been conditioned or 
subject to a legal agreement (subject to the Relevant tests). 

  
 



 
 

 Figure 1: Proposed Drop-off area 
  
 

 
  
7.67 Due to the constraints of the site, the parking and turning area proposed in front of 

the hotel (which rely upon access over third party land outside of the applicants 
control) would not be able to readily accommodate the vehicle movements 
associated with the dropping-off and picking-up of patrons of the banqueting hall, 
which would be of a significant number in a concentrated period of time. Given the 
result would demonstrably be injudicious parking and severe traffic congestion on 
the High Street and the local highway network (see photographic evidence below 
of recent unauthorised events held at the former Regal Cinema), it is considered 
that this matter is fundamental to the acceptability or otherwise of the proposed 
development and thus not a matter that could be resolved through imposition of a 
planning condition. The applicant would be aware of concerns around pick-up and 
drop-offs, however no information has been submitted. A condition to secure a 
pick-up/drop-off scheme would fail the relevant tests, given it would be in response 
to a fundamental planning issue (as noted above). Further, the LPA is not 
convinced that a suitable pick-up/drop-off scheme can be achieved given the site 
constraints and the high number of pick- up/drop-off movements envisaged.  

  



 
 

 Figure 2:  images from recent events 
  
 

 



 
 

  

 



 
 

 



 
 

 
  
7.68 The Highway Officer has raised pedestrian and highway safety concerns around 

the possibility of significant numbers of patrons congregating outside the venue or 
leaving at the same time (for example at the end of an event). These types of 
occurrences would result in the overspilling of patrons onto the High Street and 



 
 

increase the risk of collisions and accidents (refer to Highway Officer detailed 
comments in Table 2 (above)). No information has been submitted by the applicant 
to explain or clarify how the banqueting hall would be managed by the operator to 
avoid such occurrences. The Transport Statement suggests marshalling could be 
implemented, however staff employed by the hotel or banqueting hall would not 
have any lawful authority to undertake such measures. 

  
7.69 Despite concerns being raised previously and additional information being 

requested, there is a lack of key information demonstrating that the development 
would not prejudice highway and pedestrian safety. The uplift in traffic volume and 
congestion associated with unmanaged pick-up and drop-off activity would 
increase the potential for highway conflict and raises significant concerns on 
highway safety grounds. 

  
7.70 The Transport Statement provides details of surveys carried out in May 2026 whilst 

the banqueting hall was not in operation, which therefore only provides limited 
baseline data. The Transport Statement appears to list the number of cars that 
used the Chimes car park whilst an event occurred at the site in April 2026. The 
data is provided within Table 6.2 within the Transport Statement and not a verified 
invoice. Similarly, a table is provided at Appendix E which lists patron usage of the 
Chimes car park during three events in March, April and May 2026. The Transport 
Statement does not provide any commentary around how many patrons were in 
attendance during these particular events. The data is therefore incomplete, and 
the Transport Statement does not provide any form of real world assessment and 
only offers the conclusion that there is off-site parking available. Whilst the 
submitted documents have been fully reviewed and considered, it should be noted 
that the Council's concerns arise not from theoretical transport modelling but from 
the actual operation of the venue. Repeated observations by Council officers 
demonstrate that the use generates significant volumes of private vehicle, taxi, 
drop-off and pick-up movements associated with weddings, parties and 
banqueting events, which has led to an increased potential for highway conflict 
and supports the significant concerns raised on highway safety grounds. 

  
 Parking 
  
7.71 The existing parking bays along the western boundary would be removed to 

accommodate the proposed hotel building and provide a paved footway that leads 
from High Street to the hotel entrance. It is noted that these spaces are privately 
controlled however it is unclear how these parking spaces are used and whether 
these are in use by residents of the flats in front of the site along High Street.  

