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Item No. Report of the Head of Development Management and Building Control

Address: 9 SHARPS LANE RUISLIP MIDDLESEX

Development: Proposed part single and part double storey side and rear extensions to allow
for the conversion of the existing property from Use Class C4 (HMO) to Use
Class C2 (Care Home) - 18 Bedrooms, with internal and external communal
areas, and other spaces required to serve the care home, and associated
landscaping, refuse and recycle storage, cycle storage and car parking
provisions.

LBH Ref Nos: 73218/APP/2026/706

Drawing Nos: P101
P102
P103
P201
P301
P302
P303
P304
P401
P402
P403
P202
Noise Impact Assessment Report
Landscape Design Report
Daylight, Sunlight, and Overshadowing Assessment
Biodiversity Net Gain & Greening Urban Factor
PRELIMINARY ECOLOGICAL APPRAISAL
Arboricultural Impact Assessment
TRAVEL PLAN
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT PLAN
Care Home Need Assessment
Based Assessment & Heritage Statement
Energy Statement
TRANSPORT STATEMENT
Air Quality Assessment

Date Plans received: 02-04-26 Date(s) of Amendments(s):
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Date Application valid 02-04-26

1. SUMMARY
Planning permission is sought for  proposed part single and part double storey side and rear
extensions to allow for the conversion of the existing property from Use Class C4 (HMO) to Use
Class C2 (Care Home) - 18 Bedrooms, with internal and external communal areas, and other
spaces required to serve the care home, and associated landscaping, refuse and recycle storage,
cycle storage and carparking provisions.

2. RECOMMENDATION
REFUSAL   for the following reasons:

1. NON2 Design

The proposed development would result in an overly large and prominent addition to the
streetscene, within the heart of the Ruislip Village Conservation Area which would neither preserve
or enhance the existing building and the wider conservation area. The proposal is therefore
contrary to Policies BE1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part One Strategic Policies (2012), and
DMHB1, DMHB 11, DMHB 12, and DMHD 1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two: Development
Management Policies (2020), which aim to ensure that new development is in keeping with the
existing build environment, and does not give rise to adverse impacts on the character and
appearance of conservation areas or designated heritage assets.

2. NON2 Neighbour Amenity

The proposal, by way of the overly large and prominent proposed extension to the building, results
in an increased sense of enclosure and loss of outlook to the private amenity space and habitable
room windows at no. 11 Sharps Lane. It is therefore considered that the proposal is contrary to
Policy Policy DMHB 11 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 Development Management Policies
(2020).

3. NON2 Biodiversity

Insufficient information has been submitted to adequately determine that the loss of habitat in line
with statutory Biodiversity Net Gain could not be mitigated on site. As such, the proposed
development does not accord with the Biodiversity net Gain Hierarchy set out in Articles 37A and
37D of the Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order
2015. The proposal is therefore contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework (2024), Policy
G6 of the London Plan (2021), Policy DMEI 7 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 Development
Management Policies (2020), which seek to conserve and enhance biodiversity and secure
measurable net gains.

INFORMATIVES

3. CONSIDERATIONS
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3.1 Site and Locality
The existing application site comprises a small 6-bedroom House of Multiple Occupancy (HMO)
under Use Class C4 of the Use Class Order. It is a two-storey building with dormer windows to the
front elevation providing additional accommodation in the loft space. The application site represents
the first large building fronting Sharps Lane to the southern side when entering the lane from the
east.

The site lies within the heart of the Ruislip Village Conservation Area. The materials and design of
the building are of a clear local design and vernacular, and entrance to the property is provided
through an 18th Century, locally listed, brick wall lining the boundary of the site with Sharps Lane to
the north.

3.2 Proposed Scheme
Planning permission is sought for proposed part single and part double storey side and rear
extensions to allow for the conversion of the existing property from Use Class C4 (HMO) to Use
Class C2 (Care Home) - 18 Bedrooms, with internal and external communal areas, and other
spaces required to serve the care home, and associated landscaping, refuse and recycle storage,
cycle storage and carparking provisions.

