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Town and Country Planning Act 1990
Section 78 Planning Appeal

London Borough of Hillingdon Appeal Statement

Appeal By:

Mr Samuel Lehrman 

Highgrade Properties Ltd
Proposal:

Erection of three staircases at the rear. Roof extensions and alterations to facilitate the provision of 8 dwellings. Reconfiguration of seven flats at first and second floor level. Provision of refuse, recycling and cycle storage at the rear
Appeal Site:
17 Crescent Parade, Hillingdon, UB10 0LG
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 29/09/2022 for the following reasons (as stated on the decision notice):

1. Due to its excessive number of dormers, ridge height increases, resulting scale, prominent location, and 2x 3 storey, flat roofed rear extensions to create stairewells, it is considered that the proposed development would result in a poorly designed, top heavy, unduly prominent and uncharacteristic building which would fail to harmonise with the established scale, character and appearance of the area. Subsequently the proposal would cause harm to the appearance of the street scene, visual amenities of the wider area and the setting of the adjacent Hillingdon Village Conservation Area. The proposal is therefore contrary to Policy BE1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part One - Strategic Policies (November 2012), Policies DMHB 1, DMHB 4, DMHB 11 and DMHB 12 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Development Management Policies (January 2020), as well as Policies D1, D3 and HC1 of the London Plan (2021) and paragraphs 130 (a) and (c) of the NPPF (2021).
2. The proposal would fail to provide a sufficient level of off-street parking, 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 policies DMT 2 and DMT 6 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Development Management Policies (January 2020), London Plan Policies T4 and T6 and paragraph 109 of the NPPF (2021).
3. New stairwell 3 would allow for residents of proposed Apartment G to have direct, short distance views into the living room of the first floor flat below, adversely impacting on the amenities of the properties existing occupiers and the amenities of future residents of the property by reason of privacy loss. The proposed development would therefore be contrary to Policy DMHB 11 of the Local Plan: Part Two - Development Management Policies (2020) and Paragraph 130 (f) of the National Planning Policy Framework (2021).

4. No pedestrian footpath/cycle route will be provided for future residents leading from the dwellings to Crescent Parade Road/Uxbridge Road. As such new residents would have to walk or ride through the busy service yard and car park, to the mentioned roads. This could put them in danger from vehicles entering and existing the site. It is therefore considered that proposed development would create a dangerous, unwelcoming, and hazardous environment for future residents of the scheme. The proposal is therefore considered to be contrary to paragraph 130 (f) of the NPPF (2021), D3 and T4 of the London Plan, DMHB 11, DMHB 12 and DMT2 and of the of the Hillingdon Local Plan : Part Two - Development Management Policies (2020)
1.3 
The LPA’s case is set out in the Officer’s Delegated Report, which should be read in conjunction with this statement. A copy of the report has been sent separately. Appendix 1 of this statement 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 Delegated 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:

·   The proposed development would be in keeping with the mixed character of the area, the resulting building would cause no material harm to the character and appearance of the area, nor would it harm the appearance of the existing building. 
·   Paragraph 8.6 of Appellant’s statement of case states ‘The Council though consider the new stairwell 3 would allow for residents of proposed Apartment G to have direct, short distance views into the living room of the first floor flat below. It is accepted that the proposed staircase would allow some limited views into the kitchen of the flat below. However, this window is not required for outlook because the kitchen and living room are open plan and served by windows at the front. Therefore, the kitchen window in this flat (in the control of the appellant) could be obscure glazed to ensure privacy is protected – this could be required as a planning condition’. Refusal reason 1.2.3 mentioned above can therefore be overcome. 
·   Any parking overspill resulting from the proposed development can be accommodated on nearby roads. As such there is no need for a legal agreement restricting parking permits for new residents. Nor is there a reason for the development to provide any on site parking spaces. 
·   There is a low level of activity and vehicle movements in the rear courtyard, as such residents of the new development would not be in danger. 

· The proposed development would provide 8 additional dwellings (where there is a housing shortage). It would involve the utilisation of previously developed land which is supported by the Development Plan. It would also provide CIL contributions to the Council, aiding infrastructure maintenance and provisions. The benefits of the scheme outweigh its supposed harms. 


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 1.2.1 should therefore be upheld. 
2.3
It is agreed with the appellant that the location of the new stairwell (outlined in refusal reason 1.2.3) would cause a loss of privacy to the occupiers of the existing flat below, harming their amenities. It is not agreed that obscure glazing the kitchen window would overcome the problem.  A kitchen is habitable space and should therefore have direct means of outlook, access to natural light, as well as privacy. Obscure glazing the kitchen would give residents limited to no direct means of outlook from their kitchen space. Long views out of another window on the other side of the property – would not suffice. Additionally, any light currently received through the window would be reduced by the obscure glazing. Furthermore, having an obscure glazed kitchen window is considered to be poor design. It should also be noted that (whilst not entirely a planning issue) existing/future residents of the existing flat may not wish to have their kitchen window obscure glazed. Refusal reason 1.2.3 should therefore be upheld. 
2.4
The proposed development would provide inadequate parking for future residents and would cause harm to the local highways network for reasons set out in section 1.2.2 of this report, the Officers report, and the decision notice. Refusal reason 1.2.2 should therefore be upheld. 

2.5
No dedicated safe access route or path is to be provided for new residents, allowing them to get to or from their flats to roads outside of the site - safely. No evidence has been submitted to suggest that there is a low level of activity and vehicle movements within the rear courtyard. Introducing new families and residents to this unsavoury and dangerous environment is considered to be unacceptable. For the reasons set out in the Officer’s report, the decision notice and paragraph 1.2.4 of this report the development should be refused and. Refusal reason 1.2.4 should 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 Officers 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:  
75416/APP/2022/1825
Your Ref:  
APP/R5510/W/23/3317992
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