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Statement
1. Introduction

1.1 This appeal statement is submitted by the London Borough of Hillingdon, as the Local Planning Authority (LPA), in respect of the appeal against its refusal to grant planning permission for the Change of use from Class C3 dwelling house to 7-bedroom / maximum 8 person HMO Use Class Sui Generis.

1.2 The LPA refused planning permission on 2nd December 2025 for the following five reasons (as stated on the decision notice):

1 The development, by virtue of the loss of the existing family dwelling, would conflict with the Borough's strategic housing goal of safeguarding 3-bedroom family dwellings. Consequently, the principle of development is considered to be unacceptable. The proposal is therefore contrary to Policies DMH 1 and DMH 5 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Development Management Policies (2020).

2 The applicant has failed to demonstrate that the proposal and the high number of potential occupants, would not result in noise and general disturbance to neighbouring properties alongside a harmful over intensification of the use of the site, detrimental to both the occupiers and neighbouring properties and the character and appearance of the area, all contrary to the requirements of Policies DMH 5 and DMHB 11 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Development Management Policies (2020) and paragraph 135 f) of the NPPF (2024).

3 The proposal, by virtue of its failure to maintain an adequate amount of private usable external amenity space and adequate levels of outlook for the occupiers of the proposed development, would result in substandard living accommodation and an over-development of the site to the detriment of the residential amenity of existing and future occupiers. The proposal is therefore contrary to the requirements of Policies DMH 5, DMHB 11, DMHB 16 and DMHB 18 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Development Management Policies (2020) and paragraph 135 f) of the NPPF (2024).

4 The applicant has failed to demonstrate that the proposal would provide an adequate quantum of off street parking space and that those spaces proposed would be functional and capable of safe and independent access. The proposed parking provision is likely to result in roadside parking and create a more hazardous environment for road users, whilst also causing traffic build up and congestion as vehicles try to manoeuvre to enter and exit the site and stop to pass parked vehicles. The proposed development is therefore considered to be detrimental to pedestrian and highway safety, as well as the free movement of vehicles on the local highways network. The proposed development is therefore considered to be contrary to Policies DMT 1, DMT 2 and DMT 6 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two Development Management Policies (2020), as well as Policies T4 and T6 of the London Plan (2021) and paragraph 116 of the NPPF (2024).

5 The proposal fails to provide an adequate quantum of cycle parking spaces that would be easily accessible, in accordance with cycle parking standards and therefore fails to comply with Policy DMT 5 of the Hillingdon Local Plan (2020): Part Two - Development Management Policies (2020), Policy T5 of the London Plan (2021), the London Cycling Design Standards and LTN 1/20 Cycle Infrastructure Design and paragraph 117 of the NPPF (2024).

1.3 The LPA’s case is set out in the Planning Officer’s delegated report, which should be read in conjunction with this statement. A copy of the delegated report and copies of relevant planning policies are provided separately.

1.4 This statement will not repeat the delegated report and will focus on addressing matters raised in the Appellant’s statement of case.

2. LPA Comments on Appellant’s Statement of Case

Loss of family dwelling

2.1 In addressing the first reason for refusal, the Appellant in their statement of case suggests that there is a fallback C4 use. It is agreed that a certificate of lawfulness under LPA ref: 5516/APP/2025/2218 for a proposed use (change of use from C3 to C4) was approved on 05 November 2025. For the Inspector’s information, the Council implemented an Article 4 direction restricting permitted development rights from C3 use to C4 use on 27 November 2025.

2.2 A certificate of lawfulness under LPA ref: 5516/APP/2025/3218 proposing a Change of use from a 6 person House in Multiple Occupation (Class C4) to a 7 person House in Multiple Occupation (Sui Generis) is currently under determination by the LPA.

2.3 The Appellant has submitted evidence with the appeal to demonstrate the use of the appeal site as a HMO. The evidence includes a copy of a Company letting agreement dated 4th August 2025 and a Statutory declaration dated 21st January 2026 which refers to a certificate of lawfulness and states that they are the landlord of a HMO and that the use has least since 04 August 2025.

2.4 The statements made in the Statutory declaration contradict the above-mentioned certificate application form dated 19 August 2025 which states the proposal (HMO C4) had not started. It also contradicts the application form for the appeal proposal dated 18th September which also states the use had not started.

2.5 In addition, an email submitted by the Appellant to the LPA on 1 November 2025 confirms the rooms are currently unfurnished; the photographs attached to the email did not show signs of occupation at that time. A copy of this email is provided in Appendix 2.

2.6 The submitted bank statements and excluded licence agreements also do not demonstrate occupation. No copy of any HMO licence has been provided.

2.7 Overall the evidence submitted leads to ambiguity and contradictions around the use of the property as a HMO and when this use may have commenced.

2.8 Notwithstanding the approved certificate of lawfulness, the appeal proposal which does require planning permission, would result in the loss of a family sized dwelling and the safeguarding of such housing provision is a borough objective as evidenced by the Article 4 direction.

