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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 This appeal is against the refusal of the London Borough of Hillingdon to grant permission in respect of an application for a single-storey side and rear extension at no. 105 Great Central Avenue, Ruislip, an end-of-terrace two-storey dwelling, for the following single reason:
“The proposed single-storey side extension, by virtue of its size, scale, bulk and width, would fail to appear as a subordinate addition and thus would be detrimental to the appearance of the original house, the visual amenities of the street scene, and the character and appearance of the wider area.  The proposal is therefore contrary to Policy BE1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan : Part One – Strategic Policies (November 2012) and Policies DMHB11, DMHB12 and DMHD1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan : Part Two – Development Management Policies (2020).

1.2 A copy of the refusal notice ref. 55304/APP/2021/1822, dated 30th June 2021, is attached hereto at Appendix A.
1.3 This Statement will commence with a description of the site and surrounding area, to be followed by details of the relevant planning history, including details of the application giving rise to this appeal.  Next, the Development Plan and associated planning provisions for the area will be examined, to be followed by planning observations dealing with the reason for refusal.  Finally, overall conclusions will be drawn.






2. DESCRIPTION OF APPEAL SITE & SURROUNDING AREA
2.1 The appeal property is a two-storey, end-of-terrace dwelling, located on the north-east  side of the road at its very south-eastern extremity.  It was originally a semi-detached property until a further dwelling was added to the flank of no. 103. 
2.2 The road forms a junction with Station Approach to the north-west, opposite South Ruislip Station, which serves both the Central Line and National Rail, and the railway lines run along the rear of the properties along this north-eastern side of Great Central Avenue.
2.3 Great Central Avenue is a residential road within an area commonly known as Metroland, developed prior to, and soon after, the second world war, as the London Underground system extended to the suburbs.  It’s a fairly pleasant tree-lined road, with grass verges.  Many of the dwellings have on-site parking – often on paved forecourts – and on-street parking is available but restricted to permit holders only from Monday to Friday.
2.4 There is a mix of dwellings in Great Central Avenue and the area generally – mainly two-storey, semi-detached properties, but with some terraces as well as bungalows – their styles varying in terms of their design and materials.  Many have been extended over the years. 
2.5 The photographs at Appendix B show the front of the appeal property at photographs 1 – 3, and no. 4 is a view from the junction with South Park Way just to the north-west of the site.



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

3.1	There have been two previous applications associated with this dwelling which have proceeded to a decision.  
3.2	Firstly, application 55304/APP/2020/2494, for a two-storey, part single-storey side extension, including a rear extension and a rear dormer, was refused permission by notice dated 2.11.2020 – a copy of two of the submitted drawings (356-D.11A and D.13A) being attached hereto at Appendix C, together with a copy of the refusal notice.
3.3	There was no appeal against that decision.
3.4	Secondly, application 55304/APP/2021/706, was an application for a Certificate of Lawfulness in respect of the conversion of the roofspace to provide a bedroom and bathroom, a copy of the proposed layout (3245-02) and the decision dated 6.4.2021 granting the Certificate, are attached hereto at Appendix D.
3.5	The application giving rise to this appeal was submitted on 4th May 2021, being accompanied by a covering letter / Statement dated 4.5.2021, and drg.nos. 3245-01 and 03, and 356.X-3.  Two previous Flood Risk Assessments prepared to support previous applications were also submitted, a copy of all of those documents being attached hereto at Appendix E.  
3.6	It will be seen that the proposed extension was shown to project 3m from the rear of the existing dwelling, with a height of 3m, to be 10.1m wide at the rear to connect with the proposed 4m wide side extension.  It was shown to have a flat roof with a small pitch, with an overall height of 3.4m, across the front of the side extension.  The side extension was shown to be set back slightly from the forwardmost front projection of the dwelling, so as to align with the set-back on the other side of the existing forward projection.  A new front entrance door was shown to replace the existing main entrance presently to the side of the dwelling.  The extension was shown to be constructed from facing brickwork, to match the existing dwelling, with the front pitch to the roof to be tiled, again to match the existing house.
3.7	Parking for two vehicles is proposed, to be provided on the front forecourt, in front of the extension, with a dedicated wheelchair access path alongside leading to a ramp and a side entrance to the extension.  It was indicated in the covering letter / Statement attached to the application that the extension would provide a ground floor bedroom and w.c. for the proposed occupier of the dwelling, who is disabled, and that the remainder of the accommodation would provide space for the rest of her family, who would be able to care for her and assist her in her day-to-day living.
3.8	It will be seen from the Officer’s Delegated Report, a copy of which is attached at Appendix F, that there were no objections from neighbours or from any of the external consultees.  The application was assessed against the relevant Local Plan policies and it was found that the extension contravened part of Policy DMHD1, as it was shown to exceed half the width of the original dwelling – being 4m wide rather than the maximum permitted of 3.06m. For that reason it was decided that it would represent an:
	“Incongruous addition which would fail to be subservient to the appearance of the original property, the visual amenity of the street scene, and the character and appearance of the wider area.”

