Planning and Design and Access Statement

Site Address:
Oxeney Court, Thorney Mill Road, West Drayton, UB7 7EZ

Proposal:
Extensions, alterations and landscaping changes to the building and site
approved under App No. 40485/APP/2019/1922 (Erection of a detached, two
storey building to create 4 x 1-bed self-contained flats with associated parking
and installation of new crossover to front involving demolition of existing
buildings) to facilitate the creation of a 5th Flat at Loft Level with associated
amenities, landscaping and parking — Part Retrospective.

Borough:

London Borough of Hillingdon

Dated: 03/04/2026
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Site Description

The application site is a two-storey detached building (with additional accommodation
at roof level) accommodating a total of five flats. The building is located toward the
north eastern side of Thorney Mill Road. The application site was originally a two
storey detached extended cottage (Oxeney Cottage) with a very large outbuilding to
the rear. This was all demolished and replaced by a two storey block of flats with
associated parking and altered landscaping under application 40485/APP/2019/1922.
The character of the area is mixed, consisting of a mix of residential properties and
small commercial industrial uses.

A commercial car rental business and its associated parking is located to the west and
north of the site (flank and rear boundaries), and an undeveloped greenspace with
numerous mature trees bordering the site located to the east of the site (flank
boundary).

The host building is not listed and is not located within a Conservation Area, but is
within identified greenbelt land.

Proposal

The applicant seeks retrospective planning permission for extensions and alterations
to the two storey block of flats (Oxeney Court — granted under 40485/APP/2019/1922)
to facilitate the provision of an additional unit (Unit 5) within the loft of the building.
The development includes associated alterations to the site’s landscaping, parking and
access.

A breakdown of alterations to 40485/APP/2019/1922 is as follows:

- The provision of a new 1-bedroom unit (Unit 5) within the loft of the building.

- A marginal increase in the ridge height of the building (Approximately 0.8m)

- The installation of two dormers to the rear roof slope of the building.

- The provision of PV Panels and a roof light to the front roof slope of the building.

- The ground floor front bay window is replaced by an ordinary window which sits
flush with the main front facade.

- Other alterations to fenestration including minor changes to the design of
windows, the installation of flank windows at loft floor level, and the incorporation
of smaller patio doors to the rear elevation of the building.

- The installation of glazed canopies above the front and rear external doors.

- Landscaping alterations including the provision of shingles across most of the front
forecourt. Soft landscaping is provided to the front and sides of the front forecourt
as well as to the front of the building.

- Altered boundary treatment.

- The incorporation of a short access ramp to the front of the building.

- The utilisation of the original vehicle crossover as opposed to a central crossover.



Changes to on-site parking arrangements with parking to Units 1-4 being sited
towards the west of the front forecourt and parking for Unit 5 being sited to the
east of the front forecourt.

- Alterations to external amenity spaces, with the provision of a communal external
amenity area for Flats 3, 4, 5 to the rear of the private gardens of Flats 1 and 2.

- Bin storage has been repositioned beside the cycle store.

2.3 Photos are included below detailing the appearance of the development.

Front Elevation of Building
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Rear Elevation of Building




View of Landscaping to Front Forecourt

Flank Elevation of Building




Views of Front Access Ramp

Oxeney Court

Rear Gardens
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3.1

Relevant Planning History
The planning history relevant to this application is as follows:

40485/C/97/0773 — Oxeney Cottage Thorney Mill Road West Drayton — Retention of
rear room for office purposes and part of rear garden for 6 car parking spaces — NFA
23/09/1997

40485/APP/2016/2405 — Oxeney Cottage Thorney Mill Road West Drayton — Two
storey side extension involving demolition of existing first floor rear element and
outbuilding — Approved 13/09/2016

40485/APP/2016/3547 — Oxeney Cottage Thorney Mill Road West Drayton — Two
storey side extension involving demolition of existing first floor rear element and
outbuilding — Approved 17/11/2016

40485/APP/2016/4470 — Oxeney Cottage Thorney Mill Road West Drayton —
Conversion of roof space to habitable use to include a rear dormer and 2 front roof
lights (Application for a Certificate of Lawful Development for a Proposed
Development) — Approved 23/02/2017

40485/APP/2019/1922 — Oxeney Cottage Thorney Mill Road West Drayton — Erection
of a detached, two storey building to create 4 x 1-bed self contained flats with
associated parking and installation of new crossover to front involving demolition of
existing buildings — Approved 07/06/2019

40485/APP/2019/3780 — Oxeney Cottage Thorney Mill Road West Drayton — Erection
of a detached, two storey building with habitable roof space to create 5 x 1-bed self
contained flats with associated parking and installation of new crossover to front
involving demolition of existing buildings — Refused 21/11/2019