3.3 Relevant Planning History

73218/APP/2025/703 9 SHARPS LANE RUISLIP MIDDLESEX
Change of use from Use Class C3 (dwellinghouse) to Use Class C4 (small House in Multiple
Occupation for up to six people) (Application for a Certificate of Lawful Development for a
Proposed Use).

Decision: 09-05-2025 Approval

Comment on Planning History

The planning history for the site is listed above.

4. Advertisement and Site Notice

4.1 Advertisement Expiry Date: 11th June 2026
4.2 Site Notice Expiry Date: Not applicable

5. Comments on Public Consult
EXTERNAL CONSULTEES:

A significant number of public comments have been received in objection to the proposal, as well as
a petition. The key issues can be categorised as the following:

·Impact on the Conservation Area and Heritage Assets
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·Overdevelopment and Intensification of the Site
·Highway Safety and Road Constraints
·Parking Stress and Lack of On-Site Provision
·Traffic Generation and Servicing Impacts
·Emergency Access and Servicing Arrangements
·Residential Amenity Impacts
·Loss of Trees, Garden Land and Biodiversity
·Accuracy and Robustness of Supporting Information
·Construction and Operational Impacts
·Suitability of the Location for a Care Home Use
·Procedural and Consultation Concerns

Two of the Ruislip Ward Councillors have also objected to the application on the basis of visual
intrusion by way of overdevelopment, issues of safety and congestion in access to and egress from
the site, the lack of parking available, the loss of garden land and mature trees, and general over-
intensification.

The Ruislip Residents' Association objects on the grounds that the proposal would result in
significant harm to the Conservation Area and heritage assets, represent overdevelopment of a
constrained site, create unacceptable highway safety, access and parking issues, cause ecological
and biodiversity loss, and fail to provide sufficient robust supporting assessments to justify the
development.

The local Member of Parliament also commented on the application. This letter requested that
constituents concerns are taken into consideration when determining the application.

INTERNAL CONSULTEES:

The Council's Conservation and Design Officer for the application commented to state that the
proposed development would result in harm to the character and appearance of the Conservation
Area through the loss of important trees, the erosion of verdant rear garden character, and the
introduction of an overly dominant and visually intrusive built form and would prejudice any future
development of the car park. The cumulative scale and arrangement of the extensions constitute
clear overdevelopment, with insufficient separation distances and substandard amenity outcomes.

The Council's Highways Officer for the application commented to state no objection to the proposal,
subject to the addition of conditions to any planning approval in respect of a travel plan and a
construction management plan.

6. Local Plan Designation and London Plan

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

Part 1 Policies:

PT1.BE1 (2012) Built Environment
PT1.HE1 (2012) Heritage
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Part 2 Polices:

BE1 Development within archaeological priority areas
DMHB 1 Heritage Assets
DMHB 11 Design of New Development
DMHB 12 Streets and Public Realm
DMHD 1 Alterations and Extensions to Residential Dwellings
DMT 1 Managing Transport Impacts
DMT 2 Highways Impacts
DMT 6 Vehicle Parking
DMH 4 Residential Conversions and Redevelopment
DMH 8 Sheltered Housing and Care Homes
DMEI 7 Biodiversity Protection and Enhancement
LLP D1 (2021) London's form character and capacity for growth
LPP D4 (2021) Delivering good design
LPP D5 (2021) Inclusive design
LPP D6 (2021) Housing quality and standards
LPP D7 (2021) Accessible housing
LPP GG1 (2021) Building strong and inclusive communities
LPP GG4 (2021) Delivering the homes Londoners needs
LPP H1 (2021) Increasing housing supply
LPP H12 (2021) Supported and specialised accommodation
LPP H13 (2021) Specialist older persons housing
LPP SI1 (2021) Improving air quality
LPP SI12 (2021) Flood risk management
LPP SI13 (2021) Sustainable drainage
LPP T3 (2021) Transport capacity, connectivity and safeguarding
LPP T6 (2021) Car parking
LPP T7 (2021) Deliveries, servicing and construction
NPPF11 -24 NPPF11 2024 - Making effective use of land
NPPF12 -24 NPPF12 2024 - Achieving well-designed places
NPPF16 -24 NPPF16 2024 - Conserving and enhancing the historic environment
NPPF2 -24 NPPF2 2024 - Achieving sustainable development
NPPF5 -24 NPPF5 2024 - Delivering a sufficient supply of homes
NPPF9 -24 NPPF9 2024 - Promoting sustainable transport

