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1. INTRODUCTION

This appeal arises out of the refusal of the London Borough of Hillingdon to grant permission in respect of the installation of a vehicular crossover at 146 Swakeleys Road Hillingdon.  Permission was refused by notice on the 12th of May 2022 with the reference 76229/APP/2022/898.
1.1 , for the following single reason:
The site frontage is not of a sufficient width to safely accommodate the installation of an additional vehicle crossover at the site. The proposed crossover would be sited in proximity and adjoining the neighboring crossover at No.144 and as no separation distance would be provided between the two crossovers, the proposed crossover would be prejudicial to highway and pedestrian safety, contrary to Policies DMT 1 and DMT 2 of the Hillingdon Local Plan Part Two - Development Management Policies (January 2020), the Council's Domestic Vehicle Crossover Footway Policy (2019) and Policy T4 of The London Plan (2021).

1.2 A copy of the decision notice is attached hereto at Appendix A. 
1.3 This Statement will commence with a description of the site followed by an examination of the relevant planning history, and an explanation of our reasons for appeal. We will discuss the council’s reasons for refusal and finally, overall conclusions will be drawn.

2. DESCRIPTION OF APPEAL PROPERTY & SURROUNDING AREA
2.1 146 Swakeleys Road is a detached dwelling of fairly traditional design.
2.2 The appeal property has had recently constructed both a loft conversion and a single storey rear extension.
2.3 Four photographs of the property –showing neighbouring properties granted the type of vehicular crossover the applicant is seeking– were included as part of the application and are reproduced and attached hereto at Appendix B. 

3. RELEVANT PLANING HISTORY & DETAILS OF THE APPLICATION GIVING RISE TO THIS APPEAL 

3.1 As indicated at para. 1.3 of the Officer’s Delegated Report in respect of the application giving rise to this appeal, a copy of which is attached hereto at Appendix C, in April 2021, permission was refused for a single storey/rear extension.
3.2 September 2021 permission was granted, ref. 76229/APP/2021/3551, in respect of an Erection of first floor rear extension 
3.3 In April 2022, a lawful development application was approved for conversion of the roof space  to include a rear dormer roof extension, 2x rooflights and conversion of roof from hip and gable end.
3.4 The application giving rise to this appeal was submitted on 17.03.2022 and was accompanied by drg.nos. 3251-SK21, 3251-2-03, 3251-2-04 and  3251-2-05 a copy of the complete application, including the form, drawings, photographs, at Appendix B.  
3.5 The singular reason for refusal was ‘The site frontage is not of a sufficient width to safely accommodate the installation of an additional vehicle crossover at the site’. Whilst the site falls below the given figure of 12m in the Council’s vehicular Domestic Vehicle Crossover Footway Policy (2019). The site frontage is 11.6m and therefore is less than 500mm than the guidance. 
3.6 Although, the guidance in the policy must be considered, each application is of individual circumstance. In this circumstance the inability to leave the site in forward gear is more detrimental to the safety of both pedestrians and vehicular users. 
3.7 This guidance does not impose an absolute limitation on the width of the frontage to allow the dropped kerb and cannot take into account the circumstances of individual proposals.

4. THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN & ASSOCIATED PLANNING PROVISIONS FOR THE AREA

4.1 The refusal reason refers to Policies DMT 1 and DMT 2 of the Hillingdon Local Plan Part Two - Development Management Policies (January 2020), the Council's Domestic Vehicle Crossover Footway Policy (2019) and Policy T4 of The London Plan (2021) .

5. PLANNING OBSERVATIONS 
5.1 The Delegated Report of the Head of Planning & Enforcement upon the application giving   rise to this appeal identified three major considerations at Section 5.  These are:
1. Highways Safety
2. Character and Appearance 
3. Neighboring Amenity 
4. 
5.2 The 2nd and 3rd items were found to be acceptable; it being stated in the Report that:
“It is considered the proposal would not have a significant impact in terms of affecting the character and appearance of the site or wider area.”

“Given the nature of the proposal, there would be no significant impact on the amenity of neighboring properties. The proposal does not involve physical works which could have harmful effects such as causing loss of light, outlook or privacy and it is considered that the proposal would not result in additional disturbance as a result of vehicular movements, as the crossover would serve one dwelling.” 


5.3 This leaves one singular issue – the application was refused, on the basis that the council believe an additional crossover at the site would be prejudicial to highway and public safety.
5.4 (I) Highways Safety
It is said in the refusal reason that a second crossover would ‘be prejudicial to highway and pedestrian safety’ 
(a) The council refer to guidance in their vehicular Domestic Vehicle Crossover Footway Policy (2019) which states:
‘a second crossover may be permitted where all relevant planning, highway safety and amenity criteria have been satisfied and:
  The property fronts a Classified Road where a second crossover would allow vehicles to enter and exit in a forward gear;
  The property frontage abutting the highway is at least 12m wide.
  There is no practical loss of on-street parking or amenity from a second access and it is possible to park a vehicle between the two points of access
5.5 In response to that guidance, it is the case that:
(a) The application site frontage is 11.6m, just 400mm less than the prescribed figure given in the VCO Policy.

(b) There is no practical loss of parking or amenity.


5.6 The reason for refusal is due to a difference of 400mm. This does not allow for the specific circumstance of the site and surroundings.
5.7 Swakeleys Road is a busy road which does not allow occupants to reverse safely in and out of their driveways. 
5.8 The result of this is the majority of homeowners on this road have constructed in and out driveways to allow them safe ingress and egress of the site. 
5.9 Whilst we accept the site frontage is just below the guidance, we strongly refute that the construction of this vehicular crossover would be prejudicial and instead argue that it supplies ‘safe and efficient access to the highway network’ and reduces any potential ‘impact on congestion’ as required by Hillingdon’s Policy DMT 2 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Development Management Policies (2020) 

6. CONCLUSIONS

6.1 It is contended that the reason put forward by the Council as to why this proposal should be resisted – a negative impact on highway safety– stand up to close scrutiny.
6.2 It is contended that these proposals satisfactorily address the relevant policies in the Local Plan Part 2.
6.3 In all the circumstances, it is concluded that the proposal despite the misgivings on the site frontage improve highway safety by allowing the applicant to safely enter and exit a busy road in forward gear and therefore it respectfully requested, that this appeal be allowed and planning permission be granted accordingly.
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