Refusal Reasons:

1. The proposal would significantly increase the built up appearance of the site and
therefore represents inappropriate development within the Green Belt in terms of
the guidance contained in the National Planning Policy Framework which is
harmful by definition to its open character and appearance. Furthermore, there
are no very special circumstances provided or which are evident which either
singularly or cumulatively justify the development which would overcome the
presumption against inappropriate development in the Green Belt. The
development is therefore harmful to the Green Belt, contrary to the National
Planning Policy Framework, Policy 7.16 of the London Plan (July 2016), Policy EM?2
of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part One - Strategic Policies (November 2012) and
policies DMHB 11 and DMEI 4 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two -
Development Management Policies (2020).
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2. The proposed development, by reason of the size, scale, bulk, and design of the
rear dormer windows would be detrimental to the character, appearance and
visual amenities of the street scene and the wider Green Belt area. Therefore the
proposal would be contrary to Policy BE1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part One -
Strategic Policies (November 2012) and Policies DMEI 4 and DMHB 11 of the
Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Development Management Policies (2020).

3. The proposed development, by virtue of the siting of the off street parking
bays/pedestrian access, would result in a large area of hardstanding on this
frontage, and would not allow sufficient space to mitigate this impact by way of
soft landscaping. The proposal would therefore be detrimental to the visual
amenities of the street scene and character and appearance of the wider Green
Belt area in conflict with Policy BE1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part One -
Strategic Policies (November 2012) and Policies DMEI 4, DMHB 11, DMHB 12 and
DMHB 14 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Development Management
Policies (2020).

4. The proposed development, by virtue of its failure to provide amenity space of
sufficient size and quality commensurate to the size and layout of the unit 5
would result in an over-development of the site detrimental to the residential
amenity of future occupiers. The proposal is therefore contrary to Policies DMHB
11 and DHMB18 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Development
Management Policies(2020).

40485/APP/2019/3780 — Oxeney Cottage Thorney Mill Road West Drayton — Details
pursuant to the discharge of Conditions 3 (Materials), 4 (Landscape Scheme), 5
(Sustainable water management and SUDS), 6 (Parking allocation scheme), 8 (Step
Free Access details) and 9 (Demolition and construction management plan) of
planning permission ref. 40485/APP/2019/1922, dated 04/09/2019 (Erection of a
detached, two-story building to create 4 x 1-bed self-contained flats with associated
parking and installation of new crossover to front involving demolition of existing
buildings) — Approved 24/03/2022

Assessment

Principle of the Development

New Housing

Policy H1 of Hillingdon’s Local Plan outlines that the Council will seek to meet and
exceed its housing minimum strategic dwelling requirement, where this can be
achieved, in accordance with other Local Plan policies. It is noted that his target
eqguates to a minimum provision of 6,375 dwellings over the period of the Hillingdon
Local Plan: Part 1- Strategic Policies.



4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

4.7

Policy DMH 2 of Hillingdon’s Development Management Policies notes that the Council
will require the provision of a mix of housing units of different sizes in schemes of
residential development to reflect the Council’s latest information on housing need.

The development results in a net increase of one unit contributing positively to the
borough’s overall housing supply. Although the development does not provide valued
family sized accommodation, Council policy does not preclude the provision of one-
bedroom units for minor planning applications of this scale.

Policy DMH4 notes that residential conversions and the redevelopment of dwellings
into new blocks of flats will only be permitted where: i) it is on a residential street
where the proposal will not result in more than 10% of properties being redeveloped
into flats; ii) On residential streets longer than 1km the proposed redevelopment site
should be taken as the midpoint of a 1km length of road for assessment purposes; iii)
the internal floor area of the original building to be converted is at least 120 sqm; and
iv) units are limited to one unit per floor for residential conversions.

We would like to strongly emphasise that Policy DMH4 is not relevant to this
application as the property is no longer a single residential dwellinghouse as planning
permission reference 40485/APP/2019/1922 has been implemented. The proposal
therefore relates to the addition of an extra flat to an existing block of flats, rather than
the redevelopment of a single dwelling.

Development on Green Belt Land

Paragraphs 142 to 152 of National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2024) provide
policy guidance in relation to ‘Protecting Green Belt Land’, specifying that the
fundamental aim (in part) is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently
open and that the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their
permanence. Paragraphs 153 to 160 provide guidance on ‘Proposal Affecting the
Green Belt’. Local planning authorities are required to ensure that substantial weight
is given to any harm to the Green Belt, including harm to its openness. Inappropriate
development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved
except in very special circumstances. ‘Very special circumstances’ will not exist unless
the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other
harm resulting from the proposal, is clearly outweighed by other considerations.