In addition: Development Plan:

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

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

The Local Plan: Part 1 - Strategic Policies (2012)
The Local Plan: Part 2 - Development Management Policies (2020)
The Local Plan: Part 2 - Site Allocations and Designations (2020)
The West London Waste Plan (2015)
The London Plan (2021)

Material Considerations:

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2024) is also a material
consideration in planning decisions, as well as relevant supplementary
planning documents and guidance.

7. MAIN PLANNING ISSUES

7.1 Impact on the amenities of the occupiers of neighbouring residential properties
Policy D3 of the London Plan (2021) states Part D7) that development proposals should deliver
appropriate outlook, privacy and amenity.

Policy D13 of the London Plan (2021) states - C) New noise and other nuisance-generating
development proposed close to residential and other noise-sensitive uses should put in place
measures to mitigate and manage any noise impacts for neighbouring residents and businesses.

Policy DMHB 11 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Development Management Policies (2020)
seeks to ensure that development proposals do not adversely impact on the amenity, daylight and
sunlight of adjacent properties and open space. The supporting text for this policy states that the
Council will expect new development proposals to carefully consider layout and massing in order to
ensure development does not result in an increased sense of enclosure and loss of outlook.

Policy DMHD 1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Development Management Policies (2020)
states that planning applications relating to alterations and extensions of dwellings will be required
to ensure, amongst other matters, that: ii) a satisfactory relationship with adjacent dwellings is
achieved; and v) there is no unacceptable loss of outlook to neighbouring occupiers.

Policy DMHB 11 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Development Management Policies (2020)
seeks to ensure that development proposals do not adversely impact on the amenity, daylight and
sunlight of adjacent properties and open space.

In respect of light and outlook, the proposed extension at first-floor level would include no habitable
room windows which would overlook any other residential property at a less than sufficient distance,
thus incurring no significant detrimental impacts to this regard. The proposal, however, would incur
a two-storey rear extension to the rear of the existing building which would project southward in a
linear fashion, approximately 25 metres from the existing rear wall of the building. Although this
would be roughly 8.2 metres from the boundary of the property with 11 Sharps Lane, it is
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considered that the length of this linear extension, its form, and the overall massing would create a
visual presence which would result in a clear sense of enclosure for the private amenity space of
the neighbouring property, and to a lesser extent, the habitable rooms to the rear elevation. This is
therefore contrary to Policy DMHB 11 outlined above which aims to ensure development does not
result in an increased sense of enclosure and loss of outlook.

Public objections have raised concerns over noise impacts of the application. Given the use of the
proposed development as a residential care home, it is not anticipated that a significant level of
noise would be expected over and above what would be typical of a residential location such as
this. The hours of any deliveries to the site are able to be controlled through appropriate planning
conditions, and therefore are not expected to cause any issues to neighbouring amenity subject to
conditions being attached to any approval of permission. The anticipated level of staffing at the
facility, and subsequent vehicular movements in relation to this, is not expected to cause any
significant level of detriment to neighbouring occupiers by means of noise either.

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

Policy DMHB 11 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Development Management Policies (2020)
advises that all development will be required to be designed to the highest standards and
incorporate principles of good design.

Policy DMHB 12 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Development Management Policies (2020)
states that development should be well integrated with the surrounding area.