  
7.72 As previously noted, the plans show the provision of 2no. disabled car parking 

bays in front of the hotel. The Transport Statement specifies that 6no. spaces 
within the Chimes car park would be allocated for use by hotel staff and banqueting 
hall staff. The Travel Plan suggests that the 2no. accessible bays would only be 
used by blue badge holders. It is unclear how the 2no. accessible parking bays 
would be kept available for disabled persons. The allocation of 6no. car parking 
spaces for hotel and banqueting hall staff directly conflicts with the Travel Plan aim 
of 100% staff travel by sustainable modes. 

  



 
 

7.73 The development is wholly reliant on an agreement with the Chimes shopping 
centre where off-site parking would be provided. The agreement is valid for a 
period of 1 year, however it does not provide details of a fixed number of parking 
spaces that would be kept available for patrons. Whilst it is acknowledged that the 
Chimes car park would be a convenient location for patron car parking, it cannot 
be relied upon to provide ongoing parking provision to serve the development for 
several reasons as set out below. 

  
7.74 The agreement with Chimes shopping centre provides patrons with 6 hours of 

parking. It is however noted that only one floor (level 1) of the Chimes car park is 
open 24 hours with the remaining levels being closed between 1am-6am. As the 
banqueting hall is proposed to be open until 3am, there would be a very limited 
number of parking spaces within the Chimes car park that would be available for 
patrons to use, given that there are similar night-time uses in the town centre that 
would be competing for spaces, including Hollywood bowl which is located within 
the Chimes shopping centre. Any renewal of the agreement would be dependent 
on the operator and the Chimes agreeing to terms and a commitment from the 
operator to renew the agreement on a yearly basis. If this is being put forward as 
a form of mitigation to reduce the potential harm identified in respect of highway 
safety which formed a reason for refusal in the previous application, then the 
Applicant would need to demonstrate that the mitigation could be secured in 
perpetuity. As noted, the agreement would be reviewed on an annual basis 
however this does not align with the proposed length of time of the permission 
sought. The Chimes shopping centre could also change policy or revoke any 
agreement with the operator in the future. There is also uncertainty regarding the 
quantum of spaces that would be available for use by patrons within Chimes car 
park and there is no guarantee that the Chimes car park would be available for the 
lifetime of the development.  

  
7.75 The Transport Statement suggests that the renewal of the agreement between the 

applicant and the Chimes can be secured within a s106 legal agreement and that 
this agreement would need to be in place for any events to occur. In accordance 
with Policy DM1 of the NPPF (2026) Part 1.b.(iii) - ‘Proposals for major 
development should be accompanied by a concise planning statement setting out: 
The proposed use of any planning obligations to make the proposal acceptable in 
planning terms’. The submission does not provide any detailed information on the 
proposed obligation and there is no confirmation that the Chimes would accept 
being party to any such agreement. The proposed use of the Chimes car park as 
a long-term parking solution is therefore not considered to be viable and there is 
no mechanism suggested by the applicant that could secure the off-site parking in 
perpetuity. 

  
7.76 The effectiveness of the proposed off-site parking solution in taking cars away from 

the vicinity of the site, would also rely heavily upon patrons not parking 
indiscriminately on High Street or in front of the hotel development or in parking 
bays used by neighbouring residents and that are outside of the application site. 
Other than providing a copy of an agreement with Chimes shopping centre, no 
details have been provided to demonstrate how the operator would ensure that 
patrons would be parking solely in Chimes shopping centre and not elsewhere in 
the locality or on the High Street, which has been observed as occurring during 



 
 

banqueting hall events that have taken place at the site to date The submission is 
lacking detail and contains inconsistencies within the supporting documents 
relating to the potential parking demand. For the reasons explained, it is 
considered that the application submission fails to adequately address the parking 
demands associated with the development, leading to congestion, injudicious 
parking and dangerous highway conditions. 

  
 Cycle Parking and EVCP 
  
7.77 Notwithstanding the significant highway concerns discussed in this report had the 

application otherwise have been recommended for approval, planning conditions 
would have been included to secure details of cycle parking and the proposed 
electric vehicle charging infrastructure. 