Policy G2 of The London Plan supports the aim of the NPPF and states that The Green
Belt should be protected from inappropriate development: 1) Development proposals
that would harm the green belt should be refused except where very exceptional
circumstances exist 2) Subject to national planning policy tests, the enhancement of
the Green Belt to provide appropriate multi-functional beneficial uses for Londoners
should be supported.
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b)

c)

d)

f)

g)

h)

411

Policy EM2 of Hillingdon’s Local Plan, notes that the Council will seek to maintain the
current extent, hierarchy and strategic functions of the Green Belt, Metropolitan Open
Land and Green Chains. Any proposals for development in Green Belt and
Metropolitan Open Land will be assessed against national and London Plan policies,
including the very special circumstances test.

Policy DMEI 4 of Hillingdon’s Development Management Policies notes that:

A) Inappropriate development in the Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land will
not be permitted unless there are very special circumstances.

B) Extensions and redevelopment on sites in the Green Belt and Metropolitan

Open Land will be permitted only where the proposal would not have a greater impact on
the openness of the Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land, and the purposes of including
land within it, than the existing development, having regard to:

i) the height and bulk of the existing building on the site;

ii) the proportion of the site that is already developed,;

iii) the footprint, distribution and character of the existing buildings on the site;

iv) the relationship of the proposal with any development on the site that is to be
retained; and

V) the visual amenity and character of the Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land.

Paragraph 153 of the NPPF states that inappropriate development is, by definition,
harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved except in very special
circumstances. Paragraph 154 of the NPPF notes that development in the Green Belt
is inappropriate unless one of the following exceptions applies:

buildings for agriculture and forestry;

the provision of appropriate facilities (in connection with the existing use of land or a
change of use), including buildings, for outdoor sport, outdoor recreation, cemeteries
and burial grounds and allotments; as long as the facilities preserve the openness of
the Green Belt and do not conflict with the purposes of including land within it;

the extension or alteration of a building provided that it does not result in
disproportionate additions over and above the size of the original building;

the replacement of a building, provided the new building is in the same use and not
materially larger than the one it replaces;

limited infilling in villages;

limited affordable housing for local community needs under policies set out in the
development plan (including policies for rural exception sites); and

limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of previously developed land
(including a material change of use to residential or mixed use including residential),
whether redundant or in continuing use (excluding temporary buildings), which would
not cause substantial harm to the openness of the Green Belt.

Other forms of development provided they preserve its openness and do not conflict
with the purposes of including land within it.

Paragraph 155 of the NPPF states that the development of homes, commercial and
other development in the Green Belt should also not be regarded as inappropriate
where all the following apply:
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c)
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4.13

a) The development would utilise grey belt land and would not fundamentally

undermine the purposes (taken together) of the remaining Green Belt across the area
of the plan;

There is a demonstrable unmet need for the type of development proposed;

The development would be in a sustainable location, with particular reference to
paragraphs 110 and 115 of NPPF; and

Where applicable the development proposed meets the ‘Golden Rules’ requirements
set out in paragraphs 156-157.

When taking into account the exceptions outlined within Paragraphs 154 and 155 of
the NPPF we do not consider the development to constitute an inappropriate form of
development. With reference to criterion (a) of paragraph 155 of the NPPF, we
consider the site to form grey belt land, which by definition is ‘land in the Green Belt
comprising previously developed land and/or any other land that, in either case, does
not strongly contribute to any of purposes (a), (b), or (d) in paragraph 143’ The
relevant purposes outlined within paragraph 143 are as follows:

to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;

to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another;

to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;

(a) In this particular case although the surrounding area has been developed, the
extent of this is not considered to be too significant with the area characterised by
buildings of relatively low densities and large amounts of open space still surrounding
the site, with the site not being part of a large built-up area. It is worth recognising
that the extensions are vertical, and are located only at loft floor level with no increase
to the building’s footprint. We do not feel that it is appropriate to define the site as
being within a large built-up area due to the relatively low density of development
within the area, and given that the site is previously developed and new extensions
and accommodation are located within the loft, impacts of sprawl would be negligible.
(b) The development does not result in neighbouring towns merging. (c) All of the
Development is confined to a defined, previously developed plot. The proposal does
not result in any extension into adjacent green or agricultural land (countryside). We
recognise that the land to the east of the site is green and does in many respects reflect
the conventional image of the countryside, however this is not located within a rural
location, and in any case the development does not encroach upon this land, being
sited solely within the boundary of a previously developed plot. We acknowledge that
application 40485/APP/2019/3780 did provide rear dormers and was partly refused
based on the size of the development forming an inappropriate form of development
within the green belt, however this decision was made prior to the concept of grey
belt land being introduced within the NPPF. The policy context has changed
significantly since the determination of application 40485/APP/2019/3780, and we
feel that this should be factored into account within the Council’s decision.

