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1.0       Background
1.1	Following a meeting, pre-application advice was issued by the Council on the 9th February 2018 for the erection of a building accommodating 4 flats (1 x 1 bed, 2 x 2 bed and 1 x 3 bed). Whilst the principle was considered acceptable, the advice concluded:

The proposed development would provide four residential units. A number of concerns have been raised with the proposal submitted and you are therefore encouraged to consider revisions to this scheme. If this scheme were lodged as planning application to the Council it would be recommended for refusal.

1.2	On the 16th March 2018, a planning application for the erection of a building accommodating 4 flats (1 x 1 bed, 2 x 2 bed and 1 x 3 bed) with associated amenity space was submitted. The application was registered as valid on the 5th April 2018  and referenced 73222/APP/2018/1022. The application addressed the issues raised in the pre-application advice as documented in the submitted Design & Access Statement.

1.3	On the 6th June 2018, in an email the Council’s planning case officer raised a number of issues (see Appendix 1). 

1.4	In response, the applicant formally submitted revisions which positively addressed the issues raised. Nevertheless, on the25th August 2018, the Council’s Central South Planning Committee refused planning permission for the following reasons:

1. The proposal, by virtue of its excessive scale, bulk, layout, site coverage and design, would result in a cramped development of the site, which is visually incongruous and would fail to harmonise with the existing local and historic context of the surrounding area. The principle of intensifying the residential use of the site to the level proposed would have a detrimental impact on the character, appearance and visual amenity of the street scene and the surrounding area generally. The proposal is, thus, contrary to Policy BE1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part One - Strategic Policies (November 2012), Policies BE13 and BE19 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Saved UDP Policies (November 2012), Policies 7.1 and 7.4 of the London Plan (2016) and the Council's adopted Supplementary Planning Document HDAS: Residential Layouts.

2. The proposal has not demonstrated that sufficient off street parking/manoeuvring arrangements would be provided, and therefore the development is considered to result in substandard car parking provision, leading to on-street parking/queuing to the detriment of public and highway safety and contrary to policy AM14 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Unitary Development Plan Saved Policies (November 2012), to Hillingdon's Adopted Parking Standards as set out in the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Unitary Development Plan Saved Policies (November 2012) and the adopted Supplementary Planning Document HDAS: Residential Layouts.

3. The proposed development, by virtue of its size, scale, bulk, height and proximity, would be detrimental to the amenities of the adjoining occupiers at 68 and 70 Violet Avenue by reason of overdominance, overshadowing, visual intrusion, loss of light and loss of outlook. Therefore the proposal would be contrary to policies BE19, BE20 and BE21 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Saved UDP Policies (November 2012) and the Council's adopted Supplementary Planning Document HDAS: Residential Layouts.

4. The proposal, by reason of the loss of existing trees within the site, the siting of cycle storage/bin storage on the frontage, the lack of landscaping provision and the excessive level of hardstanding to the frontage, would result in a cluttered, unduly prominent and intrusive form of development to the detriment of the visual amenity of the street scene and the surrounding area generally. Therefore the proposal would be contrary to Policies BE13, BE19 and BE38 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Saved UDP Policies (November 2012) and the Council's adopted Supplementary Planning Document HDAS: Residential Layouts.

































2.0	Reasons for Refusal

1st Reason

2.1	This reason for refusal is assessed in the statement prepared by Archanaeum (Appendix 2).

2nd Reason

2.2	This reason has been addressed by TTP Consulting (Appendix 3) which concludes:

1.15 TTP Consulting has been appointed to provide traffic and transportation advice associated with the proposed development of land adjacent to 68 and 70 Violet Avenue, in the London Borough of Hillingdon.

1.16 In summary, it is considered that the development proposals would not result in demand for on street parking exceeding the 85% parking occupancy level above which the Council considers that further development that adds to on street parking demand is unacceptable.

1.17 It is therefore considered that there is no highway or transport reason that the development proposals should not be granted planning approval.

