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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 Use of existing outbuildings within the residential curtilage of nos. 18-20 Wilmar Close as ancillary accommodation to the main dwellings.

1.2 	Planning permission was refused under delegated powers on 24th April 2026 for the following two reasons:  

(1) The proposed development, by reason of the provision of facilities within the outbuilding and independent access to the outbuilding, would be tantamount to the creation of separate self-contained residential units in a position where such dwellings would be unacceptable. Consequently, the proposed development would harm the area's character and appearance and the amenity of neighbouring residents. The proposal is, therefore, contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework (2024), Policies D1, D3, D4, and D6 of the London Plan (2021), and Policies DMH 6, DMHD 2, and DMHB 11 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Development Management Policies (2020).

(2) The proposed residential use of the outbuildings would generate additional demand for parking which cannot be provided on site and would therefore result in potential displacement of vehicles within the public highway, restricting the safe movement of vehicles and undermining highway safety and amenity contrary to Policies DMT1, DMT2 and DMT 6 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Development Management Policies (2020); and Policies T4 and T6.1 of the London Plan 2021.

1.3 The LPA’s case is set out in the Planning Officer’s delegated report (see Appendix 1), which should be read in conjunction with this statement. This statement will not repeat the content of the delegated report and will focus on addressing matters raised in the Appellant’s statement of case. This statement and the appellants SOC refer to the previous dismissed relating to use of the outbuildings as annex accommodation (APP/R5510/W/25/3371435), which is of significant relevance to the appeal as included in full at Appendix 2. 

1.4	The main points raised within the appellant's statement of case are as follows:

(1) Self-contained nature of the residential units. 

(2) Impact on character and amenity of the area. 

(3) Impact on Residential Amenity 

(4) Displacement of vehicles onto the public highway. 


1.5 Each of the above points will be addressed below within Section 2 of this SOC. 
  

2.	LPA Comments on Appellant’s Statement of Case

Principle of Development and Self-contained Nature of Buildings 

2.1	The appellant within their SOC indicates that the outbuildings would remain fully integrated with the host dwellings and share access, garden space and utilities, and there is no subdivision of land, no separate postal address or independent services. However, as noted in the officers report the outbuildings can be independently accessed to the side of either 18 or 20 Wilmar Close and are therefore capable of use independent to the use of either host dwelling. In relation to this matter the previous appeal inspector commented that: 

In terms of physical arrangements, side entrances to the rear gardens at each of the houses would permit unimpeded street access to both annexes. The outbuildings are set some distance away from the rear of the houses. The plans show the proposed annexes would each feature a bathroom with a WC and shower, a kitchenette, an open plan living area and a double bed. Therefore, the layout would include primary living accommodation, and each annexe would provide the basic facilities required for day-to-day private living despite a relatively constrained layout.  

2.2 The appellants SOC outlines that: the intended occupation pattern is documented through statutory declarations: “the two brothers will occupy the main houses with their families, while their elderly parents who have documented mobility and health needs will occupy the outbuildings. This arrangement forms a single, interdependent household in which the occupants rely on the main dwellings for daily support, meals and domestic activity”. 

2.3 As noted in the officers delegated report during the process relating to the previous planning application on the site (67410/APP/2024/2641), the applicant provided statutory declarations which stated that the applicant and his brother would be occupying the properties and that the accommodation would be used for their parents. A Section 21 Notice was provided indicating that notice had been served on the tenants letting the property it was indicated that the applicant and his brother would be occupying the property from June 2025. Reliance on the assertion that the properties would be occupied by the applicant and family members is therefore unsound and it cannot reasonably be assumed that the applicant would occupy the property. It is understood that the applicant is still not occupying the property, which substantially weakens both the case that the annexes are needed, or would be used by the applicant and family members.

2.4 The SOC outlines that the revised proposal responds directly to the Inspector’s findings in the previous appeal by removing the kitchenette and dining room tables. The SOC states that the earlier scheme was dismissed solely because the outbuildings then contained kitchenettes and dining facilities, which were considered to enable “day to day private living” and therefore created the potential for independent occupation. 

