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Erection of 1 no. dwellinghouse including associated landscaping, parking provision, bin storage and cycle storage

Appeal Site:
10 Lawn Avenue, West Drayton









1. 	Introduction

1.1 	This appeal statement is submitted by the London Borough of Hillingdon (“the Council”), as the Local Planning Authority (LPA), in respect of an appeal made under Section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 against the Council’s refusal of planning permission for application reference 77359/APP/2025/2851 at 10 Lawn Avenue, West Drayton.

1.2 	The Council refused planning permission on 16 January 2026 for the following reasons (as stated in the decision and set out in the officer’s report / appellant’s statement):

1.2.1 Due to its design, siting, height and bulk the proposed development would result in a cramped and uncharacteristic form of development which would fail to harmonise with the street scene, urban grain and character of the surrounding area, harming visual amenity and the character of the surrounding area, contrary to Policies BE1, DMH6, DMHB5, DMHB11, DMHB12, London Plan D1/D3/D6 and NPPF paragraphs 75, 129 and 135.

1.2.2 Due to its design and internal arrangement, the proposed dwelling would fail to meet the requirements for an M4(2) accessible and adaptable dwelling and would fail to comply with London Plan Policy D7.

1.2.3 By reason of excessive car parking provision and lack of pedestrian visibility splays, the development would fail to promote sustainable transport and ensure highway and pedestrian safety, contrary to Local Plan Policy DMT6, London Plan Policies T6 and T6.1, the Council’s Domestic Vehicle Footway Crossover Policy (DVFC) and NPPF paragraphs 116 and 117.

1.2.4 The proposal would result in unacceptable overlooking of the garden for future occupiers and introduce an insufficient living/dining/kitchen area, along with poor outlook/daylight/sunlight to the ground floor habitable room, causing an oppressive sense of enclosure and a poor standard of internal/external amenity, contrary to Local Plan Policy DMHB18 and NPPF paragraph 135(f).

1.3 	The Council’s case is set out in the Planning Officer’s delegated report, which should be read in conjunction with this statement.  Appendix 1 contains a list of recommended conditions, should the Inspector be minded to allow the appeal.

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

2.1	Within their statement of case the appellant has raised the following summarised points:

· The proposal would not appear cramped or uncharacteristic because the corner location and surrounding area are varied and plot coverage is said to be acceptable (~33%). The proposed partly sunken/lower ground floor is said to reduce perceived height/bulk and basements are described as conventional; the lightwell would not harm visual amenity.
· The appellant accepts the scheme does not achieve full M4(2) compliance but argues this is justified by site constraints and design objectives and could be adapted with lifts.
· Highways: the appellant asserts two spaces for the new unit are within maximum standards and relies on a parking stress survey; the access is said to be lawful and capable of serving the development.
· Residential quality: the appellant points to a total internal area of ~60sqm, claims acceptable living conditions, and suggests overlooking could be mitigated by conditions (e.g. obscured glazing).

2.2	Taking into consideration these points the appellant believes the proposed scheme to be acceptable. The LPA’s responses are set out below. 

Cramped and Uncharacteristic Garden Development

2.3	The appellant’s case is that the proposal would not appear cramped or uncharacteristic because the site occupies a corner plot and because the surrounding area displays a degree of variety in plot size, orientation and building form. They also place weight on the fact that the proposal is described as modest and that plot coverage is said to be approximately 33%.

2.4	The Council accepts that the area is not architecturally uniform. However, the planning concern is not one of stylistic variation, but of spatial character. At this corner location, the prevailing character is defined by openness, generous garden space and wide plot frontages, which contribute positively to the Garden City Area of Special Local Character (ALSC). The appeal proposal introduces an additional, independent dwelling into garden land in a manner that alters that spatial character, regardless of the architectural detailing adopted.

2.5   While the appellant refers to plot coverage as an indicator that the scheme is not over‑development, the Council considers that coverage alone does not determine whether development appears cramped and that the coverage figure should also be viewed in comparison to those of the other neighbouring properties within the ASLC. In this instance, the sense of overdevelopment arises from the subdivision of the plot, the creation of a narrow‑fronted dwelling, and the tight spatial relationship between the proposed dwelling, site boundaries and the existing house. These elements combine to give the impression of a constrained form of development, rather than one that reflects the established layout of the area.

2.6   In relation to the partly sunken design, the appellant argues that this is a conventional solution that reduces visual bulk. However, in this case the approach introduces visible street‑facing elements, including the lightwell and lower‑ground presentation, which contribute to an awkward frontage and do not reflect the prevailing character of development in this part of the Garden City area. The design solution therefore introduces a different and uncharacteristic expression.