Amenity of the area and character

2.9 The Appellant argues that as the appeal site is occupied by 6 persons, an additional 2 occupants is a modest intensification and does not materially alter the nature of the existing residential use of the site.

2.10 As will be discussed in subsequently in this statement, the appeal proposal has the potential to accommodate a significant increase in resident numbers from a normal dwelling house and represents a significant intensification as the level of movements generated from a 8 person HMO would be significantly different from that of 3-bedroom dwellinghouse or a 6 person HMO.

2.11 The appellant statement refers to several policies included in Hillingdon Local Plan. The most relevant of policies in regard the appeal proposal would be Policy DMH5 (House in Multiple Occupation and Student Accommodation) which seeks to protect surrounding residents’ amenity. Any HMO approved should therefore demonstrate that there will be no adverse impact on the amenity of neighbouring properties. The accommodation would differ from most properties along the street which would be mainly dwelling houses.

2.12 Having movements of 8 persons would have the potential to cause significant harm to the adjoining and nearby residents from coming and goings. The 8 persons occupying the 7 individual bedrooms would also attract visitors to the site and controlling the level of activity would be difficult without leading to some level of noise and disturbance to nearby residents.

2.13 An appeal decision at 5 Crossway, Hayes (for the Inspector’s ease of reference, a copy is provided at Appendix 3) which proposed a change of use from a C3 dwelling to 6 person HMO was dismissed on over-intensification of development on the site that would be harmful to the character of the area. Within the decision, the Inspectorate stated -

“The use of the building at number 5 Crossway as a House in Multiple Occupation would be very likely to amount to a more intensive use than use as a family dwellinghouse (or a dwelling occupied by not more than six residents living together as a single household), because of the potential numbers involved and the different movement patterns of people living independent lives. This more intensive use would be likely to generate greater levels of disturbance for neighbours and I am persuaded that the change for which planning permission is sought would amount to an over-intensification of development on the site that would also harm the character of the area”. (Paragraph 14, APP/R5510/W/25/3360554)

2.14 The LPA would consider that the fallback C4 HMO to be unacceptable with regards to the impact on the amenity and character of the area. The appeal proposal for a large HMO which requires planning permission, would only result in additional compounded harm to the amenity of the area.

2.15 An appeal decision at 131 York Avenue (for the Inspector’s ease of reference, a copy is provided at Appendix 4) which proposed a change of use from 6 person HMO to 9/10 person HMO was dismissed on several grounds including the impact on the amenity of nearby residents. Within this decision, the Inspectorate stated:

"It is likely that each occupant of the HMO would have their own routine, as well as visitors and deliveries. Even given the amount of accommodation provided by the existing use, the larger HMO would have a distinctly different nature and intensity compared to other dwellings in this road. The intensity of use and increased movements to and from the site would lead to unacceptable increase in noise and disturbance to nearby residents". (Paragraph 6, APP/R5510/W/23/3327485)

2.16 Having regard to the above, it is considered that the number of residents proposed within the building would therefore impact on neighbouring occupiers, in terms of vehicle movements, movements of residents at all times of the day and night and consequently noise and disturbance would be greater than could reasonably be expected if the property were occupied by a family and thus the proposal is considered to have an unacceptable and undue impact on existing residential amenity in terms of noise and disturbance and would also harm the character of the area.

2.17 The HMO Management Plan submitted with the appeal application is considered to be wholly inadequate.

Private amenity space

2.18 The Appellant suggests that ‘the current external amenity space is sufficient for a 6-bedroom HMO under the permitted development rights available to the property at the time of implementation and therefore it cannot be reasonably assumed that an additional 2 occupants require more than double the external space of that for 6 persons’.

2.19 The Appellant has not however acknowledged that the Certificate of lawfulness that approved a C4 HMO use at the appeal site was determined against the criteria of Class L of the GPDO which does not require an assessment to be made on the quantum of amenity space. The current proposal does require planning permission and therefore the quantum of amenity space proposed is an important planning issue as it relates to the quality of accommodation provided to future occupants.

2.20 It is agreed that Policy DMHB 18 of the Local Plan Part 2 does not provide any guidance for HMOs. The guidance in the policy does however provide minimum standards for residential developments. For example, the policy requires at least 20sq.m for a 1bedroom studio flat or 100sq.m for a 4bedroom dwelling. Given the appeal proposal is proposed to have 7bedrooms and 8 occupants, the quantum of amenity space should probably be higher than 100sq.m. An overall provision of 47sq.m as a private amenity space for 8 occupants is wholly inadequate.

Car parking and highway safety

2.21 The Appellant states ‘the current use of the property as a 6-person C4 HMO proves the current situation is occupying a requirement of 3 spaces according to the Borough’s Local plan appendix C requirements of 1 parking space per 2 occupants. Therefore it can be assumed that the increase of 2 persons would only generate, at a maximum of 1 additional parking space’. The Appellant quotes the adopted parking standards at Appendix C of the Local Plan which for HMOs requires 1 parking space per 2 occupants.

2.22 The Appellant has however failed to acknowledge that the front drive could not physically accommodate 4 cars. Even with a parking layout showing 2 cars, the Highway Authority have raised concerns regarding highway safety. The LPAs position on these matters is covered in the delegated report.