2.5 This is not however correct. As noted above the inspector also referred to the bathroom with a WC and shower an open plan living area and a double bed all of which are still proposed within the submitted floor plans. Policy DMHD 2 of the Local Plan specifically states that outbuildings should not contain primary living accommodation such as a bedroom, bathroom or kitchen. The previous appeal inspector concluded that the facilitates provided, size of internal floor area and the access arrangements and spatial siting of the outbuildings would mean that the outbuildings were capable of self-contained residential use.   

2.6 The appellant however contends that the removal of the kitchenette and dining room table would address this particular concern. Officers would however reiterate the comments set out in the officers delegated report that a kitchen or other cooking facilities could be installed at a later time. A condition to control the scope of cooking equipment that could be installed in the dwelling cannot reasonably be enforced, particularly as cooking equipment such as air fryers or microwaves would not necessarily entail the need to install and oven/hob or a substantial kitchenette. Plumbing would exist in the building to install washing up facilities and for appliances such as washing machines to support day to day living independent of the main dwelling. 

2.7 The appellant within the SOC states that a condition restricting the use of the outbuilding to purposes ancillary to the host dwellings and limiting occupation to dependent relatives, with the buildings reverting to incidental use upon cessation of such occupation would provide realistic means of controlling the use of the outbuildings. In relation to this point the pervious appeal inspector commented that: 

The Council considers that such conditions could not be enforced, specifically as detecting a change in the use to use as independent residential units would be difficult given the extent of facilities provided. On the evidence before me, and having regard to the secluded position of the outbuildings, I see no reason to disagree with their conclusion. It would be unduly onerous for the Council to investigate and monitor whether occupiers of the two outbuildings continue to meet an imprecise definition of ‘other dependent relatives forming part of the same household’, as has been suggested. The group of occupiers which this condition would permit would not be founded on any policy basis or on specific, acknowledged personal circumstances which justify the development in perpetuity.    

2.8 Notwithstanding the removal of the kitchenette from the proposal’s plans, the Councils position remains that a condition stating that occupation is limited to a use ancillary to the respective properties would fail the test of enforceability applied to planning conditions as set out in Paragraph 57 of the NPPF. In the absence of the ability to appropriately restrict the use of the outbuilding the amenity of adjoining properties cannot be adequately safeguarded. As such the proposals would be contrary to Policies D1, D3, D4, and D6 of the London Plan (2021), and Policies DMH 6, DMHD 2, and DMHB 11 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Development Management Policies (2020).

Impact on Character and Appearance of the Area 

2.9 The appellants SOC outlines that the Council’s conclusion that the proposal would harm character is therefore inconsistent with both the Inspector’s previous findings and its own officer’s assessment. There would be no increase in built form, no subdivision of land and no change to the visual relationship between the dwellings and their gardens. The proposal does not introduce visual clutter, over dominance or any disruption to the established suburban grain. 

2.10 This assertion overlooks that the council’s reason for refusing planning application 67410/APP/2024/2641 also cited concern regarding the impact of the proposed development on the ‘area’s character and appearance’ and is therefore incorrect. Whilst the outbuilding exists and the proposals do not involve external alterations, the impact on the character of the locality is not restricted to physical development. Use of the outbuildings as self-contained accommodation would relate to an intensification of residential use of the gardens, representing backland development. The development would therefore undermine the suburban grain and character of the area, a point specifically addressed by the previous appeal inspector:  

Considering their use as self-contained residential units, the siting and scale of the buildings and the resulting small plot sizes would be contrary to the spacious suburban grain of development that characterises this area. Moreover, there would be more intensive use of the gardens to meet the requirements of occupiers of the annexes and the houses, and there is likely to be a material increase in comings and goings. On the evidence before me, such intensive use of the site would not be in keeping with the character of the area. Cumulatively, I find the increased activity from two back-land residential units likely to result in disturbance to adjoining occupiers.

Concluding on this main issue, I find that the proposal would constitute two separate, self-contained units of residential accommodation, rather than ancillary uses. I have found that this would have an unacceptable effect on the character of the locality and on the living conditions of neighbouring occupiers.