With reference to criterion (b) of 155 of the NPPF, we strongly believe that there is a

demonstrable unmet need for the type of development proposed, with the
development resulting in a net increase (1 unit) in housing stock within the borough

11
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4.17

4.18

4.19

and London, contributing positively to Hillingdon Council’s and the London Plan’s

currently strategic housing targets, which we understand have currently not been
fulfilled.

With reference to criterion (c) of 155 of the NPPF, we are confident that the
development would be within an appropriately sustainable location, with no
requirement for the creation of new access roads, there not being an over provision
of car parking on site, a sufficient quantum of cycle parking being provided, the
surrounding highway network not being subject to significant traffic and congestion,
and with the site only being a short distance away from bus stations servicing the U3
bus which stops at Uxbridge Town Centre, as well as Heathrow Airport on the opposite
end.

With reference to criterion (D) of 155 of the NPPF, the proposal is not a major
development and the Council has not released the land from the Green Belt as such
the ‘Golden Rules’ would not apply to this development.

Based on the development’s consistency with Paragraph 155 of the NPPF, it is
considered to form an appropriate development.

In addition to forming grey belt land, exception (g) of Paragraph 153 is also applicable.
The expansions to the building are contained at loft level for a building that has already
exists, meaning that it would be reasonable to conclude that the extensions are to
previously developed land. Furthermore, prior to the erection of the block of flats
there was an extended two storey cottage within the location, with a large outbuilding
to the rear. The NPPF defines previously developed land as ‘Land which has been
lawfully developed and is or was occupied by a permanent structure and any fixed
surface infrastructure associated with it, including the curtilage of the developed land’.
Exception (g) of Paragraph 153 requires development not to cause substantial harm to
the greenbelt, we do not consider this to be the case (further assessment on openness
provided further within this statement).

We firmly believe that exceptions (g) of Paragraph 153 and (a) of paragraph 155 apply
for this particular development. We do not feel that it is appropriate for the Council to
consider the development against exception (c) 153 of the NPPF as was done for the
two previous applications. Doing so would be in complete contravention of the new
NPPF which has been configured to differentiate by between green belt land of value
and land that is not (grey belt land) in order to boost national housing supply which is
at present is not sufficient. With that being said, we have provided an assessment on
proportionality against the original building below just in case, but would like to firmly
emphasise that a refusal against this would be unjust and in contravention of the NPPF.

Exception (c) of Paragraph 153 emphasises that the extension or alteration of a
building on green belt land will only be appropriate where does not result in
disproportionate additions over and above the size of the original building. There is no
definition of ‘disproportionate additions’ in the NPPF. A technical assessment is

12
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therefore required to determine whether the proposed dwelling constitutes a
disproportionate addition over and above the size of the original dwellinghouse. Such
assessment involves comparing the footprint and internal floor of the proposed
building to that of the original building/buildings. As identified within the delegated
officer reports for applications 40485/APP/2019/1922 and 40485/APP/2019/3780,
Hillingdon Council typically apply a general rule of thumb that increases above 50%
would be disproportionate.

Measuring off available drawings we have observed that the original cottage had a
footprint of approximately 52.27m? and a GIA of approximately 86.42m?2. When
accounting for a ground floor rear extension the cottage had a footprint of
approximately 70.23m?and a GIA of approximately 103.82m2. The outbuilding to the
rear of the cottage had a footprint of approximately 109.69m? and a GIA of
approximately 96.91m?2. The combined footprint of the cottage with the extension and
outbuilding would be approximately 179.92m?2. The combined GIA of the cottage with
the extension and outbuilding would be approximately 200.73m?2. The current building
has a footprint of approximately 134.39m? and a GIA of approximately 331.24m?,
however the combined total GIA of each unit (without communal access and other
spaces) is approximately 300m?. The current building is approximately 157.1% greater
in footprint than the original cottage, however the footprint is approximately 25.30%
smaller than the combined footprint of the cottage, its rear extension and the rear
outbuilding. The overall GIA of the current building is approximately 283.29% greater
than the GIA of the original cottage, which accounts to approximately 247.14% if only
taking into account the GIA of the flats and not the communal spaces. The overall GIA
of the current building is approximately 65% greater than the GIA of the cottage plus
its rear extension and rear outbuilding, which accounts to approximately 49.45% if
only taking into account the GIA of flats and not the communal spaces. Although the
current building’s footprint and GIA would exceed 50% of the original cottage’s
footprint and GIA, we feel that the Council should take into consideration the fact that
when accounting for the pre-existing rear extension and the outbuilding, the footprint
of the current building is actually smaller and the overall GIA increase does not exceed
50% if only the GIA of the flats are considered and not communal access spaces. It
should be added that the extensions and new unit are contained at loft floor level,
with the development not resulting in any increase in footprint, and with the roof
extensions not being excessive in terms of their overall combined bulk and massing.
Based on this, we do not consider the roof extensions to be disproportionate, and we
implore the Council to take a balance approach when making their assessment.

