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                                                                  planning report GLA/3221b/02 

22 June 2020 

                                          Former Sipson Gardens, Sipson 

in the London Borough of Hillingdon 

planning application no.67666/APP/2019/1245 

Strategic planning application stage II referral 

Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended); Greater London Authority Acts 
1999 and 2007; Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008. 

The proposal 

Rebuilding of an existing garden centre (Use Class A1) with associated parking.  

The applicant 

The applicant is Lewdown Holdings Limited and the architect is BCM.  

Key dates 

Stage 1 report: 28 May 2019 

Hillingdon Council Planning Committee: 27 May 2020 

Strategic issues summary  

Principle of development: The replacement of the existing garden centre within 
Green Belt, is acceptable, as the new building in the revised scheme (that removed 
the community hall proposed in the original application), would be in the same use 
and not be materially larger than the one it replaces. The proposal meets the NPPF 
exception test 145 (d), and accords with London Plan Policy 7.16, the Mayor’s Intend 
to Publish London Plan Policy G2, and the NPPF. 

Urban design, inclusive access, noise and air quality, climate change and 
transport concerns are addressed and secured by way of conditions. 

The Council’s decision 

In this instance, Hillingdon Council has resolved to approve the application subject to 
planning conditions. 

Recommendation 

That Hillingdon Council be advised that the Mayor is content for it to determine the 
case itself, subject to any action that the Secretary of State may take, and does not 
therefore wish to direct refusal. 

 



Page 2 
 

Context 

1 On 19 April 2019, the Mayor of London received documents from Hillingdon 
Council notifying him of a planning application of potential strategic importance to 
develop the above site for the above uses. This was referred to the Mayor under 
Category 3D of the Schedule to the Mayor Order 2008: 

• Category 3D: “Development – (a) on land allocated as Green Belt or Metropolitan 
Open Land in the development plan, in proposals for such a plan, or in proposals 
for the alteration or replacement of such a plan; and (b) which would involve the 
construction of a building with a floor space of more than 1,000 square metres or a 
material change in the use of such building.” 

2 On 28 May 2019, the Mayor considered planning report (GLA/3221b/01), and 
subsequently advised Hillingdon Council that the application did not comply with the 
London Plan and the draft London Plan, for the reasons set out in paragraph 35 of the 
above-mentioned report. A copy of the above-mentioned report is attached. The 
essentials of the case with regard to the proposal, the site, case history, strategic 
planning issues and relevant policies and guidance are as set out therein, unless 
otherwise stated in this report.  

3 On 27 May 2020, Hillingdon Council decided that it was minded to grant planning 
permission, and on 2 June 2020 it advised the Mayor of this decision. Under the 
provisions of Article 5 of the Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008 the 
Mayor may allow the draft decision to proceed unchanged or direct Hillingdon Council 
under Article 6 to refuse the application. The Mayor has until 22 June 2020 to notify the 
Council of his decision and to issue any direction.   

4 The decision on this case and the reasons will be made available on the GLA’s 
website www.london.gov.uk. 

Consultation stage issues summary 

5 At the consultation stage, Hillingdon Council was advised that the application did 
not comply with the London Plan and the draft London Plan, as set out below:  

• Green Belt: Development on previously developed land within Green Belt, could be 
acceptable, provided the applicant demonstrates the proposal does not have a 
greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt than existing. Otherwise, the 
proposal would be inappropriate development and very special circumstances would 
need to be demonstrated to justify the proposed development. 

• Noise and air quality: The submitted noise and air quality assessment is 
acceptable, however, mitigation measures proposed must be secured by conditions. 

• Urban and inclusive design: The design and access statement must be revised to 
incorporate a built form comparison table, further CGI visuals (including the 
community centre) and detail on inclusive design. 

• Sustainable development: A detailed energy and sustainability appraisal that 
accords with the London Plan and draft London Plan must be submitted. 

• Transport: There are significant concerns over the excess amount of car parking 
proposed and the applicant is requested to reduce this provision. The applicant must 
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also clarify and provide safe access for pedestrians and cyclists, address issues in 
relation to trip generation/ mode share assessment, as well as providing a travel plan, 
DSP and CLP, that comply with the London Plan and draft London Plan. 