The proposed development would incur extensions and alterations to the existing building which
would gain 748sqm of internal floorspace, in comparison with the existing 225sqm, resulting in a
building with 973sqm of gross internal floor area. The two-storey rear extension would have a depth
of approximately 25 metres, and a height of approximately 7.2 metres. The scale and massing of
this extension would take up a significant amount of space on the site, and result in an extension
which would both spatially and visually dominate the original dwelling. When viewed from the
highway at Sharps Lane, or the car park to the east of the site, the majority of the massing visible to
this elevation would consist of the extension which would line a vast proportion of this boundary.
The extension could in no way be considered to be subordinate to the host building, and would be a
visually prominent and out of keeping addition to the application site. It is therefore considered that
the form and scale of the proposed development would incur clear and demonstrable visual harm to
the application site and its surroundings, presenting a policy conflict with Policy BE1 of the
Hillingdon Local Plan: Part One Strategic Policies (2012), and Policies DMHB 11, DMHB 12, and
DMHD 1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two: Development Management Policies (2020).

Heritage Asset

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

In respect of heritage assets, the Council's Conservation and Design Officer has assessed the
application. It is noted that the plans elevations fail to match the reality of the covered walk way
from the street. At present it's not possible to build what is proposed. Further, no heritage statement
has been submitted.

The rear extension extends along almost all of the existing rear garden space and necessitates the
removal of a group of mostly 'B' category established trees which make a positive contribution to
the verdant character of the Conservation Area. These trees should be understood as a constraint
to development and retained to preserve the verdant character of the site. Additionally, with the
current arrangement there would be not space for replacement trees.

The rear extension at two stories along the eastern boundary and single storey edging the western
boundary extension is overdevelopment of the site.  This approach would:
·Deliver a visually prominent side elevation facing the car park delivers excessive depth that would
overwhelm the original structure, making the host building appear secondary, which undermines the
architectural hierarchy and harms the character of the property and character of the CA;
·Deliver a continuous rear elevation that would be highly visible from the car park, creating an
unduly prominent and incongruous feature within the townscape;
·Prejudice the future development potential of the adjacent car park;
·Urbanise the rear garden space undermining its contribution to the character and appearance of
the area;
·Create a dark internal space between the two wings that would be dark and create
daylight/sunlight issues for a large proportion of the units;
·The long rear elevation and proximity to the boundary wall would deliver no outlook and very poor
daylight/sunlight to the ground floor units facing the car park.

The proposal fails to achieve acceptable standards of amenity for both existing and future
occupiers:
·The first-floor extension closest to the western boundary fails the 45-degree rule and would result
in harmful impacts on the amenity of the first-floor rooms at No. 11 Sharps Lane, particularly in
terms of loss of light and increased sense of enclosure.
·Based on the submitted scaled drawings, the separation distance to No. 2 Manor Road appears to
be approximately 8 metres, which is significantly below the generally accepted minimum of 12
metres. This shortfall would result in unacceptable levels of overlooking, loss of privacy, and a
sense of overbearing development.
·The proposed ground floor units would have a poor standard of outlook and compromised
daylight/sunlight due to their proximity to the boundary wall, resulting in an oppressive and
substandard living environment.

The faÃ?§ade design is considered to be an unsuccessful pastiche of the heritage frontage, lacking
authenticity and careful integration with the host heritage building. It features overly large windows
in some areas of the elevation and smaller windows in others, resulting in irregular window sizes
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and placement, which creates a weak and incoherent visual rhythm.

Finally, the number of windows interrupting the roofscape would necessitate a substantial amount
of downpipes, which would further undermine the visual quality of the proposed extensions.

The proposed development would result in harm to the character and appearance of the
Conservation Area through the loss of important trees, the erosion of verdant rear garden character,
and the introduction of an overly dominant and visually intrusive built form and would prejudice any
future development of the car park. The cumulative scale and arrangement of the extensions
constitute clear overdevelopment, with insufficient separation distances and substandard amenity
outcomes.

