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1. 	INTRODUCTION

1.1 This is an appeal against the refusal of the London Borough of Hillingdon to grant permission in respect of an application for the erection of a single-storey side and rear extension at no. 15 Fray’s Waye, Uxbridge.  Permission was refused by notice dated 12.04.2021, ref. 76177/APP/2021/373, for a single reason, as follows:
“The proposed single-storey side extension, by reason of its siting in this open prominent position, size, scale, bulk, proximity to the side boundary and projection forward of the established building line along Frays Waye, would result in the virtual loss of an important gap characteristic to the area, resulting in a cramped appearance.  The proposal would therefore represent an overdevelopment of the site to the detriment of the visual amenities of the street scene and the character and appearance of the surrounding area.  The proposed development is therefore contrary to Policy BE1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan; Part One Strategic (2012) and Policies DMHB11, DMHB12 and DMHD1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan : Part Two – Development Management Policies (2020).

1.2	A copy of the decision is attached hereto at Appendix A.
1.3	The application was submitted on 28.1.2021, being accompanied by a Planning Application Statement, drg.nos. A529-SK1, A529-P-01 and P-02, and a Flood Risk Assessment, a copy of these documents, including the application form, being attached hereto at Appendix B.
1.4 This Statement will commence with a brief description of the appeal site and surrounding area, to be followed by details of the relevant planning history associated with the site, as well as details of the application giving rise to this appeal.  Next, the relevant Development Plan policies and associated planning provisions for the area will be examined, followed by Planning Observations dealing with the reason for refusal.  Finally, overall conclusions will be drawn.
1.5 A series of photographs of the site and surrounding area appears at Appendix C.

2. DESCRIPTION OF APPEAL SITE & SURROUNDING AREA
2.1 15 Fray’s Waye is a two-storey end-of-terrace dwelling, being the northernmost dwelling on the north / south arm of Fray’s Waye, facing Rockingham Recreation Ground.  There is a footpath link across the recreation ground to the town centre.
2.2 Fray’s Waye links with St. John’s Road (A4007) via both Waterloo Road and Austin Waye, which in turn leads to Uxbridge Town Centre.
2.3 Whilst the dwellings in Fray’s Waye are similar in terms of their design, there are various other forms of housing in the area, as well as commercial properties nearby.
2.4 The site falls within a controlled parking zone preventing indiscriminate parking, and there is a rear service road between the dwellings in Fray’s Waye and Waterloo Road, providing access to garages and parking spaces serving those properties.













3. RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY & DETAILS OF 
THE APPLICATION GIVING RISE TO THIS APPEAL

3.1 There is no relevant planning history associated with this property.
3.2 It will be seen from the submitted drawings that an L-shaped extension is proposed projecting 3.6m from the rear of the dwelling and 2.21m to the side.  A pitched roof is proposed, having an eaves height of 2.8m, and an overall height of 3.4m where it meets the flank wall of the house, and a small section of flat roof to the rear.
3.3 It is proposed that the extension be constructed from facing brickwork to match the existing house, with roof tiles similar to those on the house, and windows also to match.  The front of the side extension would be set back 1m from the front of the house.  As indicated in the Planning Statement, the side element would be parallel to the flank of the house, rather than to the road, so that there would be a gap of about 75cm between the extension and the side boundary at the front.  There is a 2m high timber fence along the flank boundary, which would remain.
3.4 Two existing car parking spaces – one accessed from the rear, at the foot of the rear garden, via the rear service road, the other being at the front of the property – would remain, and there would be a rear garden with an area of some 115 sq.m.
3.5 As part of the site falls within Flood Risk Zone 2, a Flood Risk Assessment was carried out and the necessary mitigation measures, as advised by the Environment Agency, have been incorporated into the design of the extension, as explained in the Statement annexed at Appendix B.  
3.6 The Case Officer prepared a Delegated Report upon the matter, a copy of which is attached hereto at Appendix D, where the “Main Planning Issues” are identified at Section 5 on page 3, as “ … the design and impact on the character of the existing property, the impact upon the streetscene and locality, the impact upon the amenities of adjoining occupiers, the reduction in size of the rear garden, and car parking provision.”
3.7 Whilst the rear extension element was considered to be acceptable in all respects, it was indicated in the Report that:
“The corner plot position of the application dwelling is such that it is visually prominent on both street scenes.  The erection of the single-storey side extension would significantly breach the return building line on Frays Waye.  As such, the single-storey side extension would result in an unduly dominating, obtrusive and overbearing appearance in relation to views from the adjacent properties to the north on Fray’s Waye.”

3.8 It was recommended that planning permission be refused as it was felt that the single-storey side extension would be detrimental to the visual amenities of the street scene and the character and appearance of the surrounding area, and the application was, of course, duly refused.











4. THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN & ASSOCIATED 
PLANNING PROVISIONS FOR THE AREA

4.1 The Case Officer considered various Local Plan policies in his Report and found that 	the proposal was contrary to:
Local Plan : Part One Strategic Policy BE1 and Local Plan : Part Two – Development Management Policies DMHB11 and 12, and DMHD1.MMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMM
BE1 is a general strategic built environment policy aimed at maintaining and improving the quality of the built environment.
DMHB11 requires all development, including extensions, to be designed to the highest standards to harmonise with the local context.
DHMB12 deals with Streets and Public Realm and requires development to be well integrated with the surrounding area.
DMHD1 refers specifically to “Alterations and Extensions to Residential Buildings”. 
It appears under Appendix A to the Local Plan Part 2 : Development Management Policies adopted January 2020 and at A 1.1 of that Appendix which deals with “Householder Development”, it is specifically stated that “This Section of the Local Plan provides policies and guidance that will be used to assess proposals for the most common forms of householder development …”.  A copy of the relevant parts of Appendix A (pages 121 – 132) is attached hereto at Appendix E. 
4.2 It will be seen that, following general comments upon various types of extensions, Policy DMHD1 then deals with nine general matters under (A), and then specific types of extension – rear, side, front and roof – are dealt with at (B) – (E).  (C) refers to “side extensions” and sub-section (ii) suggests that:
 “Extensions to corner plots should ensure that the openness of the area is maintained and the return building line is not exceeded.”
There is no distinction made between single and two storey extensions.

4.3 The fact that the proposed extension would exceed the rear building line – by just 2.2m – appears to be the only matter at issue in this appeal.

























5. PLANNING OBSERVATIONS
5.1 It is clear from the Officer’s Delegated Report and from the decision that it is only the side extension element of the proposal which is at issue.
5.2 It is said in the Delegated Repot (page 4) that the side extension would “significantly breach the return building line” and result in “an unduly dominating obtrusive and overbearing appearance in relation to views from the adjacent properties to the north on Fray’s Waye” and, in the reason for refusal it is said that it would result in “The virtual loss of an important gap characteristic to the area” to the “detriment of the visual amenities of the street scene and the character and appearance of the surrounding area”.
5.3 It is contended on behalf of the appellants that these comments represent an over exaggeration of the likely effects of the proposed extension.  It cannot be accepted that the side extension would in any way be dominating, obtrusive, or overbearing in views from the north side of Fray’s Waye.  It must be emphasised that it is only a single-storey extension with an overall height of just 3.4m, which would be seen against a two-storey gable ended wall, behind a 2m high boundary fence.  It could not seriously be considered to be “unduly dominant”, “obtrusive”, or “overbearing” when viewed from those properties across the road.  It is perhaps pertinent to note that the alleged effect of the proposal upon the properties to the north of Fray’s Waye is not part of the refusal reason.
5.4 Whilst the extension would project in advance of the return building line – by just over 2m – and this is part of the refusal reason and, indeed, is perhaps the crux of the Council’s case, it is not a continuous building line where any break would be prominent.  If consideration is given to the allegation that the proposal would result in the “virtual loss of an important gap”, then one only has to examine the rear elevation shown on drg.no. A529-P-02 to conclude that the proposal would have virtually no effect upon the “gap.
5.5 Photographs 2, 3 and 5 indicate the view towards the recreation ground   as approached along Fray’s Waye which would be hardly altered, and Photograph 1 shows how close the first property on the east side of Fray’s Waye, upon entering via Waterloo Road, is to the road; no. 4 shows how close the dwelling is on the west side of Fray’s Waye at the junction with Rushes Mead is to the carriageway, and no. 6 shows how close the southernmost dwelling on the west side of Fray’s Waye, at its junction with Austin Waye, is to the carriageway.  These photographs illustrate that there really are no “important gaps” which could be said to be “characteristic of the area” and, even if there were, then the gap between the dwellings on the northern side of Fray’s Waye and the flank of the appeal property would be hardly reduced, in any event.
5.6 The essential part of the “policy” is to “maintain the openness” of the area but, it is contended, that it is not necessary to prevent the return building line from being exceeded in order to achieve that objective.  In the particular circumstances of this appeal the concept of preventing the building line from being exceeded must, more appropriately, be regarded as being more in the nature of “guidance”.






6. CONCLUSIONS
6.1 The most relevant policy (see Section 4, para. 4.2 above) dealing with extensions to corner plots, seeks to “ensure that the openness of the area is maintained”.  This proposal will clearly achieve that objective.  Bearing in mind that this appears to be the only matter under consideration, it is concluded that this appeal can be allowed within the overall terms of the policy, and it is respectfully requested, therefore, that this appeal be allowed and planning permission granted accordingly.
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