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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 non-determination for: Erection of part single storey, part two storey front extension, and a front porch, following demolition of existing attached front garage. Conversion of the roof space into habitable use to include a rear dormer, 3 x front facing roof lights and 1 x rear facing roof light, and relocation of vehicular crossover (reference: 79176/APP/2025/2905).

1.2	Had the LPA determined the application, it would have been refused for the following reason:

	In the opinion of the Local Planning Authority, the part-single, part-two storey extension of the proposed development, by virtue of its size, scale, siting and design, would result in a visually incongruous and unsympathetic addition to the property which would fail to appropriately integrate with the main dwelling or the nearby built form of the Conservation Area. The proposed extension would conflict with the architectural composition of the original property and character and appearance of the street scene, and given its siting would appear as a visually over-prominent and intrusive addition, to the detriment of the visual amenities of the area. The extension would thereby fail to create a positive satisfactory appearance and design which improves and enhances the character and appearance of the street scene and locality.

	The proposal would result in a less than substantial harm to the character and appearance of the Conservation Area. There is no public benefit from the scheme to outweigh this harm. The proposal therefore fails to respect the local context and overall does not comply with Policies BE1 and HE1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part One - Strategic Policies (2021), Policies DMHB 1, DMHB 4, DMHB 11 and DMHD 1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Development Management (2020), Policies D3 and HC1 of the London Plan (2021), Section 16 of the NPPF (2024), and Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

1.3	The LPA’s case is set out within the report below. A copy of the relevant planning policies are included separately.


2. 	Site and Locality

2.1 	The appeal site comprises a detached, two storey dwelling located on a corner plot, on the western side of Pepys Close, Ickenham, at a bend in the road. The dwelling is of buff brick construction with a timber clad bay, under a dual pitched tile roof, with gables to the north and south facing elevations. The dwelling has an attached double garage which projects from the east facing elevation. The roof of the garage is also dual pitched, and its ridge runs into the side of the main house just below the eaves. The property benefits from off street parking to the front, in addition to front and rear gardens.

2.2	Neighbouring houses present gables to the site, the nearest (no. 32) across a gap of about three metres containing two parallel side accesses separated by a fence. 

2.3	The site falls within the Ickenham Village Conservation Area and an area subject to a Tree Preservation Order. Within this locality, the street scene is residential in character, with two storey detached dwellings to the east of the road and larger, two storey apartment blocks to the west. Both the apartment blocks and dwellings were built as part of the same estate, sharing design features. Properties are generally set back from the street within soft landscape, including protected trees. As a cul-de-sac section, together with the lack of through traffic, this creates a quiet, spacious, sylvan feel. 

2.4	The appeal site is not within a Critical Drainage Area or Surface Water Flood Zone.


3. 	Proposed Scheme 

3.1 	The application site is situated on a corner plot with two elevations that front the main highway, Pepys Close. In this instance, it is considered that whilst both elevations front the highway, the north facing elevation would be considered the principal elevation given the front facing features of the dwelling as well as the building line established by neighbouring properties, despite the main door being on the side elevation.

3.2	The application proposes a part-single, part two storey extension to the side of the principal elevation, which would effectively replace the existing single storey double garage. Additionally, a new front porch is also proposed, as well the conversion of the roof space to habitable use including dormer on the west facing roof slope and relocation of the vehicular crossover.


4. 	Planning History 

4.1 	79176/APP/2024/3066 - Erection of part single storey, part two storey front extension, and a front porch, following demolition of existing attached garage. Conversion of the roof space into habitable rooms including a rear dormer, 4 x front facing roof lights and 1 x rear facing roof light, and relocation of vehicular crossover. Refused – Dismissed at Appeal. 

4.2	This proposal follows on from an unsuccessful previous application for a similar proposal (ref: 79176/APP/2024/3066), which was subsequently dismissed at appeal (appeal ref: APP/R5510/D/25/3364612).

4.3	Under that application, permission was refused for the construction of a part-single, part-two storey extension replacing the existing double garage, as well as a front porch, dormer and vehicular crossover. That application was refused for the following reason:

	"The proposed development, by virtue of its bulk, size, scale and overall massing, would result in alterations to the dwelling that would be visually incongruous, detrimental to the architectural composition of the original property and character and appearance of the street scene, particularly given its situation on a corner plot. The proposed development would also pose less than substantial harm to the significance of the Ickenham Village Conservation Area without any public benefit to outweigh the harm. The proposal is therefore contrary to Policies BE1 and HE1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part One - Strategic Policies (2021), Policies DMHB 4, DMHB 11, DMHB 12 and DMHD 1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Development Management (2020), Policies D3 and HC1 of the London Plan (2021) and Chapters 12 and 16 of the National Planning Policy Framework (2024)".