2.7   For these reasons, the Council considers that the appellant has not demonstrated that the proposal would integrate comfortably with the established spatial character of the area, and the development would therefore remain a cramped and uncharacteristic form of garden development.

Accessible and Adaptable Housing

2.8 	The appellant accepts that the proposed dwelling does not fully meet the requirements of an M4(2) accessible and adaptable home, noting that the split‑level arrangement prevents step‑free movement between floors. They argue that this outcome is justified by site constraints and design considerations, and that future adaptation (such as a stairlift or platform lift) may be possible.

2.9	The Council’s position is that the requirement for M4(2) compliance is an integral part of planning decision‑making for new residential development. While future adaptations may be theoretically possible, the policy requirement is for dwellings to be designed from the outset to be accessible and adaptable.

2.10 In this case, the appellant has not demonstrated that the proposed layout can achieve step‑free access between principal living areas, which is a fundamental component of M4(2). The reliance on potential future alterations does not provide certainty that the dwelling would function as an accessible and adaptable home over its lifetime.

2.11 The Council therefore considers that the appellant has not justified the acknowledged non‑compliance with M4(2), and that the proposal remains contrary to the objectives of London Plan Policy D7.

Excessive Parking Provision and Lack of Visibility Splays

2.12 	The appellant places weight on the site’s low public transport accessibility and argues that the proposed parking provision is appropriate in this context. Reference is also made to parking stress survey evidence, which is said to demonstrate that the surrounding highway network has capacity to accommodate the proposal.

2.13 	The Council acknowledges that the site has a low PTAL rating and that car use is likely. However, this does not remove the requirement for new development to comply with adopted parking standards and, critically, to demonstrate that safe access arrangements are achieved. The Council’s concern is not limited to parking numbers alone, but relates to the overall safety and design of vehicular access.

2.14 	A key element of the refusal reason is the absence of demonstrated pedestrian visibility splays. The submitted drawings assessed by the Council do not show the required visibility splays at the vehicular access, and without this information it is not possible to conclude that the proposal would provide safe interaction between vehicles and pedestrians. 

2.15 	The appellant also states that the crossover has since been upgraded and is now capable of serving both the existing and proposed dwellings. The Council notes that this arrangement was not included within the submitted drawings under the original planning application and is not shown on the submitted plans forming part of the appeal. From the photo attached within the appeal statement, it is noted that the said upgrading work has been completed and the upgraded crossover has been widened. However, the Council is unable to determine whether such crossover would be sufficient to accommodate the 4 proposed car parking spaces (2 for the proposed dwelling and 2 for the host dwelling).

2.16	In planning terms, works undertaken outside of, or subsequent to, the application carry limited weight unless they are clearly defined, assessed as part of the proposal, and capable of being secured through planning conditions. In the absence of detailed drawings showing a compliant crossover and associated visibility splays, the Council considers that the appellant has not demonstrated that the proposal would achieve an acceptable standard of highway and pedestrian safety.

2.17	The Council therefore maintains that Refusal Reason 3 has not been satisfactorily addressed.

Living Conditions for Future Occupiers

2.18 	The appellant relies on the overall internal floorspace of the dwelling and notes that it exceeds the minimum Gross Internal Area requirement for a one‑bedroom, two‑person home. They also argue that lower‑ground accommodation can provide acceptable living conditions and that the private garden would be adequate for the size of the dwelling.

2.19 	The Council does not dispute that the proposal meets the minimum overall floorspace requirement. However, the concern is with the quality and usability of the accommodation. In particular, the combined living/dining/kitchen area falls below the benchmark normally expected for a dwelling of this size (i.e. the minimum living/kitchen/dining space under Housing Design Standards LPG (2023)), which affects the functionality of the main living space.

2.20 	The Council also considers that the lower‑ground bedroom would experience a constrained outlook as a result of the lightwell and high-level window arrangement, resulting in a sense of enclosure that would detract from the living conditions of future occupiers. The appellant has not provided technical assessment work to demonstrate that the qualitative concerns identified would be avoided.

2.21 	In relation to external amenity space, the appellant suggests that the garden size is sufficient and that overlooking is a common feature of residential environments. The Council’s concern, however, relates to the degree of overlooking and the shallow, enclosed nature of the garden, which together would limit privacy and the practical enjoyment of the space. These impacts arise from the fixed relationship between the proposed dwelling and the existing house and are not readily addressed through conditions alone.

2.22 	Taking these factors together, the Council remains of the view that the proposal would not provide an acceptable standard of internal or external amenity for future occupiers.

3.	Other Matters

3.1	The officers delegated report and copies of the relevant planning policies (referenced in the delegated report) have been sent separately.

4. 	Conclusion

4.1	For the reasons set out in the Officers Delegated report and this statement the Inspector is respectfully requested to dismiss the appeal. 

4.2	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
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