  
 Servicing, Deliveries and Waste Management 
  
7.78 Servicing, deliveries and refuse collection is proposed to be carried out from the 

rear of the site, which is the existing arrangement. Given the reduction in servicing 
space to accommodate the proposed hotel development, further details would be 
required at this assessment stage to ensure that both uses can be served by 
adequate servicing and delivery and waste management facilities. Information 
such as vehicle tracking has been provided with the plans which has been 
reviewed by the Highway Authority and provides evidence that the servicing 
arrangements are unacceptable. There is very limited space to the rear of the 
building for servicing to take place and there is a significant concern that servicing 
vehicles would be unable to manoeuvre within the boundary of the site, safely in 
order to enter and exit the site in a forward gear. Given the fundamental nature of 
this matter, it cannot be addressed by way of planning condition, as there is 
uncertainty regarding any potential solution, due to the extent of development 
being proposed. 

  
7.79 In the event of an approvable scheme, further details of when deliveries and 

servicing would take place and how the area in front the hotel might be used by 
vehicles would have been requested, as night-time vehicle movements would 
generate light pollution and noise and disturbance from comings and goings that 
would be detrimental to the amenity of neighbouring residential occupiers and 
would therefore need to be controlled. 

  
 Construction Logistics 
  
7.80 As the hotel building would be situated in close proximity to Chippendale Alley and 

residential parking bays that would be affected by scaffolding, the storage of 
materials and the parking of and access by construction vehicles, construction 
access would need to be facilitated through separate agreement with the Council 
and other landowners and residents, which might not be forthcoming. 

  
7.81 It is acknowledged that a degree of disruption is to be expected with any 

development, and in many cases the detailed construction management and 
logistics arrangements related to a scheme can be satisfactorily resolved through 
a planning condition. However, in this case, the site is highly constrained (as 



 
 

explained) and there has been no information provided to demonstrate how the 
construction phase could potentially be managed safely, and with acceptable 
levels of disruption to residents and the local highway network. Given the particular 
constraints affecting this development it is considered that there is insufficient 
information contained within the planning submission to satisfactorily demonstrate 
that the proposed scale of development (including extensive excavation) on this 
site can be practically constructed without unacceptable Highway safety 
implications. 

  
 Conclusion – Highway Matters 
  
7.82 In conclusion the application submission fails to satisfactorily demonstrate that the 

proposal would not give rise to continued unacceptable adverse impacts upon the 
highway network, as a result of traffic congestion, parking stress and harm to 
highway safety. As such, the development is contrary to Policies DMT 1, DMT 2 
and DMTC 4 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 (2020), Policies T2, T4 and T7 of 
the London Plan (2021) and Policy TR6 of the National Planning Policy Framework 
(2026). These matters are constitute a reason for refusal of the application. 

  
 Accessibility 
  
7.83 From an accessibility perspective, the proposal would be considered satisfactory, 

subject to conditions imposed to secure step free access, an accessible guestroom 
and one fire evacuation lift per block. Conditions would have been attached in the 
event of an approval to secure these facilities.  

  
 Trees and Landscaping 
  
7.84 The proposal includes new hard landscaping to improve pedestrian facilities and 

enhance legibility from the High Street. Limited soft landscaping around the hotel 
building is proposed which would marginally improve the visual amenity of the site 
which is currently formed of hardstanding. The proposed site plan appears to also 
indicate planting of trees on adjoining land. It has been observed during the officers 
site visit that trees have been removed from the site and that only one tree adjacent 
to the gym building has been retained. Had the application been recommended for 
approval, full details of the landscaping scheme including maintenance and 
replacement tree planting to offset the loss of the removed trees, would have been 
secured by an appropriately worded condition. 