4.4	Owing to the size and siting of the two storey extension, this was concurred by the Inspector of the previous appeal who, in dismissing the appeal, stated that "overall, the proposal development would harm the character and appearance of the area and cause less than substantial harm to the Conservation Area".  

4.5	Whilst similar in nature, following the outcome of the appeal decision, the current proposal has reduced the size of the second floor element of the extension, setting it further in from the road, and altering its design from a pitched roof to a hipped roof. The porch and loft conversion remain as submitted previously, albeit with slight variations to the fenestration of the dormer and omission of a roof light.


5. 	Comments on Public Consultation 

5.1 	17 neighbouring properties and the Ickenham Residents Association were consulted on the application. A site notice was also displayed and press advertisement issued. In total, three representations were received, one objecting to the proposal and two in favour.

	Reasons for objection included:
	- Impact on neighbour amenity (loss of privacy). 

	Reasons for support included:
	- In keeping with the character of the area, well designed. 


5.2	INTERNAL CONSULTEES:

	Conservation Officer:

	Comment. 
	"The proposal concerns a prominent corner plot. While I acknowledge the site is located within a less visible cul-de-sac of the Conservation Area, the current proposal creates a cumulative adverse impact on the host building and the street scene. Key Issues: Incongruous Extension: The side extension is poorly integrated and detracts from the original character. The justification for a first-floor gym is weak; this volume would be better placed as a ground-floor rear extension. Future Use Concerns: The isolated nature of the first-floor gym raises concerns regarding potential future use as a separate dwelling/HMO unit, which would be difficult to monitor. Roofscape Harm: The removal of the chimney results in a loss of character. Furthermore, the proposed dormer dimensions appear to contravene Policy A1.20/A1.21 regarding subservience and scale. Parking Layout: Two spaces on this corner appear cramped and may compromise pedestrian safety via pavement encroachment. Recommendation: While the site's low visibility is a material consideration, the proposal currently represents an unjustified divergence from the established architectural style. I recommend seeking amendments to the roof form and side extension massing before determining the application".


	Highways Authority:

	Comment.  
	"There is no issue raised to the proposed extensions, demolition of garage and conversion of roof space to a habitable use. The principle of vehicular crossing relocation is accepted on the premise that the crossing is moved northbound from the existing location but no precise detail has been shown. Therefore, all finalised detail should be arranged post-permission in conformity with the council's 'Domestic Vehicle Footway Crossover' (DVFC) Policy 2022. It should be noted that the new crossing (including any associated works) would need to be constructed to the appropriate council standard executed under S184 of the Highways Act 1980 (or suitable alternative arrangement) at the applicant's/developer's expense. To ensure conformity to the relevant mutual inter-visibility sight-line requirements, as per DfT (Manual for Streets (MfS) circa 2007) best practice for new development road and parking layouts guidance, between vehicles leaving the site and extraneous vehicles/pedestrians at the new site aperture, it is recommended that a lower height of frontage boundary treatment is applied throughout or for at least 2 metres on either side of the new crossing. Ideally the height would not exceed 0.6m to achieve the aim of satisfactory visibility". 


6. 	Assessment 

6.1 	The main considerations are the design and impact of the development on the character and appearance of the existing dwelling and surrounding Ickenham Village Conservation Area and the impact upon the amenities of adjoining occupiers. Other matters to consider include parking, outdoor amenity space, and biodiversity and ecology. These are discussed in turn below. 


HERITAGE, CHARACTER AND APPEARANCE:

6.2	The appeal property is an unlisted building situated within the Ickenham Village Conservation Area. 

6.3	Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 (as amended) details the obligations of Local Planning Authorities to pay special attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of Conservation Areas in exercising planning functions.

6.4	Policy HC1 of The London Plan (2021) states development proposals affecting heritage assets and their settings should conserve their significance by being sympathetic to the assets' significance and appreciation within their surroundings. Councils should actively manage the cumulative impacts of incremental change from development on heritage assets and their settings.

6.5	Policy DMHB 1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Development Management Policies (2020) states that the Council will expect all development proposals to avoid harm to the historic environment.

6.6	Policy DMHB 4 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 - Development Management Policies (2020) states that new development within a Conservation Area or on its fringes, will be expected to preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the area. Development should sustain and enhance its significance and make a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness.

