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[bookmark: _Toc451700198]Introduction 	

1.1 This Statement accompanies a Householder Planning Application to the Local Planning Authority (the ‘LPA’) London Borough of Hillingdon relating to the erection of a two-storey side & rear extension, associated parking, refuse/cycle storage, landscaping, and amenity space following demolition of a single detached garage at 21 Tiverton Road, Ruislip (the ‘site’). 
1.2 This proposal follows the refusal of 73915/APP/2021/830 on 26th April 2021. That application also sought consent for a two-storey side extension though of a larger volume with different roof arrangement to that now proposed. Consent was refused for 2 reasons. 
(1) The proposed two storey side/rear extension, by virtue of its size, scale, bulk, and design, including the awkward juxtaposition of the proposed roof with the existing roof works, would fail to harmonise with the architectural composition of the host dwelling and would be detrimental to the character, appearance and visual amenities of the street scene and surrounding area. The proposal is therefore contrary to Policy BE1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part One – Strategic Policies (November 2012) and Policies DMHB 11, DMHB 12 and DMHD 1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two. – Development Management Policies (January 2020). 
(2) The proposed two storey side/rear extension, by virtue of its size, scale, bulk, height, and proximity, would be detrimental to the amenities of the neighbouring occupiers at no.19 Tiverton Road, by reason of overdominance, overbearing effect, sense of enclosure and loss of outlook. The proposal is therefore contrary to Policy BE1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part One – Strategic Policies (November 2012) and Policies DMHB 11 and DMHD 1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two – Development Management Policies (January 2020). 
1.3 In response to the first reason for refusal, (1) the roof of the proposed extension has been revised from a gable to a hipped roof, which results in (2) an improved integration between the proposed and existing roof forms and (3) enhanced appearance of the extension within the street scene and reduced impact on neighbouring occupiers.
1.4 In response to the second reason for refusal, (1) the alterations to the roof design have reduced the size, scale and bulk of the extension thereby negating concerns regarding the same being over dominant or overbearing to the occupiers of 19 Tiverton Road (or indeed no.23 – though that relationship was accepted previously). Whilst it is opined that the refused scheme comfortably complied with design guidance stipulating those extensions not be located within 45-degree line from habitable room windows, the revisions to the design herein proposed would reduce still further the perceived level of residential amenity encroachment associated with the development whilst still sitting far outside the 45-degree line.  On this point, it must be noted that the nearest built form at no.19 is a single storey flat roofed garage, with the nearest habitable room windows at no.19 being located behind the rear building line of no.21.  See Dwg 03 A1 for confirmation.

1.5 Whilst 73915/APP/2021/830 was refused consent, the Applicant welcomes that save for the 2 items featuring on the Decision Notice, the LPA were satisfied with all other aspects of that design. As the proposal introduces significant design changes over the refused scheme, and only serves to improve the scheme in other ways to address the concerns raised, it is contended that the reasons for refusal have been fully addressed and the scheme is now capable of support.  
1.6 This revised design carries across most of the principal attributes of the refused scheme that were not found unacceptable, – e.g., extension width, 1.0m set-back behind the front build line formed by the bay window, fenestration placement, subordinate ridge line, internal layout alongside external characteristics such as the amount of on-site parking to be provided and no impact on the amenities enjoyed by no.23 Tiverton Road. It is welcomed that all these attributes were found in accordance with Policy on the refused scheme.  The revised design improves the physical appearance of the extension to the benefit of the resultant appearance of the dwelling in relation to the street scene, and indeed in relation to neighbouring occupiers and is therefore an advocated design solution to address the challenges presented by the reasons for refusal.
1.7 The revised building silhouette and design detailing are fundamentally carried over and improved upon over the refused scheme save for those changes required to address the reasons for refusal. Save for the important revisions to the roof design to address the design led concerns inherent in reason for refusal no.1, as before, a modest two-storey side and rear extension with stepped front building is proposed on the west flank of no.21. The revised proposal results in a development exhibiting a highly efficient usage of the available space to the flank of no.21, now fully in accordance with the Development Plan in the round, and design led guidance as contained in both the Design and Accessibility Statement SPD, and the recently adopted London Plan. 
1.8 Overall, the proposal will result in an entirely acceptable modest extension to no.21 in terms of scale, massing, form, design, and design relationship to the host property. The result design would be appropriate given the site dimensions and respond appropriately to the nature and layout of adjacent properties and the appearance of the street scene generally. 
1.9	The Statement is set out as follows:
· Assessment			-	Environmental 
			-	Social 
			-	Economic
· Planning Policy  
· Planning History
· Design			- 	The Proposal
-	Use
-	Amount
-	Layout
-	Scale
-	Appearance 
-	Landscaping
· Access / Parking /
      & Refuse & Recycling              	          