  
 Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) 
  
7.85 The application is supported by a Biodiversity Net Gain Report which at Appendix 

1, identifies 7 trees within the site. It is noted that the BNG report is written on the 
basis that all trees are retained on site and the development would therefore be 
BNG exempt. For the de-minimis exemption to apply, all 7 trees need to be 
retained. As detailed previously, it is noted that most of the trees shown on the 
proposed plans have been removed. As a result, the development would not fall 
under the de-minimis threshold as habitat units have been lost. The proposal would 
therefore not achieve a BNG but rather a net loss of biodiversity. Notwithstanding, 
the standard BNG condition could be attached in the event of an approval, which 



 
 

could potentially secure off-site BNG, as the baseline habitat units are detailed in 
the BNG report and from there the required units to achieve the BNG requirement 
can be calculated. 

  
 Ecology  
  
7.86 The application is supported by a Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (PEA) (dated 

January 2025) which identifies a moderate potential of bats roosting in the building, 
based on observation of gaps that bats could access such as cracks in the 
brickwork and missing concrete. The PEA recommends at least two Bat 
Emergence Surveys to be carried Out between May and September and also 
recommends bat and bird boxes and tree planting as ecological enhancements. 
The Bat Emergence Surveys were requested by the LPA however due to timing 
constraints (as the surveys would need to be carried out during the active bat 
season), these have not been provided by the Applicant. Paragraph 99 Of the 
'Biodiversity and Geological Conservation: Circular 06/2005' makes clear that 
"developers should not be required to undertake surveys for protected species 
unless there is a reasonable likelihood Of the species being present and affected 
by the development". The PEA does not detail any evidence of bats roosting within 
the buildings and it is highlighted that works relating to the proposed banqueting 
hall use have largely been undertaken The Bat Emergence Surveys along with 
relevant ecological compensation and mitigation measures could therefore be 
secured by a pre-commencement condition which would ensure that no further 
works are carried Out before the outstanding bat surveys have been approved by 
the LPA. In the event that bats are found within any part of the buildings, the 
Applicant would also need to obtain a licence from Natural England. In light of the 
above, it is considered that the development is unlikely to cause harm to protected 
species in accordance with Policy DMEI 7 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 
(2020) and with the imposition of the aforementioned condition, would be 
acceptable in this regard. 

  
 Flooding and Drainage  
  
7.87 Policy F1 of the NPPF (2026) states – ‘1. In order to manage development in ways 

which minimise the risk of flooding to people and property, development plans 
should: a. Be informed by an up-to-date strategic flood risk assessment which 
considers current and future flood risk from all sources, including cumulative 
impacts in, or affecting, areas susceptible to flooding; and b. Take account of 
advice from the Environment Agency and other relevant flood risk management 
authorities, such as Lead Local Flood Authorities and internal drainage boards, 
about levels of risk, options for mitigation, and the implications for development in 
the plan area’. Policies SI12 'Flood Risk Management' and SI13 'Sustainable 
Drainage' of the London Plan (2021) seek to ensure appropriate provision of 
sustainable drainage and the minimisation and mitigation of flood risk. At the local 
level, Hillingdon Local Plan Part 2 (2020) includes Policies DMEI 9 'Management 
and Flood Risk' and DMEI 10 'Water Management, Efficiency and Quality' which 
set out similar requirements. 

  
7.88 The application site lies within Flood Zone 1 (low risk of flooding), however it is 

located within an area of high groundwater flood risk. The site also has a small 



 
 

area of land at low risk of surface water flooding up to 0.3m. The application is 
supported by a Flood Risk Assessment and SuDS Report. The Local Lead Flood 
Authority (LLFA) have reviewed the report and additional information has been 
submitted by the applicant. Having considered the updated information, the Local 
Lead Flood Authority do not raise an objection subject to a condition to secure 
evidence of groundwater monitoring and confirm whether groundwater pumping 
will be required during construction of the proposed development and details of 
the management company responsible for the maintenance of the drainage 
features. Had the application been recommended for approval the condition would 
have been attached. In this regard, reason for refusal 2 of the previous application 
LPA ref: 3638/APP/2025/2108 is considered to be suitably addressed. 