6.7	In general design terms:

	Policy D3 of The London Plan (2021) states that developments should enhance the local context, be of high quality, and respond to a place's existing character. They should also respect, enhance, and utilise architectural features that contribute to the local character.

6.8	Policy BE1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part One - Strategic Policies (2012) seeks a quality of design in all new development that enhances and contributes to the area in terms of form, scale and materials; is appropriate to the identity and context of the townscape; and would improve the quality of the public realm and respect local character.

6.9	Policy DMHB 11 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Development Management Policies (2020) advises that all development will be required to be designed to the highest standards and incorporate principles of good design. It should take into account aspects including the scale of the development considering the height, mass and bulk of adjacent structures; building plot sizes and established street patterns; building lines and streetscape rhythm and landscaping.

6.10	Policy DMHD 1 requires that alterations and extension of dwellings would not have an adverse cumulative impact on the character and appearance of the street scene, and should appear subordinate to the main dwelling.

6.11	Specific to this application, with regard to side extensions, Policy DMHD1 requires that:
	- Side extensions should not exceed half the width of the original property.
	- Extensions to corner plots should ensure that the openness of the area is maintained and the return building line is not exceeded.
	- Two storey side extensions should be set in a minimum of 1 metre from the side boundary.
	- Two storey side extensions to detached properties should be set back a minimum of 1 metre behind the main front elevation.
	- In Conservation Areas, single storey side extensions may be required to be set back.

6.12	The property occupies a prominent and sensitive corner plot on an inside bend of Pepys Close. Properties in this location are generally set back from the road, especially at two storey level, affording a sense of spaciousness. The existing garage is unique in this respect, given that it projects much closer to the road than the build line of other neighbours, though some sense of openness is retained given its single storey nature.  

6.13	As mentioned previously, the application follows on from a previously refused application, dismissed at appeal. Under that application, a part-single, part-two storey extension was proposed, replacing the existing garage. Viewed from the principal elevation, this previously proposed extension had a width of approximately 5m at both ground and first floor level. Given the siting and two storey nature of the extension, the Inspector wrote that "as there are no two-storey buildings so close to the street nearby, this would both introduce an uncharacteristic feature and erode spaciousness. Nearby attached garages have been converted and extended over, but these are single width and located between houses. Consequently, the additional width seen from the front would also appear excessive, prominent and uncharacteristic". 

6.14	As a response, within this application the two storey element has been reduced in width by 1.25m (to 3.75m), so as to be set further in from the road. The depth remains as previously proposed, whilst the ground floor element remains unchanged from the previous application. The design of the extension has also been altered, incorporating a hipped roof and hipped elements atop the single storey element. 

6.15	Whilst it is recognised that the two storey element of the extension has been reduced in width, and would, as per the requirements of Policy DMHD 1, now no longer exceed more than half the width of the main principal elevation, it would nevertheless continue to introduce additional bulk to the side of the principal elevation which brings the property much closer to the road at second storey level. Given the overall height of the extension, siting and limited separation from the road, the proposed development would remain considered to result in a visually prominent and intrusive addition within the street scene, at odds with the predominantly set-back nature of built form along the road. Indeed, the two storey projection would remain considerably forward of the building line established by Numbers 36, 38, 40 and 42 Pepys Close. Visually, this prominence would be to a greater extent than the existing garage, given the additional height and bulk, ultimately resulting in a further loss in the openness of the street scene – to the detriment of the existing character and appearance of the area. 

6.16	In terms of the design, the extension would feature a hipped roof, with further hipped elements at single storey level. The property itself is characterised by a dual pitched roof, gabled to the north and south elevations. Within this section of Pepys Close, buildings are also overwhelmingly characterised by dual pitched roofs with either front/rear or side gables, particularly at two storey level, providing a strong consistency in appearance. The hipped roof design would undermine this existing design approach, conflicting with the architectural composition of the original property, as well as the character of the surrounding area more generally. Compared to the existing garage - which is well proportioned and complementary in design - the proposed extension given its form and design would appear as visually incongruous, failing to integrate successfully with the main dwelling. This visual harm would then be exacerbated by the prominence of the extension, being highly visible in the street scene, as above.  

6.17	Higher standards of development are required within Conservation Areas, and it is not considered that the proposed extension is of the architectural or design quality expected to meet such standards. 

6.18	Whilst the appellant has provided three examples of other roof styles and, it is argued, similar developments within the Conservation Area, the examples given are from different roads where the character of the area is markedly different. These examples are not visible from, or read in the context of the proposed development. Within the context of the immediate street scene to which the appeal property forms a part, there is a strong sense of uniformity, with dwellings of the same repeated design iterations, exhibiting the same characteristics. In this instance the design of the extension would conflict with the established design of the immediate area, appearing as out of keeping and undermining the existing uniform appearance. This would therefore harm the appearance of the Conservation Area and the appeal property itself. 