· Conclusion			-	

1.10 	The report begins by providing a description of the site and surrounding area, including a review of the planning history. An analysis of relevant planning policy and guidance is then undertaken. This includes an assessment of other material considerations, such as the form of local development generally. Conclusions are set out at the end of the report. 



























ASSESSMENT
2.1	This section of the Statement assesses the site’s immediate and wider context in terms of environmental, social, and economic characteristics.
Environmental 
2.2	The site is located to the north of Tiverton Road slightly off-set from the junction with Flamborough Road to the south. No. 21 is the end property of a terrace of 7 dwellings all broadly similar form including projecting two-storey bay windows to their fronts, rendered finish and clay roof tiles. No.21 is the only dwelling in the terrace to have the benefit of a detached garage – this facilitates the introduction of a two-storey side extension would otherwise not be achievable along this terrace. 

2.3	Immediately adjacent development is all residential and comprises a mixture of two-storey terrace, semi-detached dwellings, and the occasional detached dwelling such as no.22 opposite. St Paul’s (Ruislip Manor) and adjacent Church Hall to the west, is an exception to this built-form situation.  

2.4	Tiverton Road is an adopted road topped with tarmacadam.  The proposal would widen the cross-over to the highway. This aspect of the proposal was accepted under the refused scheme. It is noted many nearby dwellings have forecourts fully utilised for car-parking i.e., no. 27 and 29 Tiverton Road. 

2.5	The property is not listed nor within/adjacent to a heritage asset.  To the west of the site beyond intervening dwellings, is the aforementioned St Paul’s church. The immediate local area is otherwise fundamentally residential in usage save for the occasional recreational space. 

2.6	The application site accommodates an end terrace 2 storey dwelling with a detached single garage adjacent to its west flank wall. The architecture of the dwelling is an entirely typical post-war suburban form. Existing floor and elevation drawings accompany this submission – the building footprint is shown on the Site Location Plan.  

2.7	The site is fundamentally level, rectangular in shape set back from the pathway edge and having a modestly large rear garden area with rear access from a shared back alley/roadway. The site has a relatively low level of landscaping.
[bookmark: _Toc451700201]Social	
2.8	The site is located approximately 900m from Ruislip Manor Tube Station adjacent to which are shopping parades and other commercial facilities. The site is within a 5-minute walk of bus stops on Victoria Road to the east from which buses run to various destinations including the tube station.  Despite ready proximity to public transport links, the site has a relatively poor Public Transport Accessibility Level rating being in Zone 2 (and forecast to so remain to 2031 at least).  

2.9	As noted above, on the approach to the tube station along Victoria Road, beginning some 600m from the site, are convenience and comparative retail opportunities alongside other traditional town centre uses including many restaurants, hospitality premises, takeaways, and hairdressers / beauticians.