  
 Energy and Sustainability 
  
7.89 In accordance with Policy SI2 of the London Plan, major development should 

achieve net zero carbon. A minimum on-site reduction of at least 35% beyond 
Building Regulations is required. Where the zero-carbon target cannot be fully 
achieved on site, any shortfall should be addressed through a financial contribution 
to the borough's carbon offset fund. 

  
7.90 An Energy & Sustainability Statement submitted in support of the application 

details measures to reduce carbon emissions, including the installation of 
renewable technologies, and concludes that after applying the three-step Energy 
Hierarchy, the development would achieve a 47.84% reduction in regulated CO₂ 
emissions compared with the 2021 Part L compliant baseline. 

  
7.91 The Energy & Sustainability Statement identifies the development would not meet 

the zero-carbon target due to a shortfall of 15.2 tonnes C02/yr. A Carbon Offset 
Contribution has been calculated at a sum of £43,242 which would be paid into the 
Borough's Carbon Offset Fund and is recommended to be secured as part of a 
legal agreement. A legal agreement has not been provided or executed to secure 
the contribution and accordingly this matter is included within a reason for refusal 
of the appplication. 

  
 Overheating 
  
7.92 In accordance with Policy Sl4 of the London Part B, Major development proposals 

should demonstrate through an Energy Strategy how they will reduce the potential 
for internal overheating and reliance on air conditioning systems in accordance 
with the following cooling hierarchy: 1) reduce the amount of heat entering a 
building through orientation, shading, high albedo materials, fenestration, 
insulation and the provision of green infrastructure 2) minimise internal heat 
generation through energy efficient design 3) manage the heat within the building 
through exposed internal thermal mass and high ceilings 4) provide passive 
ventilation 5) provide mechanical ventilation 6) provide active cooling systems. 

  
7.93 Had the application been recommended for approval, a condition would have been 

recommended to secure an Overheating Assessment to be undertaken in line with 
the cooling hierarchy. The assessment should consider both natural and 



 
 

mechanical Ventilation measures to address the potential for unacceptable levels 
of overheating 

  
 Fire Safety 
  
7.94 A Fire Safety Statement has been submitted in support of the application. An 

updated Fire Safety Statement would have been required as the plans referred to 
in the statement are not reflective of the current design and footprint of the 
development and available turning area in front of the hotel. This would have been 
secured by condition in the event of an approval and would be subject to 
consultation with London Fire Brigade. 

  
 Water Efficiency 
  
7.95 A Water Efficiency Calculation Report has been submitted in support of the 

application. The report refers to the methodology for residential dwellings which is 
not applicable to the proposal. In accordance with Policy Sl 5 Part C 2) of the 
London Plan, to ensure the development would minimise the use of mains water, 
a compliance planning condition would have been recommended in the event of 
an approval to achieve at least the BREEAM excellent standard for the 'Wat 01' 
water category or equivalent (commercial development), and incorporate 
measures such as smart metering, water saving, and recycling measures, 
including retrofitting. 

  
 Land Contamination 
  
7.96 A Land Contamination Assessment report has been submitted in support of the 

application. The council's Land Contamination Officer has reviewed and does not 
raise an objection to the proposal subject to a condition to secure a scheme to deal 
with contamination, which would have been attached in the event of an approval. 

  
 Security 
  
7.97 In accordance with Policy DMHB 15 of the Local Plan Part 2, Development will 

be required to comprise good design and create inclusive environments whilst 
improving safety and security by incorporating the following specific measures: 
 
i) providing entrances in visible, safe and accessible locations; 
ii) maximising natural surveillance; 
iii) ensuring adequate defensible space is provided; 
iv) providing clear delineations between public and private spaces; and 
v) providing appropriate lighting and CCTV 

  
7.98 Any grant of planning permission would be subject to a Secure by design condition 

to achieve Metropolitan Police's Secure by Design accreditation. 
  