3.9	Permission was refused for that reason, as indicated earlier.




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

4.1 The Case Officer assessed the proposal against the following “Policies and Guidance” contained in the Hillingdon Local Plan, as indicated below, as well as others:
BE1 of Part One – Strategic Policies (November 2012), and DMHB11 and 12, and DMHD1 of Part Two – Development Management Policies (January 2020).
4.2 BE1 is a general policy aimed at improving and maintaining the quality of the built environment.
DMHB11 is a general policy relating to the design of new development.
DMHB12 is another general policy dealing with streets and public realm.
DMHD1 relates specifically to “Alterations and extensions to residential dwellings”, and it was found that (C) relating to side extensions was infringed as, at (i) it states that:
“Side extensions should not exceed half the width of the original property”.
4.3 A copy of pages 121 – 132 (i.e. Appendix A to the Local Plan Part Two) is attached hereto at Appendix G, and it will be seen from A1.1 that the Appendix provides “Policies and Guidance” that will be used to assess these kinds of proposals, and at A1.10 it is stated that:
“A single-storey extension is a common means of extending a house to provide extra living or garage space.  The size and width of the side extension should not dominate the original property and should appear subordinate to the main building.”

4.4 It will be suggested that this appeal proposal satisfies this broad guidance and that, whilst at DMHD1 (C) (i) it is suggested that side extensions should not exceed half the width of the original property, this cannot realistically be an overriding requirement in all cases, as much will depend upon the particular circumstances of each individual proposal.
5. PLANNING OBSERVATIONS
5.1 The crux of the matter at issue here – and, indeed, the only issue – is quite straightforward.  The width of the single-storey side extension should not exceed half the width of the existing dwelling according to DMHD1 (C) (i) of the Local Plan – i.e. half of 6.12m (3.06m) - whereas it is proposed that it be 4m wide – i.e. 940mm in excess of the guideline figure (about 3’). 
5.2 The question then is, would the additional width of 940mm result in the extension failing to appear as a “subordinate addition”; would that additional 940mm result in the extension being “detrimental to the appearance of the original house”; would that additional 940mm result in the extension being “detrimental to the visual amenities of the street scene” and would that additional width result in the extension being “detrimental to the character and appearance of the wider area”, all as alleged by the Local Planning Authority in the reason for refusal?
5.3 Firstly, it is clear that the extension would appear as a “subordinate” extension to the existing dwelling.  Whilst it might be slightly wider than half the width of the existing dwelling, it is suggested on behalf of the appellant that that cannot be the only factor determining subordination.  The fact that it is single-storey, seen against a two-storey dwelling, itself results in itself being subordinate as a matter of principle - the bulk of new building being nowhere near the bulk of the existing dwelling.
5.4 The proposed extension has been designed to accord with the principal design characteristics of the existing dwelling and it cannot be accepted, therefore, that it would have any detrimental effect upon the “appearance of the original house”.
5.5 It cannot be accepted, either, that the proposed extension would have any detrimental effect upon the “visual amenities of the street scene”, especially bearing in mind the location of the property at the end of the cul-de-sac.  Photograph no. 4, taken from the junction with South Park Way, shows the appeal property at the end of the housing, and it will be evident that any extension, set back slightly from the white rendered forward projection, would be barely visible in the general street scene.  There is no development opposite other than the garden and flank of the first dwelling fronting upon South Park Way.  
5.6 The same goes for the effect of the extension upon the character and appearance of the “wider area”.  It is contended that it is quite absurd to suggest that the proposed extension, tucked away at the end of a cul-de-sac, could possibly have any effect upon a “wide area”, however that area might be defined.
5.7 It will be evident from a site view that the original three pairs of semi-detached houses at the end of Great Central Avenue – nos. 95 / 97, 99 / 101 and 103 / 105 – were generously spaced and that, over the years, new dwellings have been built adjoining nos. 95, 99, 101 and 103, all having similar widths to the original dwellings to which they are attached.  The proposed extension in this case would not be as wide as the original dwelling to which it will be attached.
5.8 The requirement of the proposed occupier of the dwelling is for a single-storey extension to provide for her specific medical needs and it will be seen from para. A1.17 of the Hillingdon Local Plan – reproduced at the start of Section 5 of the Case Officer’s Report (see Appendix attached F) – that such accommodation should be “located at ground floor level …”.  If the extension was to be close on 1m narrower, then it would fail to provide the accommodation required.  It might be said, therefore, that there are special circumstances associated with this case to support the proposal, albeit it is considered unnecessary to rely upon the occupier’s special circumstances.
6. CONCLUSIONS
6.1 It is concluded that the appeal proposal would:
· Represent a subordinate addition.
· Have no detrimental effect upon the appearance of the original house.
· Have no detrimental effect upon the visual amenities of the street scene.
· Have no detrimental effect upon the character or appearance of the wider area.
6.2 In all the circumstances, it is contended that there can be no justifiable reason for withholding consent in this case and it is respectfully requested, therefore, that this appeal be allowed and planning permission granted accordingly.
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