2.11 For the reasons set out in the preceding section of the LPA’s SOC the amendments made to the proposals to remove the kitchenette would not alter the potential harm to the character of the area, as outlined in the officers delegated report and by the previous appeal inspector and the development would be contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework (2024), Policies D1, D3, D4, and D6 of the London Plan (2021), and Policies DMH 6, DMHD 2, and DMHB 11 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Development Management Policies (2020).

Impact on Residential Amenity 

2.12 The appellants SOC outlines that the suggestion that the proposal would result in “increased activity, noise and disturbance” is unsupported by any evidence and contradicts both the Inspector’s previous findings and the Council’s earlier assessment. This assertion is incorrect as the inspector comments that: 

there would be more intensive use of the gardens to meet the requirements of occupiers of the annexes and the houses, and there is likely to be a material increase in comings and goings. On the evidence before me, such intensive use of the site would not be in keeping with the character of the area. Cumulatively, I find the increased activity from two back-land residential units likely to result in disturbance to adjoining occupiers.

Concluding on this main issue, I find that the proposal would constitute two separate, self-contained units of residential accommodation, rather than ancillary uses. I have found that this would have an unacceptable effect on the character of the locality and on the living conditions of neighbouring occupiers. The proposal would conflict with relevant provisions of Policy DMH 6, DMHD 2 and DMHB 11 of the Local Plan and Policies D1, D3, D4, and D6 of the London Plan (2021). In summary, these policies seek the most appropriate form of development that responds to a site’s context and to maintain neighbouring residential amenity.

2.13 As noted in the officer’s report, access to the outbuildings immediately adjoins the side elevation of Nos.16 and 19 Wilmar Close and any use of the outbuildings as separate living accommodation would have a particularly negative impact on the amenity of the occupiers of these properties. There would also be a notably negative impact on the amenity of the occupiers of No.6 Pillions Close which adjoins the outbuilding and includes habitable windows, serving living spaces which face the site. The appellants contention that there would be no harm to the residential amenity of adjoining properties is reliant on the application of a planning condition restricting the use to one which would be ancillary to that of the host dwellings. As noted, the Council consider that the application of such a condition would fail the tests set out in the NPPF. On this basis the Council have considered the impact of unrestricted residential occupancy, which is deemed to be unacceptable for the reasons cited above. Considering the impact of the occupation of the outbuildings specifically by the elderly parents of potential future occupiers of the properties would be unsound. 

2.14 The Council therefore reiterate that the proposals are contrary to Policy DMHB 11 of the Local Plan which seeks to ensure that development proposals do not adversely impact on the amenity of adjacent properties.

Impact on Highway Safety and Amenity 

2.15 The Councils second reason for refusal concerns the proposed residential use of the outbuildings and additional demand for parking which cannot be provided on site and would therefore result in potential displacement of vehicles within the public highway. The appellant again refers to the specific circumstances pertaining to future use of the annexes by elderly family members. The Highways Authority assessed the proposals on the basis that the accommodation would be ancillary to the use of the main dwelling, and on this basis, it was considered that the development would not increase parking pressure. 

2.16 For the reasons discussed above, it cannot reliably be conditioned that the outbuildings would be used for purposes ancillary to the use of the host dwellings and it is therefore appropriate to consider the highways impact of independent residential use of the annexes, which would arise because of increased demand for parking. Additional capacity for parking off-street is unlikely to be possible owing the size and dimensions of the existing driveways and therefore any independent residential use is likely to result in displacement of vehicles onto Wilmar Close. Parking restrictions do not exist on Wilmar Close, and the use of planning conditions or a unilateral undertaking cannot be applied to prevent on-street parking, which would be possible within a controlled parking zone. The site has a PTAL rating of 2 and whilst the site is relatively close to existing bus stops on the Uxbridge Road, there would be a strong likelihood that future occupiers would own a vehicle were the outbuildings to be used independently.

2.17 Wilmar Close has a narrow carriageway and additional on-street parking resulting from independent use of the outbuildings would undermine the safe movement of traffic and therefore highway safety and amenity. It is therefore reasonable and sound to conclude that in the absence of the application of a viable condition restricting use of the outbuilding to purposes that would be ancillary to the use of the main dwellings that the development would undermine highway safety and amenity contrary to Policies DMT1, DMT2 and DMT 6 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Development Management Policies (2020); and Policies T4 and T6.1 of the London Plan 2021.