 



 
 

 Condition to Restrict Patronage Attendance  
  
7.99 Policy DM6 of the NPPF (2026) Part 1. states: 

 
Planning conditions should only be attached to planning permissions and other 
associated consents for development where they are: 
a. Necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms; 
b. Relevant to the development and to planning considerations generally; 
c. Sufficiently precise to make them capable of being complied with and enforced; 
and 
d. Reasonable in all other respects. 

  
7.100 In a Licensing Sub-Committee hearing on 10th August 2026, an application to 

vary a Premises Licence at the application site relating to the banqueting hall 
premises was approved. The approved licensed hours are 11:00am - 2.00am 
Monday to Sunday and event capacity would be restricted to a maximum of 450 
people. It is noted the applicant stated that security staff would remain on site 
until approximately 3.00am to oversee dispersal.  

  
7.101 In addition, it is also understood that the banqueting hall has been advertising as 

having capacity for up to 1,000 guests (see Figure 3 below). Such a level of 
occupation would lead to a significant intensification of use, amounting to a 300% 
increase in the intensification of use, which is significantly above the maximum 
patronage assumed in the various technical Assessments submitted with the 
current application.  

 



 
 

 Figure 3: Marketing 
  
 

 
  
7.102 Notwithstanding the above, the current application submission is however based 

on a maximum attendance of 250 people and the site not being in use after 
01:00am. There is therefore a clear disconnect between the licence terms and the 
development proposed. Under the licence, attendance of the banqueting hall 
would be 80% greater than the level of attendance proposed under the planning 
application. It is considered that monitoring patron attendance would not be 
practical or enforceable. It is also considered that a condition restricting patron 
numbers would not be an appropriate mechanism and it would not make the 
development acceptable. Consequently, and for clarity, such a condition would 
fail the relevant tests. 

  
 Planning Obligations 
  
7.103 Policy DM6 of the NPPF (2026) Part 4. states: 

 
Planning obligations should only be used where it is not possible to address 
potential unacceptable impacts through a planning condition. 



 
 

  
7.104 The Community Infrastructure Levy Regulation 2010 (Regulations issued 

Pursuant to the 2003 Act) and the NPPF have put three tests on the use of 
planning obligations into law. It is unlawful (since 6 April 2010) to request planning 
obligations that do not meet the following tests: i. necessary to make the 
development acceptable in planning terms ii. directly related to the development, 
and iii. fairly and reasonable related in scale and kind to the development. 

  
7.105 The draft Section 106 Heads of Terms are as follows: 

 
i. Air Quality Mitigation contribution of £49,726 
ii. Carbon offset contribution of £43,242 
iii. A Project Management and Monitoring Fee, equalling 5% of the total financial 
contributions to be paid under this agreement 

  
7.106 The Applicant has previously expressed agreement to the above contributions. 

However, as the application is being recommended for refusal, a legal agreement 
has not been progressed. The applicant has not provided a draft legal agreement 
therefore the mechanism to secure the planning contributions has not been 
secured. This matter therefore forms a reason for refusal of the application. 

  
  
8 Other Matters 
  
 Human Rights 
  
8.1 The development has been assessed against the provisions of the Human Rights 

Act, and in particular Article 1 of the First Protocol and Article 8 of the Act itself. 
This Act gives further effect to the rights included in the European Convention on 
Human Rights. In arriving at this recommendation, due regard has been given to 
the applicant's reasonable development rights and expectations which have been 
balanced and weighed against the wider community interests, as expressed 
through third party interests / the Development Plan and Central Government 
Guidance. 

  
 Equality 
  
8.2 Due consideration has been given to Section 149 of the Equality Act with regard 

to the Public Sector Equality Duty in the assessment of this planning application. 
No adverse equality impacts are considered to arise from the proposal. 

  
 Local Finance Considerations and CIL 
  
8.3 Policy DMCI 7 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 (2020) states: A) To ensure 

development is sustainable, planning permission will only be granted for 
development that clearly demonstrates there will be sufficient infrastructure of all 
types to support it. Infrastructure requirements will be predominantly addressed 
through the Council's Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL). 

