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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 28 October 2014 

by Susan A F Simpson LLB Solicitor (N-P) 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 4 November 2014 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/R5510/D/14/2225100 

10 Hillside Gardens, Northwood, Middlesex HA6 1RL 

• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a refusal to grant planning permission. 
• The appeal is made by Mr Paul McGoun against the decision of the London Borough of 

Hillingdon Council. 
• The application Ref 69754/APP/2014/1900 dated 1 June 2014 was refused by a notice 

dated 5 August 2014. 

• The proposed development is a part two storey, part first floor rear extension involving 
demolition of existing conservatory and existing side lean-to and erection of a single 

storey side extension. 
 

Decision 

1. The appeal is allowed and planning permission is granted for a part two storey, 

part first floor rear extension involving demolition of existing conservatory and 

existing side lean-to and erection of a single storey side extension at 10 Hillside 

Gardens, Northwood, Middlesex HA6 1RL in accordance with the terms of the 

application Ref 69754/APP/2014/1900 dated 1 June 2014, subject to the 

following conditions:  

1) The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than three years 

from the date of this decision. 

2) The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with 

the following approved plans nos:-  

NWH/100/1A; NWH/100/2A; NWH/100/3A; NWH/100/4A; NWH/200/1A; 

NWH/200/2A; NWH/200/3A; NWH/200/4A.   

3) The materials to be used in the construction of the external surfaces of the 

development hereby permitted shall match those used in the existing 

building. 

Procedural matters 

2. I have used the Council’s description of the proposed development rather than 

that found on the original application form as it includes reference to the single 

storey side extension which forms part of the scheme.  As the Council has not 

raised any specific objection to this element of the proposal in the reason for 

refusal in its decision notice, I intend to concentrate on the objections raised in 

respect of the proposed rear extensions to the property.       

3. On my site visit, I saw that building work has already commenced but has not 

been completed. Thus, where appropriate, I have used the drawings detailing 
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the “existing” elevations and layout of the dwelling to assist me in the 

determination of the appeal.    

Main issue 

4. The main issue in the appeal is the effect of the development on the character 

and appearance of the host dwelling and the surrounding area.  

Reasons 

5. The appeal dwelling is located along Hillside Gardens and comprises a chalet 

bungalow containing accommodation within the roof space.  It is stated to be 

located within an Area of Special Local Character (ASLC) where policy BE5 of 

the Hillingdon Local Plan (HLP) Part Two - Saved UDP Policies states that: new 

development should harmonise with the materials, design features,   

architectural style and building heights predominant in the area; extensions to 

dwellings should respect the symmetry of the original buildings. 

6. I have a plan identifying the appeal site as falling within the Hillside, Northwood 

ASLC but I have not been provided with “the elements of character and 

identity” which the Council wishes to preserve in this residential area.  However, 

in having regard to the Residents’ Association’s representations it appears that 

one of the purposes of this ASLC designation is “to preserve the street scene of 

a development of bungalows”.       

7. Indeed, the area is predominantly characterised by modest sized bungalows set 

within reasonable sized plots and benefitting from off street parking and useful 

sized gardens.  There is some variety in their appearance which is mainly due to 

the use of different building materials and that, over a period of time, 

development to extend the properties has resulted in some larger buildings and 

the emergence of a wide range of roof forms.     

8. Views of the proposed rear elevation of the development would be limited to 

those from the back gardens of neighbouring properties where there would be a 

significant change to its appearance but, having regard to the details shown on 

drawing NWH/100/4A, one which would result in an aesthetic improvement.  

Thus, in the absence of any firm evidence from the Council identifying those 

architectural features which it considers are worthy of retention, I find the 

intended alterations to the rear extension would enhance the appearance of the  

dwelling and maintain the quality of the environment.  

9. As the front elevation would remain unchanged, the dwelling would continue to 

present as a chalet bungalow and, so, be consistent with the form of 

development that is a characteristic feature of the street scene. However, views 

across to its extended flank elevations would be available when walking past 

the property in both directions and, in assessing the impact of this 

development, I have taken into account the Council’s Supplementary Planning 

Document (SPD) entitled “Hillingdon Design and Accessibility Statement 

(HDAS): Residential Extensions”.   

10.There would be an infringement of the SPD in terms of the height of the mono 

roof for the single storey extension but, in other respects, the proposal would 

be compliant with the guidance.  In particular, the modest depth of the rear 

extensions, the setback for the two storey element and a new roof that would 

be set down from that of the existing, would all combine to produce a size and 
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perceived scale and bulk of development that would appear subservient to the 

host dwelling.  

11.The Council also is concerned that the proposal would result in the formation of 

a “crown” roof but, given the variety of roofscapes found hereabouts, such a 

feature would not appear alien or incongruous but satisfactorily integrate into 

this ASLC.  Overall, I conclude that, the siting, size, scale, bulk and design of 

the development would create a harmonious relationship with, and respect and 

maintain the intrinsic character of, the host dwelling and its ASLC surroundings.   

12.It follows from this conclusion that I find there to be no conflict with policies 

BE1 of the HLP: Part One - Strategic Policies and BE5, BE13, BE15 and BE19 of 

the HLP: Part Two - Saved UDP Policies, which, amongst other things require 

development to: improve and maintain the quality of the built environment by 

achieving a high quality of design in extensions; harmonise with the existing 

street scene and with the scale, form, architectural composition and proportions 

of the original building; complement or improve the amenity and character of 

the area. 

13.The proposal also would be consistent with government policy in the National 

Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) which states that development 

should promote or reinforce local distinctiveness and that good design is a key 

aspect of sustainable development, is indivisible from good planning, and should 

contribute positively to making places better for people.     

Conditions 

14.I have considered the Council’s suggested conditions in the light of the contents 

of the Planning Practice Guidance and paragraphs 203 and 206 of the 

Framework.  In addition to the time limiting condition, one requiring matching 

materials to be used is reasonable and necessary in order to secure a 

satisfactory form of development that would integrate well with the host 

building.  For the avoidance of doubt, and in the interests of proper planning, a 

condition requiring that the development is carried out in accordance with the 

approved plans will be imposed.    

Other matters and Conclusion 

15.Having taken into account all the matters raised, including the representations 

made by the Residents’ Association, and which I have addressed in the main 

part of my decision, I conclude that, for the reasons given above, the appeal 

should succeed. 

 

S A F Simpson   

INSPECTOR 
