2.10	In line with the NPPF, the development proposes the intensification in use of Previously Developed Land (PDL) / brownfield land to realise its potential to maximise the efficient use of land within the confines established by the site dimensions. The proposal will bring forward an efficient use of land in accordance with the expectations inherent in the NPPF.  
2.11	In terms of occupancy rates, the dwelling will gain an extra double bedroom and small single bedroom, raising the number of such rooms from 3 to 5. However, as noted in the officer report accompanying the refused scheme, an increase in habitable rooms does not generate the need for additional off-site parking on the strict proviso that the house not become a multiple housing unit and instead remain in single tenure. This would be the situation for no.21 – it would remain in single tenure.  
[bookmark: _Toc451700202]Economic
2.12	The site is located within a residential area and will make efficient use of PDL. The additional habitable space to be formed will make efficient use of a relatively accessible site despite the PTAL rating, will bolster the family home accommodation capacity of the dwelling and therefore - in however small a way – bolster the usage of local economic facilities along with providing job opportunities during the build process.
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3.1	Section 54(a) of the Town and Country Planning Act (1990) as amended by Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, states that Local Planning Authorities should determine planning applications in accordance with the development plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 
3.2	The Development Plan comprises:
· The National Planning Policy Framework 2021
· The London Plan 2021
· Hillingdon Local Plan: Part One – Strategic Policies (2012)
· Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two – Development Management Policies (2020) 
· Hillingdon Design and Accessibility (HDAS) Supplementary Planning Document (2008).
3.3	The current NPPF was adopted in 2021 and provides the principal policy background to the consideration of the proposal.  As with the original 2012 NPPF, Annex 1 again sets out guidance on the implementation of the NPPF and reinforces the importance of up-to-date plans. However, para.213 confirms that the relevance of policies adopted prior to the 2021 NPPF will continue to carry weight ‘according to their degree of consistency’ with the Framework – the closer the Plan policies align with the Framework the greater the weight that may be given to them in considering applications.  To this end, it is evident that the considering some of the principal Local Policies being a minimum of 5 years old, that in terms of the materiality of Part One of the Plan, to all intents and purposes the NPPF is the principal Policy document with the most weight attributable to Part Two of the Plan. Other local policies, including the SPD as a reference tool, being secondary depending on their degree of consistency with the NPPF. This submission proceeds on this basis. 
National Planning Policy Framework (2021)
3.4	At the heart of the NPPF is a presumption in favour of sustainable development – paragraph 11 sets out the approach to how plan and decision making should apply a presumption in favour of sustainable development. For decision-taking this means approving development proposals that accord with the development plan without delay (paragraph 11 c and in particular 11d).
3.5	One of the core planning principles identified in the NPPF is the social objective to support strong, vibrant and healthy communities by ensuring a sufficient number and range of homes are provided to meet present and future needs (para 8b).  This approach encourages the parallel provision of well-designed safe built environments, with access to services and open spaces that support community health, social and cultural well-being alongside proactively supporting sustainable economic development to assist deliver the homes, business and industrial units, infrastructure and thriving local places that the country needs. The extension of no.21 to facilitate additional and improved habitable accommodation, would align with paragraph 8.
3.6	Revisions to the 2021 NPPF include the additional of considerations relating to the creation of ‘beautiful and safe places’ (para 8 ‘Social’) which is a consideration added to amended paragraph 126 of the NPPF too.  Whilst beautiful is not qualified in the NPPF and is clearly a subjective assessment tool, para 126 provides commentary that the preparation of area-based character assessments and design codes, are some means through which to consider what is ‘beautiful’.  The HDAS SPD is considered just such a useful tool in guiding as to what can be acceptable in character terms - by definition schemes which accord with the SPD guidance/layout stipulations, would be acceptable in design terms and therefore capable of being beautiful. In complying with the design and layout stipulations in the SPD and indeed relevant policies in particular DMHD 1 of the Local Plan Part Two.
3.7	The NPPF states at para 38 that Authorities should approach decision making in a positive and creative way.  Authorities are encouraged to work proactively with applicants to secure developments that will improve the economic, social and environmental conditions of the area in which the development is to be located. Decision makers are encouraged to approve applications for sustainable development where possible – in other words Authorities should look for solutions rather than problems.  To this end the LPA are encouraged to engage with the Applicant should the accompanying be found wanting. 
3.8	The relatively sustainable location of the site and the nature of the proposal, assists with its acceptability in planning terms. The proposal would make efficient use of under-utilised previously developed land (the garage is too small to accommodate modern vehicles so is fundamentally redundant as a means of securing a vehicles). 
3.9	As noted above, the 2021 NPPF enhances the Government’s approach to Design in the round – in Chapter 12.  Amongst various policy directions revolving around achieving well-designed places, it is reiterated how design codes can be brought forward, that policies and decisions ensure developments are (B) visually attractive because of good architecture (d) establish or maintain a strong sense of place and () optimise the potential of the site to accommodate and sustain an appropriate amount of development.  Good design remains fundamental to what the planning and development process should be striving to achieve.  Indeed ‘good design is a key aspect of sustainable development’.  The proposal accords with the thrust of Chapter 12 and para 130 by proposing a quality house extension – which in this instance will sit perfectly comfortably on the site, will maintain the amenities of adjacent occupiers, and read entirely acceptability with the architecture evident in the local area. 
3.10	The NPPF states LPAs should approve all individual proposals wherever possible unless the adverse impacts of the proposals would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed against the NPPF. It is contended that the proposal accords with the Development Plan in the round.
[bookmark: _Toc451700204]The Principle of Development
3.11	The principle of development on the site is acceptable having reference to the refused consent and that the site is previously developed land upon which development is acceptable as a matter of principle.  
3.12	In light of the above coupled with the site’s relatively sustainable location close to commercial facilities and shopping frontages / services therein and transport facilities, the principle of developing the site  / extending the home is considered entirely acceptable in principle – the recent application confirms as much.  The material differences proposed through this application are designed to overcome the harm previously identified in terms residential amenity / street scene appearance and the conflict with Policy DMHD 1 in terms of proposing a gabled side extension on a dwelling which had already had a hip to gable side extension before.  In revising the roof form to a hipped roof, this not only aligns with DMHD1 criteria but also reduces the bulk, massing, and scale of the extension. This is a material change of note which addresses the grounds of reason for refusal no.1 in full.  
3.13	Given the built form, layout and appearance of the local built environment and the almost entirely residential nature of the same, it is appropriate to reiterate that the character of Tiverton Road is strongly driven by the built form visible from the site on adjacent plots. This is, as noted above, mostly of post-war suburban entirely standard appearance.  The extension would maintain this them   - the revised design is now considered appropriate to the appearance of the host dwelling and street scene.



RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

4.1		The proposed design is a direct response to the two-reasons for refusal levelled against the recently refused application 73915/APP/2021/830. The dwelling has however been the subject of other application over the last 3 years or so. 
4.2		73915/APP/2021/830.    Two storey side/rear extension involving demolition of existing garage.   Consent refused 26th April 2021. 
(1) The proposed two storey side/rear extension, by virtue of its size, scale, bulk, and design, including the awkward juxtaposition of the proposed roof with the existing roof works, would fail to harmonise with the architectural composition of the host dwelling and would be detrimental to the character, appearance and visual amenities of the street scene and surrounding area. The proposal is therefore contrary to Policy BE1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part One – Strategic Policies (November 2012) and Policies DMHB 11, DMHB 12 and DMHD 1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two. – Development Management Policies (January 2020). 
(2) The proposed two storey side/rear extension, by virtue of its size, scale, bulk, height, and proximity, would be detrimental to the amenities of the neighbouring occupiers at no.19 Tiverton Road, by reason of overdominance, overbearing effect, sense of enclosure and loss of outlook. The proposal is therefore contrary to Policy BE1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part One – Strategic Policies (November 2012) and Policies DMHB 11 and DMHD 1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two – Development Management Policies (January 2020). 
4.3		73915/APP/2020/4059	Two storey side/rear extension and extension to existing rear dormer, following the demolition of the detached garage. Consent refused 25th January 2021.
4.4	73915/APP/2018/2350	Conversion of Roof space to habitable use to include a rear dormer, 3 front rooflights and conversion of roof from hip to gable end (application for a CLEUD for a proposed development).  Consent granted 26th July 2018. Implemented. 
4.5	73915/APP/2018/2295	Single Storey rear extension. Permission granted 23 August 2018. Implemented. 
4.6	The principal application of relevance is 73915/APP/2021/830. As noted above, the application was refused for 2 reasons both of which are considered to have been addressed through this redesign and resubmission. 
4.7	The roof design has been modified to propose a hip rather than gable ended finish. This addresses in full the concern raised regarding conflict with Policy DMHD 1 which specifically states that gables added to dwellings where ‘hip to gables’ have already occurred, will not be supported. By proposing a hip, the issue falls away. 
4.8	Further, the reduction in bulk, massing and scale would render the extension more subordinate in scale to the host dwelling compounding its’ acceptability. That the ridge would be lowered that the main ridge, the extension set back from the foremost front building line and off-set by the requisite distance from the flank boundary  - beyond which is a single storey garage, adds to the acceptability of that proposed both in architectural terms as an addition to no.21, but in terms of the resultant impact and acceptability in terms of residential amenity and the appearance of the street scene respectively. 
4.9	As noted above, the extension would sit comfortably outside of a 45-degree line taken from the nearest rear principal window at no.19. Further that the extension would be no deeper into the site that the rear building line of no.19 and separated from the principal part of that dwelling by no.19’s garage, serves to reinforce there would be no impact on the amenities of no.19 arising from the proposal by reason of size, scale and inter-relationship. 