Previous Appeals and Determined Applications 

2.18 The appellant cites various appeal decisions relating to applications for annexes in the borough whereby inspectors have allowed use of outbuilding for ancillary purposes to the host dwellings, these appeal decisions are dated between 2020 and 2026 as well as an application permitted by the Council at 17 Lawson Gardens, Pinner (41959/APP/2025/1428). Individual applications must however be considered on their own merits, considering the site-specific circumstances and relevant supporting evidence. 

2.19 Examples of recently dismissed appeals relating to annexes are provided in the appendix to this report at 34 Oxford Avenue, Harlington (APP/R5510/W/25/3364331); 41 Grange Road (APP/R5510/D/23/3319518 and APP/R5510/D/24/3336869); and 8 Cranborne Waye, Hayes (6006787). Clearly however, the most relevant appeal decision relates to appeal site itself dated December 2025 (APP/R5510/W/25/3371435) and is included in full at Appendix 2. 

2.20 The cases cited by the applicant do not demonstrate evidence that the principle of annex uses are routinely supported as evidenced by the examples cited above. The appeal cases highlighted above and those included in the appendix to the Councils SOC demonstrate that this is clearly the case. Whilst there may be instances where the site and case specific circumstances of allowing an annex use are clearly justified and do not amount to harm, in the case of the appeal site, this is not considered to be the case.  

3.	Other Matters

3.1  It is respectfully requested for the reasons outlined above that this appeal be dismissed, however if the appeal is allowed, the Council request that the following conditions be attached to the consent:

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, numbers:

S.1 - Location Plan and Existing Site Plan
S-2/B-A - Proposed Elevation and Floor Plans

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 outbuilding contained within the garden of No.18 Wilmar Close labelled '18' on approved drawing S.1 (Existing Site Plan and Location Plan) shall not be occupied at any time other than for purposes ancillary to the residential use of the dwelling known as 18 Wilmar Close, Hayes, UB4 8ET.

REASON: In the interests of protecting the living conditions of the occupiers of the existing dwellings on the site and protecting the amenity of surrounding residential occupiers and to preserve the character and appearance of the site and surrounding area in accordance with Policy BE1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Strategic Policies (2012) and Policy DMHB 11 of the Local Plan Part 2 - Development Management Policies.

4. The outbuilding contained within the garden of No.20 Wilmar Close labelled '20' on approved drawing S.1 (Existing Site Plan and Location Plan) shall not be occupied at any time other than for purposes ancillary to the residential use of the dwelling known as 20 Wilmar Close, Hayes, UB4 8ET.

REASON: In the interests of protecting the living conditions of the occupiers of the existing dwellings on the site and protecting the amenity of surrounding residential occupiers and to preserve the character and appearance of the site and surrounding area in accordance with Policy BE1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Strategic Policies (2012) and Policy DMHB 11 of the Local Plan Part 2 - Development Management Policies.


4. 	Conclusion

4.1 The appellant’s statement of case does not put forward substantial justification or evidence to counter the Councils view that the development would be harmful based on the three reasons for refusal as set out on the decision notice. 

4.2It is for these reasons and those set out in more detail within this statement of case, that the planning authority respectfully requests this appeal be dismissed. 


Appendices

Appendix 1 – Case Officers Delegated Report – Planning Application 67410/APP/2026/387.

Appendix 2 – Appeal Decision reference APP/R5510/W/25/3371435 – 18-20 Wilmar Close, Hayes dated 22nd December 2025. 

Appendix 3 – Appeal Decision reference APP/R5510/W/25/3364331 – 34 Oxford Avenue, Harlington dated 10th September 2025.  

Appendix 4 - Appeal Decision reference APP/R5510/D/23/3319518 – 41 Grange Road, Hayes – dated 29th September 2023. 

Appendix 5 - Appeal Decision reference APP/R5510/D/24/3336869 – 41 Grange Road, Hayes – dated 22nd April 2024.  

Appendix 6 – Appeal Decision reference 6006787 – 8 Cranborne Waye, Hayes dated 28th May 2026. 
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