Update 

6 On 13 March 2020, the Secretary of State issued a set of Directions under Section 
337 of the Greater London Authority Act 1999 (as amended) and, to the extent that they are 
relevant to this particular application, have been taken into account by the Mayor as a 
material consideration when considering this report and the officer’s recommendation. 

7 Since consultation Stage 1, the community hall was removed from the application at 
the request of the Council officers for the reasons discussed below, which the Council 
reconsulted on. Changes were also made to address the GLA’s Stage 1 outstanding issues. 
Furthermore, as part of Hillingdon Council’s draft decision on the case various planning 
conditions have been secured. An update against the strategic issues raised at consultation 
stage is set out below. 

Principle of development 

8  At Stage 1, two of the NPPF exception tests, namely paragraphs 145 (d) and (g) 
were employed to assess the proposed development within Green Belt.  

For the replacement garden centre 

 (d) the replacement of a building provided the new building is in the same use 
and not materially larger than the one it replaces, and 

For the new community hall  

 (g) limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of previously 
developed land, whether redundant or in continuing use (excluding temporary 
buildings), which would: ‒ not have a greater impact’’.  

9      As discussed above, the applicant was asked by Council officers to remove the 
proposed new community hall for the following reasons: 

• Concerns relating to amenity of neighbouring occupants; 

• Concerns regarding its impact on the Green Belt;  

• The lack of clarity over its end use; and 

• Insufficient car parking to serve the new hall. 

10       Given that the community hall was removed from the proposal exception test 145 
(g) no longer applies, and the scheme is now only assessed against exception test 145 
(d). The new building would be in the same use and the applicant has demonstrated that 
the replacement building would not be materially larger than the one it replaces, by 
providing CGI visuals. The scheme, therefore meets exception test 145 (d) and is now not 
inappropriate development within Green Belt and accords with London Plan Policy 7.16, 
the Mayor’s Intend to Publish London Plan Policy G2, and the NPPF.  
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Urban design and inclusive access 

11 Details of key materials to be used for wall facings and roof cladding are 
conditioned in the interest of the appearance of the building and the visual amenities of 
the area. In addition, all proposed inclusive access measures have been secured by 
appropriate conditions. As a result, the proposal accords with design policies of the 
London Plan and the Mayor’s Intend to Publish London Plan. 

Noise and air quality  

12 The mitigation measures proposed have been secured through conditions.  

Sustainable development   

13 A detailed energy report has been submitted. It accords with energy policies of the 
London Plan and the Mayor’s Intend to Publish London Plan. All proposed measures are 
secured through appropriate conditions.  

Transport  

14  At Stage 1, a number of issues were raised including car parking, cycle parking 
and access. Car parking has been reduced from 92 spaces originally proposed to 50 
spaces in the revised scheme, which is the existing level of parking. Furthermore, 
submission of a detailed travel plan, car parking management plan, and construction 
management plan have been secured through appropriate conditions. As a result, the 
proposed development is acceptable in transport terms.  

Response to consultation                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

15       As part of Hillingdon Council’s consultation exercise, nearby owners and occupiers 
were notified of the original application and the following responses were received.  

• Heathrow Villages Conservation Area Advisory Panel: Supported the scheme 
and commented that the community hall would be an asset to the local community. 
However, the Panel enquired about the balance of the retail activities proposed 
and how they would be managed, and mentioned that Sipson has already a 
community centre on Sipson Way.  

• Harmondsworth and Sipson Residents Association (HASRA): Supported the 
scheme after it was assured the development would offer versatility to the site 
and include an area which can be used by the community for meetings or local 
events. Also, raised a concern on how parking and vehicle movements would be 
monitored and reminded the Council to find a workable solution to this concern 
and the possibility of airport parking firms using the site to accommodate air 
traveller’s vehicles in their busiest times. 

• Holiday Inn Heathrow: Supported the scheme fully and commented in detail the 
benefits of the proposal for the area and the community related to physical 
improvement of the site aesthetically providing a colourful landscaped view for its 
guests approaching the hotel and/or from their guest bedrooms, avoiding the risk 
of the vacant site being occupied by vagrants, and highlighted its positive 
contribution in providing a community centre.  
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Responses from statutory consultees 

16 Responses received from statutory consultees on the original scheme are shown 
below: 

• National Air Traffic System (NATS): commented that the proposal would have 
no conflict with its safeguarding criteria. 

