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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 permission for the Erection of a single storey extension to the side/rear and conversion to a self-contained studio for a wheelchair user.

1.2 The LPA refused planning permission on 6th October 2025 for the following reasons (as stated on the decision notice):

1. The proposed development by reason of its size, scale, bulk, proximity to the side boundary and subdivision of the plot, would give rise to a cramped incongruous form of development on the site which would represent an overdevelopment of the site to the detriment of the visual amenities of the street scene and the character and appearance of the surrounding area. Therefore the proposal would be contrary to Policy BE1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part One - Strategic Policies (November 2012), Policies DMHB 11, DMHB 12 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Development Management Policies (2020) Policies D1 and D4 of the London Plan (2021) and the NPPF (2024).

2. The applicant has failed to provide an acceptable quantity of car and cycle parking and has the potential to lead to undue on-street parking displacement to the detriment of parking capacity and safety on the local public highway, contrary to Paragraph 112 of the NPPF 2024; Policies T2, T4 and T5 of the London Plan 2021 and Policies DMT 1, DMT 2, DMT 5 and DMT 6 of the Hillingdon Local Plan Part 2 Development Management Policies.


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 is provided at Appendix 1.

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 The appellant states that the Application 53556/APP/2022/1860, granted by the Council on 24th August 2022, permitted the erection of a two-storey extension to the side and rear of 79 Fairholme Crescent. A two-storey side extension is, by any measure, a significantly more substantial form of development than the single-storey extension now proposed.

2.2 The Council maintains that planning permission was previously granted for a more sizeable extension to this property to the side. However, this extension would have appeared as an extension to the original dwelling rather than a separate dwellinghouse which is currently proposed. There are a number of single storey side extensions within the immediate vicinity which form part of the established character of the area (notably at adjacent number 77 and opposite at Number 110 Fairholme Crescent. The bulk and massing of the proposed single storey extension would not be at odds with development within the area. However the proposals are instead introducing a distinctly new dwelling, which attaches to the existing property, effectively forming a terrace of three properties, which is fundamentally at odds with the character of the area, which consists of semi-detached pairs of two-storey dwellings. The property would require its separate parking area, separate residential curtilage and associated domestic paraphernalia and this in itself would be out of keeping with the pattern and layout of development within the area and the established urban grain. The additional dwelling would read as an alien and incongruous form of development, which would result in harm to the character of the street scene and area as a whole.

2.3 As such, the proposed development by reason of its size, scale, bulk, proximity to the side boundary and subdivision of the plot, would give rise to a cramped and incongruous form of development on the site which would represent an overdevelopment of the site to the detriment of the visual amenities of the street scene and the character and appearance of the surrounding area. Therefore the proposal would be contrary to Policy BE1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part One - Strategic Policies (November 2012), Policies DMHB 11, DMHB 12 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Development Management Policies (2020) Policies D1 and D4 of the London Plan (2021) and the NPPF (2024).

2.3 The appellant advises that the officer’s report identifies a total parking requirement of three spaces: two spaces for the host dwelling and one space for the studio. The existing driveway at the front of the property is capable of accommodating up to three vehicles. It is the Appellant’s position that the driveway, properly assessed, meets the Council’s own identified requirement in full, with one space formally allocated to the studio and two retained for the main dwelling. The appellant further states that The Appellant acknowledges the Highways Officer's concern regarding the positioning of a parking space in front of the studio entrance on the submitted plans, but this was merely to show a space can be accommodated on site. Beyond the driveway, there is a substantial supply of readily accessible parking in the immediate vicinity of the site. Fairholme Crescent is not subject to any parking restrictions, and unrestricted on-street parking is available to residents and visitors along its full length. There is no Controlled Parking Zone in operation.

2.4 The Council maintains that The proposal is substandard in terms of parking provision in that the proposal would require the provision of 1 car parking space to be provided for the occupants of the studio and 2 spaces would be required for the host dwelling. the submitted plans indicate a car parking space directly in front of the proposed studio entrance. This arrangement is not acceptable. In accordance with inclusive design and pedestrian safety standards, all pedestrian paths and entrances must be kept clear of obstruction. The under provision of parking would likely result in the displacement of vehicles and accumulation of parking within Fairholme Crescent and other surrounding streets, which are not subject of parking restrictions. This would present an obstruction to road users and the safe movement of vehicles.

2.5 The applicant has failed to provide an acceptable quantity of car and cycle parking and has the potential to lead to undue on-street parking displacement to the detriment of parking capacity and safety on the local public highway, contrary to Paragraph 112 of the NPPF 2024; Policies T2, T4 and T5 of the London Plan 2021 and Policies DMT 1, DMT 2, DMT 5 and DMT 6 of the Hillingdon Local Plan Part 2 Development Management Policies.


3. Conclusion

3.1 For the reasons set out in the delegated report and this statement, the Council considers that the proposed. The Inspector is therefore respectfully requested to dismiss the appeal.

3.2 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 2.


Appendices

Appendix 1 – Planning Officer’s Delegated Report

Appendix 2 – The LPA’s Recommended Conditions