For the reasons set out, the Conservation and Design Officer strongly objects to this application
from an urban design, landscape and deign perspective. The proposal is detrimental to visual
amenity of the site and wider area, as well as incurring harm to the identified heritage assets, thus
is contrary to Policies BE1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part One Strategic Policies (2012), and
DMHB1, DMHB 11, and DMHB 12 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two: Development
Management Policies (2020).

7.3 Traffic Impact/Pedestrian Safety
See below section

7.4 Carparking & Layout
The London Plan does not provide specific parking standards for care homes and states that the
level of parking should be determined on a case-by-case basis taking account of Policy T6, current
and future PTAL and wider measures of public transport, walking and cycling connectivity.

The Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Draft DMDPD (2013) provides car parking standards for
residential institutions (including care homes) stating that either a transport assessment and travel
plan should be used, or 1 space per four dwellings units with a minimum of 2 spaces, plus 1 space
for warden. Where relevant provision is also to be made for emergency vehicle parking, loading and
unloading.

While the proposal lacks in on-site parking provision - resulting in a theoretical shortfall when
compared to local standards - it is accepted that future occupants are unlikely to drive, and that
parking demand would be limited to staff, visitors, and servicing. Given the extensive Controlled
Parking Zone (CPZ) restrictions in the area, any potential overspill parking is expected to be
minimal and not harmful to the surrounding road network.

The development is considered a low traffic generator, with anticipated trips easily accommodated
within the local highway network without adverse impacts on congestion or safety. Supporting
measures, including a staff travel plan and appropriate cycle parking provision, further promote
sustainable travel. Servicing and refuse arrangements are acceptable, subject to standard
conditions, including a Construction Management Plan and securing the travel plan.

The application has been reviewed by the Highway Authority who are satisfied that the proposal
would not discernibly exacerbate congestion or parking stress, and would not raise any measurable
highway safety concerns, in accordance with Local Plan: Part 2 Development Plan (2020) Policies
DMT 1, DMT 2 & DMT 6 and Policies T4, T5 and T6 of the London Plan (2021).

7.6 Other Issues
PRINCIPLE OF DEVELOPMENT:
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Policy DMH8 of the Local Plan Part 2 states:

A)    The development of residential care homes and other types of supported housing will be
permitted provided that:
i)   it would not lead to an over concentration of similar uses detrimental to residential character or
amenity and complies with Policy DMH 4: Residential Conversions;
ii)   it caters for need identified in the Council's Housing Market Assessment, in a needs
assessment of a recognised public body, or within an appropriate needs assessment and is
deemed to be responding to the needs identified by the Council or other recognised public body
such as the Mental Health Trust;
iii)  the accommodation is fully integrated into the residential surroundings; and
iv)    in the case of sheltered housing, it is located near to shops and community facilities and is
easily accessible by public transport.
B)     Proposals for residential care establishments which fall under Use Class C2 must
demonstrate that they would provide levels of care as defined in Article 2 of the Town and Country
Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987 (as amended).

The Hillingdon Strategic Housing Market Assessment states that:
"there would be a need to provide an additional 1,119 specialist older person housing units in
Hillingdon (equivalent to an average of 75 dwellings per year) of which 64% would need to be
provided as affordable housing. The need for specialist older person housing represents 7% of the
overall housing need identified for Hillingdon. This is included in the overall need for Hillingdon."
"This analysis assumes a continuation of current types of housing although it is unclear if older
people will aspire to these types of specialist housing in the future. Some types of specialist housing
are already experiencing lower demand, and other, newer types of provision may appear to meet
changing aspirations in the future. The policy aim of supporting people at home for longer along
with assistive technology could also reduce or alter demand. However, it is important to recognise
that the provision of dedicated older person housing schemes will form an important part of the
overall housing mix."

It is considered that the proposal aligns with sub-paragraphs A)i) and ii) as written above. It is,
however, noted that there is a clear, previously identified policy conflict in respect of sub-paragraph
A)iii). This is considered to be a matter which is rectifiable should a proposal for development falling
within Use Class C2 on a significantly smaller scale be proposed. It is therefore considered that the
proposal is acceptable in principle, notwithstanding significant levels of harm present through other
material considerations.