3rd Reason

2.3	Much of this reason for refusal is assessed in the statement prepared by Archanaeum (Appendix 2).

2.4	In relation to the loss of light, CHP Surveyors have carried out an assessment (Appendix 4) which concludes:

We have considered the implications the proposals will have on the daylight enjoyed by; 68/70, 91 and 93 Violet Avenue.

The results of the daylight and sunlight analysis demonstrate that the proposals will not have a significant impact on the daylight enjoyed by the neighbouring properties.

The analysis therefore demonstrates that the aims of the Building Research Establishments publication “Site Layout Planning for Daylight and Sunlight – A Guide to Good Practice” ( 2011) are achieved.

4th Reason

2.5	This reason for refusal refers to, inter alia the loss of trees. In this respect, Landmark Trees has been instructed to assess this matter. Their Arboricultural Impact Assessment is contained in Appendix 5).  They have assessed 2 trees on site (Gum tree in the front garden and an apple tree in the rear garden) and 1 adjoining the site (maple tree on the street). It should be noted that the on-site trees are not subject to a TPO and nor are they in a conservation area so they could be removed without the need for any permission.

2.6	The Assessment concludes:

I have demonstrated that the trees to be removed are of low quality and thus, the potential impacts of development are all relatively minor in terms of tree loss. There are no RPA encroachments of trees retained.

Any potential impact to T2 from wider construction activities can be largely mitigated through design and precautionary measures. These measures can be elaborated in Method Statements in the discharge of planning conditions.

The trees that are recommended for felling are of little individual significance, such that their loss will not affect the visual character of the area.

Therefore, the proposals will not have any significant impact on either the retained trees or wider landscape thereby complying with Policy 7.21 of the London Plan 2016 and Policies EM4, EM5 and EM7 of LB Hillingdon’s Local Plan, adopted December 2012 and Saved Policies OL26 and BE38 of their Unitary Development Plan (adopted September 2007). Thus, with suitable mitigation and supervision the scheme is recommended to planning.

2.7	With regard to the landscape,  proposals for the front garden have been revised  (see Appendices 2 and 6) in order to ensure the bin and refuse storage areas are not unduly prominent and intrusive form of development to the detriment of the visual amenity of the street scene and the surrounding area generally and there is more soft landscaping.

2.8	The Committee report refers to the Council’s design guidance which seeks to retain at least 25% soft landscape in front gardens. In response, the existing situation does not meet the criteria as it is circa 18%. The landscape proposals contained in Appendices 2 and 6 include circa 32% soft landscaping.

2.9	It should be noted the GIA of the 2 bed and 1 bed flat as determined did not include the circulation lobby off the stair case. As such, the GIA has increased by 4sqm in each of these flats.

[bookmark: _GoBack]2.10	In this respect, the Planning Inspectorate provides guidance on whether changes can be made to a scheme in its Procedural Guide published in July 2018. Specifically, Appendix M states:

M.2.2	Where, exceptionally, amendments are proposed during the appeals process the Inspector will take account of the Wheatcroft Principles when deciding if the proposals can be formally amended. In the ‘Wheatcroft’ judgment22 the High Court considered the issue of amendments in the context of conditions and established that “the main, but not the only, criterion on which… judgment should be exercised is whether the development is so changed that to grant it would be to deprive those who should have been consulted on the changed development of the opportunity of such consultation”. It has subsequently been established that the power to consider amendments is not limited to cases where the effect of a proposed amendment would be to reduce the development23. 
	
M.2.3 Whilst amendments to a scheme might be thought to be of little significance, in some cases even minor changes can materially alter the nature of an application and lead to possible prejudice to other interested people. 

M.2.4 The Inspector has to consider if the suggested amendment(s) might prejudice anyone involved in the appeal. He or she may reach the conclusion that the proposed amendment(s) should not be considered and that the appeal has to be decided on the basis of the proposal as set out in the application.

2.11	On the basis of this, we invite the Inspector to accept the drawings as the changes are minimal and will not prejudice 3rd party interests particularly given the finer details will be conditioned.


































3.0	Conclusion

3.1	We have demonstrated that the issue raised in the reasons for refusal is not sustainable and therefore respectfully request the appeal is allowed.
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