Openness of the Green Belt

The NPPF makes it clear that an essential characteristic of Green Belts is their
openness. Openness is not defined either within the Framework or within the
Council’s development plan policies, but is taken to mean an absence of a building or
development, and the extent to which a building or development may be seen from
the public realm is not a decisive matter.

13
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4.25
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We do not consider the development to unduly impact upon the openness of green
belt land. Firstly, we consider the land upon which the development sits to form
previously developed land and grey belt land (See paragraphs 4.10 and 4.11 of this
statement).

Spatial Impact:

There is no increase in building footprint, there is no encroachment beyond the
developed envelope of the land and previous dwelling, there is no reduction in
undeveloped land, and no change to spacing between existing sites and buildings.

Visual Impact:

The roof extensions are not considered to be excessive in their overall bulk, massing
and prominence. The increase in the ridge height is modest not being significantly
greater than the original ridge height of the building as per application
40485/APP/2019/1922, and the dormers are considered to be well contained being
sufficiently set back from the eaves, ridge and sides of the rear roof slope and
maintaining a large separation between one another. The only greenbelt land of
significant value is the open green space to the east of the site, the roof extensions are
well set away from this land, and are not considered to be bulky and elevated enough
to unduly impact upon the openness of this land. It should be noted that views of the
roof extensions from the land to the east are significantly limited by way of mature
trees located on the boundary of this land, with surrounding trees being comparable
or greater in terms of their height. Although the quantum of hard landscaping on site
has been increased, the extent of this is not considered significant enough to unduly
impact upon the openness of the green belt with elements of soft landscaping still
being incorporated, and the extent of hard landscaping not being visible from valuable
green belt land to the east of the site. On the basis that the PV panels and roof lights
to the front of the do not protrude excessively, they are considered to have a negligible
impact on the openness of the green belt. Other works proposed as part of this
application would not materially impact upon the openness of green belt land.

Green Belt Conclusion

Taking all of the above into account, we are confident that the proposal would be an
appropriate form of development that would cause no harm to the openness of the
greenbelt.

If the Council ultimately considers the proposal to form inappropriate development
within the green belt we still believe that very special circumstances exist when taking
in account:

- The fact that the site can lawfully be developed to provide a four unit block of flats
of the same footprint.

14
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4.29
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- The development results in a net increase in the borough’s overall housing stock,
providing economic benefit to the borough.

- The new block of flats would be more energy efficient than the previous approval
with the use of solar panels. In addition, the applicant has expressed that they are
happy to incorporate EV charging points, and is happy for a condition to be applied
to secure this.

Character and Appearance of the Area

Policy D3.D(1) of the London Plan states that development should in terms of form
and layout, enhance local context by delivering buildings and spaces that positively
respond to local distinctiveness through their layout, orientation, scale, appearance
and shape, with due regard to existing and emerging street hierarchy, building types,
forms and proportions. Policy D3.D(11) goes on to states that in terms of quality and
character, developments should respond to the existing character of a place by
identifying the special and valued features and characteristics that are unique to the
locality and respect, enhance and utilise the heritage assets and architectural features
that contribute towards the local character.

Policy BE1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 1 - Strategic Policies requires all new
development to improve and maintain the quality of the built environment in order to
create successful and sustainable neighbourhood

Policy DMHB 5 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Development Management Policies
states:

Within Areas of Special Local Character, new development should reflect the character
of the area and its original layout. Alterations should respect the established scale,
building lines, height, design and materials of the area.

Extensions to dwellings should be subservient to, and respect the architectural style
of the original buildings and allow sufficient space for appropriate landscaping,
particularly between, and in front of, buildings

The replacement of buildings which positively contribute to the character and local
importance of Areas of Special Local Character will normally be resisted.