DESIGN
[bookmark: _Toc451700207]The Proposal
5.1	The scheme proposes the erection of a two-storey side/rear extension containing habitable accommodation on the ground and 1st floors only. The extension would sit within established build lines on the property, provide the requisite separation to the flank boundary to the west, be subordinate in scale, size, and massing to the host dwelling and – importantly – utilise a hip not gabled ended roof form. The revised design maintains the appearance of the terrace in which it is located with fine detailing commensurate with maintaining the appearance of terrace, with render and clay roof tiles to match. The resultant form is considered a high-quality proposal which would fully address the issues which beset its predecessor application 73915/APP/2021/830. 

5.2	The proposal would result in a net increase of 2 bedrooms and additional ancillary rooms on the ground floor including a study and utility room. The design makes efficient use of under-utilised previously developed land within the site. Accordingly, the issues which historically resulted in the refusal of the last applications upon this site - principally the last 2 refusals of proposed side extensions - have been resolutely addressed. 

5.3	Given applicable designations and Development Plan policies, the proposal is considered acceptable by definition and therefore its acceptability is considered to rest on considerations regarding the changes inherent in the proposal over its predecessor, and whether these raise any matters not in accordance with the Development Plan.  No new issues are considered to arise from the design change, and accordingly considering addressing the 2 issues most recently raised, the proposal is now in accordance with the Development Plan and HDAS.

	Amount
5.4	The proposal comprises the replacement of a poor-quality unattractive garage, with a modest hipped roof two-storey side/rear extension. The scale, siting, amount, and site coverage proposed would sit entirely comfortably within the built context and approach to development evident within both Tiverton Road and indeed the immediate area. Considering replacing the garage and not projecting any further forward/deeper than current building lines, the development would not occupy demonstrably more of the site than the existing house.  A more than adequate rear garden area would therefore be retained/maintained, alongside improved off-road parking facilities to the front of the dwelling. 
[bookmark: _Toc451700209]Density 
5.5	The proposal would not increase the density of dwellings upon the site. Whilst increasing bedroom numbers, it is not proposed to do other than maintain the dwelling in single tenure. 