BIODIVERSITY NET GAIN:

In England, biodiversity net gain (BNG) is required under a statutory framework introduced by
Schedule 7A of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (inserted by the Environment Act 2021).
This statutory framework is referred to as 'biodiversity net gain' in Planning Practice Guidance to
distinguish it from other or more general biodiversity gains.

Under the statutory framework for biodiversity net gain, subject to some exceptions, every grant of
planning permission is deemed to have been granted subject to the condition that the biodiversity
gain objective is met ("the biodiversity gain condition"). This objective is for development to deliver
at least a 10% increase in biodiversity value relative to the pre-development biodiversity value of
the onsite habitat.

The application is subject to the above BNG legislation.
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The BNG hierarchy outlined by the Planning Practice Guidance (Paragraph: 008 Reference ID: 74-
008-20240214) dictates that "first, in relation to onsite habitats which have a medium, high and very
high distinctiveness (a score of four or more according to the statutory biodiversity metric), the
avoidance of adverse effects from the development and, if they cannot be avoided, the mitigation of
those effects; and then, in relation to all onsite habitats which are adversely affected by the
development, the adverse effect should be compensated by prioritising in order, where possible, the
enhancement of existing onsite habitats, creation of new onsite habitats, allocation of registered
offsite gains and finally the purchase of biodiversity credits."

The proposal states that the development would incur a 3.2% loss in on-site habitat units. The
document titled "Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) and Greening Urban Factor (GUF) Report" states that
the net loss on-site would then 'require off-site mitigation to achieve the mandatory 10% net gain',
and that the '0.36 credit deficit can be addressed by the purchase of Statutory Biodiversity Credits
(SBC).' The BNG metric provided with the proposal demonstrates the loss of medium
distinctiveness units equating to 1.30 units as part of the overall 1.39-unit on-site loss. According to
the hierarchy, therefore, the avoidance of adverse impacts should be avoided, and if this is not
possible, mitigated. first, in relation to onsite habitats which have a medium, high and very high
distinctiveness (a score of four or more according to the statutory biodiversity metric), the avoidance
of adverse effects from the development and, if they cannot be avoided, the mitigation of those
effects; and then, in relation to all onsite habitats which are adversely affected by the development,
the adverse effect should be compensated by prioritising in order, where possible, the
enhancement of existing onsite habitats, creation of new onsite habitats, allocation of registered
offsite gains and finally the purchase of biodiversity credits. It has not been demonstrated
adequately that these impacts cannot be avoided on-site, nor has it been demonstrated that the
creation of new on-site habitats is not possible, nor the allocation of registered off-site gains. The
application therefore does not follow the above hierarchy, and discusses the purchasing of SBCs.
This is therefore contrary to national policy.

The proposal is therefore contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework (2024), Policy G6 of
the London Plan (2021), Policy DMEI 7 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 Development
Management Policies (2020), which seek to conserve and enhance biodiversity and secure
measurable net gains.

GREENING URBAN FACTOR (GUF):

The applicant has provided an evaluation of Urban Greening (Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) &
Greening Urban Factor (GUF) Report) in line with Policy G5 of The London Plan. This, however, is
only a requirement of proposals for major development, and thus is not necessary in this instance.

8. Reference Documents
National Planning Policy Framework (2024)
The London Plan (March 2021)
Hillingdon Local Plan: Part One - Strategic Policies (November 2012)
Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Development Management Policies (January 2020)
Hillingdon Local Plan Accessible Hillingdon Supplementary Planning Document (September 2017)
Technical Housing Standards - Nationally Described Space Standard (March 2015)
Circular 06/05: Biodiversity and Geological Conservation - Statutory Obligations and Their Impact
Within The Planning System
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Contact Officer: Ed Maddern Telephone No: 01895 250230

OREPDEL (ODB 2022) 13 of 13