• Highways England: commented that the proposal would have no impact on the 
safe and efficient operation of the nearby Strategic Road network (M4 in 
particular Junction 4). However, advised that the site is close to infrastructure 
that may be required should Heathrow Airport be expanded.    

• Heathrow Safeguarding: No objection to the development and suggested 
appropriate conditions regarding the use and operation of cranes, wind turbines 
and lighting, which the Council has secured in its draft decision notice.  

• Historic England - GLAAS: commented that the site is in an area of 
archaeological interest and recommended conditions that required the applicant 
to record heritage assets and further investigate any harm to remains by previous 
developments and do evaluation works. The Council has secured these 
recommendations in its draft decision notice. 

• Thames Water: suggested informatives regarding the need for a groundwater 
risk management permit from Thames Water, which the Council has included in 
its draft decision notice. 

• South Buckinghamshire District Council: No objection to the proposal. 

17       The following comment was received following the second consultation:  

• Heathrow Villages Conservation Area Advisory Panel: Welcomed the 
reinstatement of garden centre given that the site had been neglected and was 
deteriorating, but commented that it would have been helpful if the reasons had been 
provided for removing the community hall from the proposal. The reasons provided 
by the Council are set out in the principle of development section of this report.  

Response to both consultations - conclusion 

18 Having considered the responses to public consultations, Hillingdon Council has 
proposed various planning conditions and informatives in response to the issues raised. 
Having had regard to these, GLA officers are satisfied that the statutory and non-
statutory responses to the public consultations carried out by the Council, do not raise 
any material planning issues of strategic importance that have not been considered in 
this report, and/or the Mayor’s consultation Stage 1 report GLA/3221b/01.  

Legal considerations 

19 Under the arrangements set out in Article 5 of the Town and Country Planning 
(Mayor of London) Order 2008 the Mayor has the power under Article 6 to direct the local 
planning authority to refuse permission for a planning application referred to him under 
Article 4 of the Order. The Mayor may also leave the decision to the local authority. In 
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directing refusal, the Mayor must have regard to the matters set out in Article 6(2) of the 
Order, including the principal purposes of the Greater London Authority, the effect on 
health and sustainable development, national policies and international obligations, 
regional planning guidance, and the use of the River Thames. The Mayor may direct 
refusal if he considers that to grant permission would be contrary to good strategic 
planning in Greater London. If he decides to direct refusal, the Mayor must set out his 
reasons, and the local planning authority must issue these with the refusal notice. 

Financial considerations 

20 Should the Mayor direct refusal, he would be a principal party at any subsequent 
appeal hearing or public inquiry. Government guidance emphasises that parties usually 
pay their own expenses arising from an appeal. Following an inquiry caused by a 
direction to refuse, costs may be awarded against the Mayor if he has either directed 
refusal unreasonably; handled a referral from a planning authority unreasonably; or 
behaved unreasonably during the appeal. A major factor in deciding whether the Mayor 
has acted unreasonably will be the extent to which he has taken account of established 
planning policy. 

Conclusion 

21  The strategic issues raised at consultation stage with respect to Green Belt, urban 
design and inclusive access, noise and air quality, sustainable development, and transport 
have been addressed, and having regard to the details of the application, the matters set 
out in the Council’s committee report and draft decision notice, the application is acceptable 
in strategic planning terms. 

 

 

 

 

For further information contact GLA Planning Team: 
Debbie Jackson, Director - Built Environment 
020 7983 5800 email: debbie.jackson@london.gov.uk 
John Finlayson, Head of Development Management 
020 7084 2632 email: john.finlayson@london.gov.uk 
Allison Flight, Deputy Head of Development Management 
020 7084 2820 email alison.flight@london.gov.uk 
Lyndon Fothergill, Team Leader – Development Management 
020 7983 4512 email: lyndon.forthergilll@london.gov.uk  
Tefera Tibebe, Strategic Planner, Case Officer 

020 7983 4312 email: tefera.tibebe@london.gov.uk 
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