Policy DMHB 11 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Development Management
Policies (2020) states, amongst other things, that: all development, including
extensions, alterations and new buildings will be required to be designed to the
highest standards and, incorporate principles of good design including: i) harmonising
with the local context by taking into account the surrounding: - scale of development,
considering the height, mass and bulk of adjacent structures; - building plot sizes and
widths, plot coverage and established street patterns; - building lines and setbacks,
rooflines, streetscape rhythm, for example, gaps between structures and other
streetscape elements, such as degree of enclosure; - architectural composition and
quality of detailing.
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Policy DMHB 12 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Development Management
Policies states that development should be well integrated with the surrounding area
and accessible. It should: i) improve legibility and promote routes and wayfinding
between the development and local amenities; and ii) ensure public realm design
takes account of the established townscape character and quality of the surrounding
area.

Roof Extensions

The roof extensions are not considered to unduly detract from the character and
appearance of the application site, street scene and area in a wider context. As
expressed within paragraph 4.16 of this statement, the increase in the ridge height is
modest not being significantly greater than the original ridge height of the building as
per application 40485/APP/2019/1922, and the dormers are considered to be well
contained being sufficiently set back from the eaves, ridge and sides of the rear roof
slope and maintaining a large separation between one another. The host building is
detached with plenty of spacing to either side, the building has its own individual
character, as such the increase in the ridge height and incorporation of dormers does
not compromise established uniformity along the street scene. Although the roof
extensions are visible from the street scene, given that the building is well set back
from the street frontage views afforded along the road are not considered to be too
prominent. Only the flank elevation of one of the dormers is visible in long views along
the street scene, the depth and height of the dormers are not excessive, and are not
considered to appear as disproportionate and incongruous along the street scene. The
most prominent views of the dormers are from the land to the rear of the site,
however this is private land and would only be accessed sporadically by the public
when utilising the adjacent car rental business. It is worth noting that a two-storey
building with oversized dormer has previously been approved at the site
(40485/APP/2016/4470), this should form a material consideration within the
Council’s assessment. The dormers are clad in roof tiles matching the tiles applied to
the rest of the roof, being appropriately sympathetic.

PV Panels and Front Roof Light

Although they are visible along the street scene, and do cover a large portion of the
front roof slope, on the basis that the PV Panels do not protrude excessively and the
original roof is partly exposed, we consider this to be an acceptable additional on
character and design grounds. PV Panels are not installed for aesthetic purposes, they
provide substantial sustainability benefits which need to be balanced against their
design and character impact. It is common for new residential buildings of this nature
to incorporate PV Panels, and we believe the Council should support their inclusion.
The front roof light is minimal in its size and sits flush with the front roof slope of the
building, this is considered to be an appropriately low scale addition to the host
building, street scene and area in a wider context.
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Fenestration Changes and Canopies

The development’s fenestration changes are considered to be low scale and
acceptable on character and design grounds. The flush window in place of the ground
floor bay results in a reduction to the overall massing of the building, and the design
of this window is appropriately consistent with the rest of the building’s fenestration.
The new loft floor flank windows are not excessive in their size and are consistent in
design with the rest of the building’s fenestration. The replacement patio doors to the
rear are appropriate in design and are large enough to provide sufficient natural light
into the respective units that they serve. The canopies above the front and rear
external doors are considered to be low scale additions, not being excessive in size and
not projecting excessively. The glazed finish helps reduce their visual prominence.

New Front Access Ramp

The new front access ramp is limited in its height, width and footprint. It is considered
to be a low scale addition, which does not result in material harm upon the character
and appearance of the application site, street scene and area in a wider context.

Landscaping Alterations

We recognise that the quantum of soft landscaping on site is a reduction to that
approved under 40485/APP/2019/1922, and acknowledge that application
40485/APP/2019/3780 was partly refused due to an under provision of soft
landscaping to the front forecourt. The scheme has been configured to incorporate
areas of soft landscaping to the front and sides of the forecourt and to the front of the
building. Shingles are applied across the majority of the front forecourt, it is worth
recognising that this form of landscaping is not as harsh as common tarmac or concrete
hardsurfacing. We consider the scheme of landscaping to provide an appropriate
balance of hard and soft landscaping. If the Council are minded to refuse the
application on landscaping grounds we implore them to first consider whether a
resolution can be achieved through a condition. If necessary, we are happy for the
Council to apply a condition requiring the submission of details on a revised scheme
of landscaping with a requirement for this approved landscaping scheme to be fully
implemented on site by an appropriate timeframe, as decided by the Council.