6.19	Regarding the other elements, the proposed dormer would add bulk to the side roof slope, however would be set back somewhat from the principal elevation reducing its prominence. Notably, the dormer remains of the same dimensions as the previously proposed dormer, to which the Inspector wrote "whilst further closing the gap between these two houses, it would not be visible from the outside of the corner and the neighbouring house would restrict its visibility from the front". Given its lack of prominence, and that no specific concern was raised toward the dormer by the Inspector at the previous appeal, on balance this aspect would now be considered acceptable. In terms of the front porch, though also incorporating a hipped roof, given the limited scale of this aspect and review of the previous appeal, no concerns are raised.  

6.20	Whilst the dormer and porch are considered to be acceptable, this would not however overcome the harm identified from other aspects of the proposal, as above. Considered altogether, the proposed development would fail to respect the local context and the character and appearance of the surrounding area. The proposed development would neither conserve nor enhance the Conservation Area, but rather detract from its existing character and appearance.

6.21	Paras 212 and 213 of the NPPF (2024) state that great weight should be given to the conservation of a designated heritage asset and that any harm to the significance of such an asset (from its alteration....or from development within its setting) should require clear and convincing justification.  

6.22	The proposal would result in a less than substantial harm to the character and appearance of the Conservation Area. There is no public benefit from the scheme to outweigh this harm. As such, the outlined harm to the Conservation Area it is not sufficiently justified. 

6.23	The publicly visible alterations would appear as uncharacteristic and incongruous in the street scene, owing to their siting and inappropriate, conflicting design. Given that the proposed first floor of the extension is for a gym - which could feasibly be provided in a much less intrusive and visible form (such as a single storey rear extension or modest outbuilding), it is not felt that a balanced judgement in favour of the development can therefore be reached.

6.24	The proposal fails to respect the local context and character and appearance of the Conservation Area, and in light of the assessment above would be in direct conflict with Policies BE1 and HE1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part One Strategic Policies (2012) and Policies DMHB 1, DMHB 4, DMHB 11 and DMHD 1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Development Management Policies (2020), Policies D3 and HC1 of the London Plan (2021), Section 16 of the NPPF (2024), and Section 72 of The Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

IMPACT ON NEIGHBOUR AMENITY:

6.25	Policy DMHB 11 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Development Management Policies (2020) seeks to ensure that development proposals do not adversely impact on the amenity, daylight and sunlight of adjacent properties and open space.

6.26	Policy DMHD 1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Development Management Policies (2020) states that planning applications relating to dwelling alterations and extensions will be required to ensure that a satisfactory relationship with adjacent dwellings is achieved and there is no unacceptable loss of outlook to neighbouring occupiers.

6.27	The surrounding area is residential in character. The closest neighbours are no. 32 Pepys Close, which lies adjacent to the application property to the west, and no. 36 to the south.

6.28	In terms of overshadowing and overbearingness, the proposed extension and porch are sited facing onto Pepys Close, to an extent where no. 32 would not be impacted by these aspects of the proposal in terms of loss of light or overbearingness. The proposed dormer would be contained within the existing roof slope to an extent where it would also have no negative impact on this property. Whilst projecting beyond the front build line of no. 36, given the siting of no. 36 and the separation distances involved, similar to the conclusions of the previous application, it is also not considered that this neighbour would be unduly impacted by the proposal. No further concerns are raised. 

6.29	In terms of privacy, there would be no undue overlooking resulting from any of the proposed ground floor openings, whilst the only first floor opening of the extension would face onto the road, and would therefore also be acceptable. Concerns were previously raised by the Inspector regarding the openings of the proposed dormer, which would look directly onto the side and garden of no. 32. This aspect has been revised since the last submission, with the proposed bedroom window now relocated to the south-facing elevation, whereby it would look over the applicant's own garden area and afford a similar level of overlooking as the existing first floor windows on this elevation. As such, it is considered that this opening would result in no greater loss of privacy for neighbours than the existing arrangement. Whilst one opening is proposed to remain within the dormer, facing no. 32, this window relates to a non-habitable room and therefore, as an appropriate compromise, had the proposal been acceptable it would have been recommended for this window to be conditioned to be obscurely glazed and non-opening below 1.7m. With no concerns raised with regard to the roof lights given their angled siting and position, provided such a condition was adhered to, the proposal would be deemed to conform to the requirements of Policy DMHB 11 and DMHD 1 and would have no significant adverse impact on the amenities of adjacent neighbours.