[bookmark: _Toc451700210]Affordable Housing
5.6	The proposal does not trigger the requirement to provide affordable housing. 
[bookmark: _Toc451700211]Amenity Space
5.7	The amenity space available to the dwelling would remain fundamentally unaltered by the proposal. The principal garden area is beyond the rear building line of the dwelling – the extension would not project into this area.  
5.8	Akin to may neighbouring properties, the front of the site would be primarily given over to forecourt parking.  The enlarged forecourt area results in an increased amount of space available to accommodate vehicles clear of the highway. 
[bookmark: _Toc451700212]Layout, Scale and Overlooking	
5.9	The proposal has been redesigned to respect both the constraints imposed by the site dimensions and inter-relationship with adjacent properties - in particular no.19 Tiverton Road. The enlarged dwelling will  maintain the appearance of the terrace in which it would sit, with the redesigned roof having a much improved relationship within the context of the street scene and, through reduced volume and massing, an improved relationship with no.1 9 – albeit as noted above, the extension would be set a long way outside of the 45 degree line from the nearest window at no.19 thereby complying with the principal test of acceptability set out in policy. Overall, the form would be appropriate in terms of the massing, layout, materials, and appearance evident locally.  
5.10	The building line will match that previously proposed and found acceptable. The extension will be set back a meter behind the front budling line formed by the projecting double-storey front bay window. 
5.11	The enlarged extension will have an acceptable relationship to adjacent dwellings including those.  The extension would not bisect a 45-degree line from principal windows on no.19 nor 23. This design would result in an acceptable relationship in terms of inter-overlooking, the 45-degree policy line and separation distances in general.  
[bookmark: _Toc451700213]Appearance
5.12	The NPPF at chapter 12 provides steer on the question of imposing design and how opportunities should be taken to improve the character and quality of an area taking account of local design standards, style, and design guides as appropriate. 
5.13	The design is reflective of the local built form. The material palette, fenestration design, render finish, roof form, massing and design in the round would be entirely complementary to the locale in which it would be located. Similarly, the habitable space, modest rearward projection beyond the main building line though not projecting further than the extended rear building line, separation to flank boundaries, layout and siting also result in a scheme fully appropriate to the built form context evident within Tiverton Road and visible from the same. 
5.14	It is contended that given the built context, which exhibits a variety of built forms, the development would sit comfortably within the architectural palette evident locally.
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5.15	The site’s landscaping is found in the rear. The Applicants are in the process of upgrading the landscaping to bolster the limited landscaping evident to the betterment of the site and biodiversity characteristics of the same. 
[bookmark: _Toc451700215]Access / Parking / Refuse & Recycling
5.16	Vehicular access and egress will continue to be provided from Tiverton Road utilising a widened cross-over. Parking provision will be in accordance with standards expressed in the London Plan for properties of this scale and PTAL rating (2). Whilst the proposal would remove the garage, in practice that garage is too small for modern vehicles and is not therefore used for such purposes. However, the on-paper functionality of that space will be replaced through the widening of the existing forecourt area to accommodate 3 vehicles – a net gain of 1 vehicle space. The width of hardstanding across the whole site width would mimic the approach to parking provision found on adjacent properties, thereby maintaining a design approach evident locally.  
[bookmark: _Toc451700216]5.17	Refuse storage facilities will as now be provided within the site adjacent to the dwelling. The bins will be moved by the occupants to the kerb side on collection days.



CONCLUSION

6.1	21 Tiverton Road sits on a plot with sufficient space available to its western flank to readily accommodate the reduced scale of the extension herein proposed.
6.2	 The site lies in a relatively accessible location and is previously developed land, and accordingly the intensification of its usage is appropriate having reference to the NPPF and Development Plan.  The proposal will efficiently develop the site for enhanced habitable accommodation for no.21, in a manner now entirely appropriate in the context of the built locale in which it will be appreciated, and in relation to its neighbouring properties – no.19. 
6.3	Following the adjustment to the roof form to render it compliant with DMHD 1, it is considered that that proposed will be suitable in relation to the street scene and to matters of amenity. The design is considered acceptable in the round, addresses previous reasons for refusal and is commended accordingly. 
6.4	Local Planning Authorities should approve all individual proposals wherever possible unless the adverse impacts of the proposals would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed against the NPPF.  The proposal is deemed in line with National, Development Plan and emerging Policy. It is contended that the scheme is of a form able to receive a positive response which it is hoped the LPA will recognise and respond proactively and positively too. 
6.5	It is contended that the proposal would not result in demonstrable conflict with the Development Plan, will deliver a high-quality extension without raising concerns in relation to matters of recognised importance, and is therefore in a form capable of support and approval.
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21 Tiverton Road, Ruislip – August 2021.