2.23 The Appellant has suggested that an alternative layout that improves the usability of the front forecourt could be submitted to alleviate concerns. Other than unsubstantiated statements within their Statement of case, no information has been submitted by the Appellant to demonstrate that the parking provision can be achieved within the site in a safe manner. The matter is not considered to be an issue that can be addressed by condition.

2.24 The site has a PTAL rating of 2 which points to a poor level of public transport opportunities and heavy reliance upon the private car. The appellant acknowledges the shortfall off street parking spaces. Willow Tree Lane lacks capacity for on-street parking. The appeal proposal would therefore result in car parking on the highway which would adversely affect the free flow of traffic and cause obstruction which would be detrimental to highway safety. It is considered that the Appellant has failed to address the reason for refusal.

Accessible cycle parking provision

2.25 The Appellant has suggested a condition to secure the required cycle parking spaces which is noted. However, it has not been demonstrated that this could be achieved without further reducing the already inadequate quantum of private amenity space or the available space in the front drive for off-street parking. No solution has been put forward by the appellant to address the accessibility concerns raised regarding the location of any cycle parking. It is not agreed that the reason for refusal has been suitably addressed.

3. Conclusion

3.1 For the reasons set out in the delegated report and this statement, the appeal proposal would result in the loss of a family sized dwelling, would harm the amenities and character of the area, would fail to provide adequate living conditions, and fail to provide an appropriate provision of safe car parking and accessible cycle parking.

3.2 To conclude, the Appeal scheme conflicts with national, regional and local planning policies and guidance.

3.3 The Inspector is therefore respectfully requested to dismiss the appeal.

3.4 In the event that the Inspector considers the appeal should be allowed, and without prejudice to the Council’s case, a list of recommended planning conditions is included at Appendix 1.

Appendices

Appendix 1 – The LPA’s Recommended Conditions (please see below)
Appendix 2 – Email submitted by the Appellant to the LPA on 1 November 2025 (please see attached)
Appendix 3 – Appeal Decision 5 Crossway, Hayes (please see attached)
Appendix 4 – Appeal Decision 131 York Avenue (please see attached)

Appendix 1 – The LPA’s Recommended Conditions

For the reasons set out in this appeal statement, the decision notice and the case officers’ delegated report, the Inspector is respectfully requested to dismiss the appeal.

In the event that the Inspector is minded to allow the appeal, the Council ask that the following conditions be considered for inclusion on any planning permission:

1) The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of three years from the date of this permission.

REASON
To comply with Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.

2) The development hereby permitted shall not be carried out except in complete accordance with the details shown on the submitted plans, drawing numbers:

- HD00257 - PL01
- HD00257 - PL02
- HD00257 - PL04
- HD00257 - PL05
- HD00257 - PL06
- HD00257 - PL07
- HD00257 - PL08
- HD00257 - PL09
- Design and Access Statement
- Noise Impact Assessment, 28th October 2025, Dice Environmental Acoustics

and shall thereafter be retained/maintained for as long as the development remains in existence.

REASON
To ensure the development complies with the provisions of the Hillingdon Local Plan Part 1 (2012) and Part 2 (2020), and the London Plan (2021).

3) The development hereby permitted shall not be occupied until details of an enclosed refuse storage area have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Thereafter, the development shall not be occupied or brought into use until the approved storage area has been implemented in accordance with the approved plan, with the permanently retained for storage of bins.

REASON
To safeguard the amenity of surrounding areas in accordance with Policy DMHB 11 of the Hillingdon Local Plan Part 2 (2020).

4) The development hereby permitted shall not be occupied until details of accessible covered and secure cycle storage for 8no bicycles have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Thereafter, the development shall not be occupied or brought into use until the approved cycling facilities have been implemented in accordance with the approved plan, with the facilities being permanently retained for use by occupiers.

REASON
To ensure the provision and retention of facilities for cyclists to the development and hence the availability of sustainable forms of transport to the site in accordance with Policy DMT 5 of the Hillingdon Local Plan Part 2 (2020).

5) The development hereby permitted shall not be occupied until a detailed car park layout has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Thereafter, the development shall not be occupied or brought into use until the approved car parking spaces have been implemented in accordance with the approved plan, with the facilities being permanently retained for use by occupiers.

REASON
In the interests of highway safety in accordance with Policies DMT 1, DMT 2 and DMT 6 of the Hillingdon Local Plan Part 2 (2020).

6) The development hereby permitted shall not be occupied until a comprehensive HMO Management Plan has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Thereafter, the development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved plan.

REASON
To safeguard the amenity of surrounding areas in accordance with Policy DMHB 11 of the Hillingdon Local Plan Part 2 (2020).

7) The property shall only be used as a house in multiple occupation for no more than eight (8) individuals at any one time.

REASON
To ensure that the amenity of the occupiers of the adjoining property is not adversely affected in accordance with Policies DMH 5 and DMHB 11 of the Hillingdon Local Plan - Part 2 (2020).  
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