  



 
 

8.4 The development would be CIL liable. A relevant informative pointing to these 
obligations would be attached to the decision notice. 

  
9 Conclusion / Planning Balance 
  
9.1 The proposed uses are considered consistent with the town centre location in 

principle and it is acknowledged that the proposed development would support 
the bringing back into use of this heritage asset, which weighs in favour of the 
scheme. The design of the proposed building alterations and extension are also 
considered acceptable in visual/character impact terms. Nevertheless, there 
remain significant concerns regarding the adverse impact that the proposal would 
have in respect of traffic congestion, parking stress, servicing and highway safety. 

  
9.2 Additionally, there is insufficient information contained within the planning 

application submission to demonstrate that the proposal is satisfactory in respect 
of odour mitigation, noise mitigation and air quality. Finally, in the absence of a 
completed legal agreement there is no mechanism to secure the air quality and 
carbon offset contributions which are required to mitigate those effects of the 
development. 

  
9.3 Consequently, the application is recommended for refusal for the reasons set out 

in Appendix 1 (below). 
  
  
10 Background Papers 
  
10.1 Relevant published policies and documents taken into account in respect of this 

application are set out in the report. Documents associated with the application 
(except exempt or confidential information) are available on the Council's website 
here, by entering the planning application number at the top of this report and 
using the search facility. Planning applications are also available to inspect 
electronically at the Civic Centre, High Street, Uxbridge, UB8 1UW upon 
appointment, by contacting Planning Services at planning@hillingdon.gov.uk. 

  
10.2 A list of consultees is provided in Table 2 of this report. 
  
  

 

https://www.hillingdon.gov.uk/article/6379/Search-planning-applications
https://www.hillingdon.gov.uk/article/6379/Search-planning-applications
mailto:planning@hillingdon.gov.uk


 
 

 Appendix 1 — Reasons for refusal 
  
 The application is recommended for refusal on the following grounds: 
  
1 The application submission fails to satisfactorily demonstrate that the proposal 

would not give rise to unacceptable adverse impacts upon the highway network, 
as a result of traffic congestion, parking stress, inadequate servicing and pick up 
and drop off arrangements, and harm to highway safety. As such, the 
development is contrary to Policies DMT 1, DMT 2 and DMTC 4 of the Hillingdon 
Local Plan: Part 2 (2020), Policies T2, T4 and T7 of the London Plan (2021) and 
Policy TR6 of the National Planning Policy Framework (2026). 

  
2 Insufficient detail has been provided to demonstrate that the required mitigation 

measures to protect neighbouring amenity in terms of odour pollution would not 
have a detrimental impact on the Grade Listed Building, or to determine that they 
do not require separate Listed Building Consent. As such, required conditions to 
protect amenity cannot be attached to a grant of planning consent and the 
development is contrary to Policy SI1 of the London Plan (2021), Policy DMTC 4 
of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 (2020), Policies BE1 and EM8 of the Hillingdon 
Local Plan: Part 1 (2012) and Policies DM6, HE4, HE5, HE6 and P3 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework (2026). 

  
3 The application submission fails to satisfactorily demonstrate that the proposed 

development would not give rise to an unacceptable detrimental impact upon the 
amenity of neighbouring occupiers, as a result of noise from its operation. 
Accordingly, the development is contrary to Policy D14 of the London Plan (2021), 
Policy DMTC 4 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 (2020), Policies BE1 and EM8 
of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 1 (2012) and Policy P3 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework (2026). 

  
4 The applicant has failed to secure Section 106 planning obligations required to 

mitigate the harm and demands created by the proposed development (in respect 
of carbon offset, air quality, and project management and monitoring). As such, 
the development is contrary to Policy DMCI 7 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 
(2020), the adopted Planning Obligations Supplementary Planning Document 
(2014), Policy DF1 of the London Plan (2021) and Policy DM6 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework (2026). 

 

 

 