PARKING:

6.30	Policy DMT 6 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Development Management Policies (2020) states that development proposals must comply with the parking standards outlined in Appendix C Table 1 in order to facilitate sustainable development and address issues relating to congestion and amenity.

6.31	The proposal would result in the loss of the existing double garage. In any case, the site already benefits from front hardstanding with sufficient capacity to accommodate two vehicles. It is therefore considered that the proposal would remain in accordance with Policy DMT 6 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Development Management Policies (2020). No further enlargements of the existing front hardstanding are indicated. 

6.32	In terms of access, whilst a relocation of the existing vehicular crossover is noted on the accompanying Application Form, no precise details have been provided. Notwithstanding, as per the comments of the Highway Authority, the proposed relocation of the dropped kerb/vehicular crossover would be considered acceptable in principle, on the premise that the crossing is moved northbound from the existing location. To this extent, had the proposal been acceptable it would have been recommended for a condition to be imposed to ensure that precise details of the proposed relocated crossover are submitted prior to its first installation. No further parking or highways concerns are raised. 


OUTDOOR AMENITY SPACE:

6.33	Policy DMHD 1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Development Management Policies (2020) states that planning applications relating to alterations and extensions of dwellings will be required to ensure that, inter alia,  adequate garden space is retained, while Policy DMHB 18 states that developers should provide amenity space in accordance with Table 5.3 of the Local Plan. For a five-bedroomed dwelling as proposed, a minimum 100 sqm of  outdoor amenity space would be required to be retained.

6.34	Following the proposed extensions, the property would retain front and rear amenity/garden space in excess of 100 sqm and as such would comply with Policies DMHB 18 and DMHD 1.


BIODIVERSITY AND ECOLOGY:

6.35	Whilst as a householder application the proposal would be exempt from national biodiversity net gain requirements, this would not override Local Policy requirements with respect to mitigation for any losses of site biodiversity or impact on existing trees. In this instance the extensions would however be concentrated to areas of the site already laid to hardstanding/already developed. As such, the proposal would have no impact on site biodiversity, whilst no trees would be impacted by the proposal. Overall, no significant biodiversity concerns are raised.

6.36	In terms of ecology and protected species, the site lies within an urban location and the main roof appears to be in reasonable condition. As such, it is unlikely for bats to be present and it would not appear proportionate to request a Preliminary Roost Assessment, in this instance, given that under the previous application was it also not requested. No further ecology concerns are raised.


7. 	Conclusion

7.1 	For the reasons set out in the report above, it is considered by the LPA that the proposed development would conflict with a number of Development Plan policies, and would therefore be unacceptable. 

7.2	Notwithstanding this, 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:


1. Time Limit

The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of three years from the date of this permission.

REASON
To comply with Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.


2. Accordance with Approved Plans

The development hereby permitted shall not be carried out except in complete accordance with the details shown on the submitted plans, numbers:

PP-14497689v1
2438.2 Rev F
2438.3 Rev D

and shall thereafter be retained/maintained for as long as the development remains in existence, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

REASON
To ensure the development complies with the provisions The London Plan (2021) and the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part One (2012) and Part Two (2020).


3. Materials to Match

The materials to be used for the external surfaces, including walls, roofs, doors and windows shall be of the same colour, type and texture as those used in the existing building, unless the Local Planning Authority otherwise first agrees in writing.

REASON
To safeguard the visual amenities of the area and to ensure that the proposed development does not have an adverse effect upon the appearance of the existing building in accordance with Policy DMHB 11 of the Hillingdon Local Plan Part 2 (2020).


4. Obscure Glazing

The second floor window to the dormer extension hereby approved, as shown on drawing nos. 2438.2 Rev F and 2438.3 Rev D, shall be glazed with permanently obscured glass to at least scale 4 on the Pilkington scale and be non-opening below a height of 1.7m taken from internal finished floor level for so long as the development remains in existence.

REASON
To prevent overlooking to adjoining properties in accordance with policy DMHB 11 of the Hillingdon Local Plan Part 2 (2020).


5. Crossover Details

Prior to its first installation, details and scaled plans of the proposed crossover/dropped kerb, including its siting and width, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The crossover/dropped kerb shall thereafter be installed in accordance with the approved plans. 

REASON
To ensure the provision of a safe and convenient access for vehicular traffic is maintained, in accordance with Policy DMT 2 of the Hillingdon Local Plan Part 2 (2020).
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