Bin Storage
We consider the repositioning of the bin and cycle storage on the other adjacent side

—south would be acceptable, when viewed along the street scene, whilst still ensuring
that bin collection is still practical and feasible.
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4.39

Boundary Treatment Alterations

The boundary treatment alterations are considered to be acceptable in terms of their
size, design and material finish when considered in context with surrounding boundary
treatment within the locality. There are a range of different forms of boundary
treatment along Thorney Mill Road, including the use of high level brick walls fronting
the street as evidenced within the photographs below.

Standards of Accommodation

Minimum Space Standards
Policy D6 of the London Plan relates to housing quality and standards. The policy sets

out standards for high quality design of residential units, including minimum space
standards, standards for minimum head heights and standards for appropriate light,
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4.40

441

4.42

4.43

outlook and ventilation. The Nationally Described Space Standards also sets out
requirements for standards of accommodation.

Policy DMHB 16 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Development Management
Policies states that all housing development should have an adequate provision of
internal space in order to provide an appropriate living environment. The space
standards set out in Table 5.1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Development
Management Policies (2020) are the same as those found in Table 3.1 of the London
Plan (2021).

Unit 5 has a GIA of 80m? which far exceeds the minimum GIA requirements set out
within the London Plan and Nationally Described Space Standards for a 1-bedroom 2-
person 1-storey dwelling (50m?2). Given that the overall GIA of the unit far exceeds the
minimum GIA requirement, we are satisfied that there is sufficient space within the
unit for storage. The size of the bedroom exceeds minimum size requirements for a
double bedroom as set out within the London Plan and Nationally Described Space
Standards. The internal head heights of Unit 5 are of a good standard, and are
comparable to that of the loft floor unit proposed under application
40485/APP/2019/3780 which was not refused based on its internal head heights.
Given the size of the unit, we recognise that there is potential for the lounge of Unit 5
to be used a second bedroom. Even if this were to be the case, the unit with still accord
with London Plan and Nationally Described Space Standards minimum GIA
requirements for a 2-bedroom 4-person 1-storey dwelling (70m?), ensuring that a high
standard of amenity would be provided.

The development has resulted in the provision of access stairs up to the loft, however
all of the other units within the building (Units 1-4) still exceed minimum GIA
requirements, the extent to which each unit exceeds minimum GIA requirements
allows for the provision of adequate storage within each respective unit. The
bedrooms for units 1-4 still meet minimum size requirements, and all of these units
are still provided with adequate internal head heights.

Vertical Stacking

We recognise that Unit 5’s bedroom, kitchen dining, and lounge area have not been
configured to match the positioning of rooms within Units 3 and 4 below, however a
high standard of sound insulation has been installed (in line with building regulations)
between the floor of Unit 5 and ceilings of units 3 and 4 to avoid impacts of harmful
noise transference. It should be noted that application 40485/APP/2019/3780 was not
refused based on its vertical stacking, as such it would not be appropriate for the
Council to refuse this application for this reason.

Outdoor Amenity Space
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4.45

4.46

4.47

4.48

Policy DMHB 18 states: A) All new residential development and conversions will be
required to provide good quality and useable private outdoor amenity space. Amenity
space should be provided in accordance with the standards set out in Table 5.3. B)
Balconies should have a depth of not less than 1.5 metres and a width of not less than
2 metres. C) Any ground floor and/or basement floor unit that is non-street facing
should have a defensible space of not less than 3 metres in depth in front of any
window to a bedroom or habitable room. However, for new developments in
Conservation Areas, Areas of Special Local Character or for developments, which
include Listed Buildings, the provision of private open space will be required to
enhance the street scene and the character of the buildings on the site. D) The design,
materials and height of any front boundary must be in keeping with the character of
the area to ensure harmonisation with the existing street scene. Table 5.3 advises that
20sqm of garden space should be provided for future residents of 1-bedroom flats. A
total of 100sgm should therefore be provided for the residents of the development.

Private gardens have been retained for Units 1 and 2, and a communal rear garden
serving Units 3, 4, and 5 has been provided to the rear of this. The private gardens for
Unit 1 is approximately 20m? in area and the private garden for Unit 2 is approximately
22m?in area with both of these gardens according with area requirements set out
within Policy DMHB 18. The area of the communal garden serving Units 3, 4 and 5 is
approximately 67m? meaning that occupants of all three of these units would be
provided with an equivalent of at least 20m? of outdoor amenity space in line with
Policy DMHB 18. The layouts of both the private and communal amenity spaces are
appropriately open and functional, and are provided with a high standard of light and
outlook.

Light, outlook, Ventilation and Privacy.

