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Town and Country Planning Act 1990
Section 78 Planning Appeal

London Borough of Hillingdon Appeal Statement

Appeal By:
Mr J Rai and Mr Sammy Chan 
Proposal:
Conversion of existing Class C3 dwelling to 9 beds 9 people Sui Generis HMO with front door replacement, single storey rear extension, demolition of side bay window, conversion of loft into habitable space and erection of single storey detached outbuilding.
Appeal Site:
177 Station Road, West Drayton, UB7 7NQ
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 planning permission. 
1.2 
The LPA refused planning permission on 09/12/2022 for the following reasons (as stated on the decision notice):

1. Due to its design and layout, the proposal would result in uncharacteristic, incongruous and harmful elevational changes which fail to preserve or enhance the character and appearance of the building, pair, streetscene and wider West Drayton Green Conservation Area. The public benefits arising from the proposal fail to outweigh the less than substantial harm identified. The proposal is therefore contrary to Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 (as amended), paragraph 202 of the NPPF (2021), Policy HE1 and BE1 of the Local Plan Part 1 (2012), Policy DMHB 1, DMHB 4 and DMHB 11 of the Hillingdon Local Plan : Part Two - Development Management Policies (2020) and Policy D3 and HC1 of the London Plan (2021).
2. The proposed development, given the number of potential occupants across 8no. separate bedrooms would give rise to undue noise and general disturbance to neighbouring residents, particularly as a result of a marked increase in comings and goings from the new side entrance, the use of the rear garden and the lack of information relating to sound insulation. The proposal would therefore be contrary to the requirements of Policies DMH 5 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Development Management Policies (2020).
3. Due to its size, cramped design, limited usable space and lack of privacy, bedroom 2 of the proposed HMO would provide its future occupants with a poor standard of living accommodation to the detriment of their amenities. The proposal is therefore considered to be contrary to paragraph 130 (f) of the NPPF, Policy D6 of the London Plan and Policy DMH 5 of the Hillingdon Local Plan : Part Two - Development Management Policies (2020).
4. The proposed development would result in the creation of a 9 bedroom HMO with 2 off road vehicular parking spaces. No travel plan or transport assessment, has been submitted detailing how the significant parking shortfall or increased vehicular trip generation would impact on the local highways network. As a result the applicant has failed to demonstrate the proposed development would have no adverse impact on the local highways network or its users. The proposal is therefore considered to be contrary to Policies DMT 2, DMT 4 and DMT 6 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Development Management Policies (2020), Policy T4 and T6 of the London Plan (2021) and paragraph 111 of the National Planning Policy Framework (2021).
1.3 
The LPA’s case is set out in the Officer’s report, which should be read in conjunction with this statement. A copy of the report has been sent separately. Appendix 1 contains a list of suggested conditions should the inspector be minded to allow this appeal. 

1.4
This statement will not repeat the Officer’s report or refusal reasons 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:

·   Many properties within the area have side entrances as such that proposed would be in keeping with the areas character and overall, it is considered that the proposal would cause no harm to the character and appearance of the street scene or Conservation Area. 
·   The proposal would have no adverse impact on neighbouring amenities. Issues regarding the developments noise impacts were not raised as part of 7 bed HMO scheme which was approved at the site (47713/APP/2022/196) and therefore are also not relevant to this application.
·   A Transport Assessment has been submitted as part of this appeal and it is concluded that the proposal would have no adverse highways impact, especially when compared with the extant scheme at the development site for a 7 bed HMO (47713/APP/2022/196).
·   Residents of the new dwelling would be provided with adequate and acceptable standards of living accommodation, which comply with the London Borough of Hillingdon’s HMO SPD (2014). 

Taking into consideration these points the appellant believes that the proposed development is acceptable and that the appeal should be allowed. The LPA’s responses are set out below.
2.2
The proposed development would have an adverse impact on the character and appearance of the area and street scene for reasons set out in section 1.2.1 of this report, the Officers report and the decision notice. Refusal reason 1 should therefore be upheld. 
2.3
The proposed development would have an adverse impact on the amenities of neighbouring properties for reasons set out in section 1.2.2 of this report, the Officers report and the decision notice. Refusal reason 2 should therefore be upheld. 

2.4
The London Borough of Hillingdon has no adopted planning SPD which outlines the maximum occupancy levels or floorspace standards for HMO’s. The proposed development would have an adverse impact on the amenities of future residents for reasons set out in section 1.2.3 of this report, the Officers report and the decision notice. Refusal reason 3 should therefore be upheld.
2.5
No Transport Assessment was submitted as part of the original application and therefore no Transport Assessment was considered when this appeal scheme was refused. 
2.6
Notwithstanding the above, a Transport Assessment has been submitted as part of this appeal. In summary the statement suggests that when taking into consideration that the proposed HMO would be sited within PTAL 3 (average accessibility) and would be provided with 2 off road parking spaces, cycle parking spaces. The proposal would provide adequate parking for future residents and would cause no harm to highway or pedestrian safety. It also suggests that the two car parking spaces is an improvement on a completely car free development, which is supported by Policy T6 of the London Plan (2021).  
2.7
Whilst the above is noted, the statement fails to mention anything about the likely level of trips to be generated by the site which is integral to assessing the developments highways and parking impact. No information has been submitted on how the two parking spaces would be managed and how they will be allocated amongst residents and potential visitors. The proposal would result in a 9 bed HMO with 2 car parking spaces, as such there would be as significant shortfall in parking provision at the site which could lead to dangerous road side parking. The transport statement is considered to be inadequate in demonstrating that the proposal would have an acceptable impact on the highways network and its users. 

2.8
It is also worth noting that the statement does not include a parking stress survey (for the area) demonstrating that any parking overspill generated from the site could be safely accommodated at the roadside without harming the local highways network or reducing pedestrian safety. 
2.9
As mentioned in the Officer’s Delegated Report the proposal would result in 2 additional occupants at the development when compared with approved application No. 47713/APP/2022/196 and therefore its parking requirements and implications are not comparable. 
2.10
Overall It is therefore considered that despite the submission of a transport statement and the existence of an extant permission for a smaller HMO at the site (47713/APP/2022/196), the proposal would still have an unacceptable impact on the local highways network. Refusal reason 4 should therefore be upheld.
3.
Other Matters

3.1
The Officer’s report and copies of the relevant planning policies (referenced in the report) have been sent separately. 

4. 
Conclusion
4.1
For the reasons set out in the Officer’s 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

Appendix 1 - The LPA’s Recommended Conditions

Our Ref:  
47713/APP/2022/2694
Your Ref:  
APP/R5510/W/21/3313917
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