Unit 5 is served by dormer windows to the rear, with these openings being expansive
in size and providing the unit with a high quality of natural light, outlook and
ventilation. The scheme has been sufficiently configured to avoid impacts of harmful
mutual overlooking in respect to both units within the building, and surrounding
neighbouring properties.

Neighbouring Residential Amenity

Policy DMHB 11 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Development Management
Policies states that development proposals should not adversely impact on the
amenity, daylight and sunlight of adjacent properties and open space.

Owing to the fact that there are no residential properties abutting the site in any
direction, the development is not considered to unduly prejudice the residential
amenities of any neighbouring properties. Previous applications on the site have not
outlined neighbouring amenity concerns, it would not be appropriate for the Council
to refuse the application on this basis.
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4.50

4.51

4.52

4.53

Drainage and Flood Risk

The application site is not located within a high risk flood zone and the extensions to
the building are at loft floor level with no increase to the actual footprint of the
building. The development is not considered to be susceptible to unacceptable flood
risk and is not considered to unduly exacerbate flood risk elsewhere. It should be
noted that SuDS have been incorporated within the site, including an attenuation tank
to the front end of the forecourt, and rainwater harvesting beside the rear end of the
building.

Biodiversity

The site is not located within an area of significant biodiversity value, and the
development has not resulted in the loss of any protected ecology and habitats. New
residential developments are required to provide a 10% increase on Biodiversity Net
Gain (BNG) on-site. This particular development is retrospective, and the
development’s construction was undertaken prior to the mandatory rule coming into
force in February 2024 as such the development does not need to comply with this
requirement.

In any case, the development would also fall within the de minimis exemption for BNG
with the development impacting less than 25m? of on-site habitat and under 5 metres

linear habitat.

Transport and Parking

The London Plan advises that within Outer London PTAL 1A, 1-2-bedroom flats should
be provided with a maximum of 1.5 spaces per dwelling. The development therefore
can have no more than 7.5 parking spaces.

The development provides satisfactory car parking, with a parking space provided for
each unit within the building, and does not exceed London Plan maximum car parking
requirements. All parking spaces can be safely and practically accessed, and the
vehicular crossover (retained from the original cottage) is wide enough, and provides
sufficient visibility splays for vehicles to safely access the site in forward gear via the
main highway along Thorney Mill Road. The front forecourt of the site provides
sufficient turning space for vehicles, allowing them to also exit the site in forward gear.
The provision of one additional unit is not considered to result in a significant increase
in traffic along the local highway network, with impact not being too dissimilar to
impact from the approved 4-unit building. The development does not result in any
changes to delivery and servicing arrangements, with these arrangements being the
same as that for the four flats. Additional cycle parking has been provided to account
for Unit 5 in line with London Plan minimum cycle parking standards.
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4.55

4.56

4.57

5.0

5.1

5.2

Fire Safety

Part A of Policy D12 of the London Plan (2021) requires the demonstration of suitably
positioned and unobstructed space for fire appliances and evacuation assembly
points, and that developments ensure robust strategies for evacuation are in place as
well as confirmation of the fire-fighting water supply.

The development has been constructed in accordance with building regulations and
would not be in conflict with the above policy.

Inclusive Access

Policy D7 of the London Plan states that at least 10 per cent of dwellings (which are
created via works to which Part M volume 1 of the Building Regulations applies) must
meet Building Regulation requirement M4(3) 'wheelchair user dwellings'. All other
dwellings (which are created via works to which Part M volume 1 of the Building
Regulations applies) must meet Building Regulation requirement M4(2) 'accessible
and adaptable dwellings'.

Given that Unit 5 is sited within the loft it is naturally unfeasible to provide step free
access to this unit, and based on the size of the building and number of units, it is not
reasonable to expect for the provision of a lift. Notwithstanding this, the access ramp
to the front of the building does provide step free access to Units 1 and 2, and meets
the policy requirements for the building as a whole.

Conclusion and Planning Balance

Overall we consider the development to be acceptable, and are hopeful that this
application is approved. The applicant has spent a considerable amount of time and
resources into developing this site and is eager to regularise the development
constructed on site.

The applicant regrets undertaking works without planning permission, this has
naturally left them in a difficult and stressful position, however irrespective of the fact
that this is a retrospective application, we believe that the application should on
balance be approved on its planning merits. We feel that it is the interests of all parties
to achieve a swift resolution and would welcome open communication. If any changes
or clarifications are required by officers, it is respectfully requested that officers pro-
actively engage with the applicant. In addition, if the Council have any significant
concerns we would implore them to utilise planning conditions where feasible,
providing an appropriate timeframe for the applicant to submit the required detail and
make any potential changes on site.
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