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Appeal Statement
Dear Sir/Madam

17 Oakleigh Road, Hillingdon 
Retention of single storey rear extension and rear dormer window
This is a planning appeal against the Council’s decision to refuse planning for the above application which was determined under reference 2900/APP/2021/1574. 
The single reason for refusal states
The proposal, by reason of the size, scale, bulk, design and siting of the rear dormer window, which exceeds the ridge height of the original roof, fails to harmonise with the architectural composition of the original terraced property, detrimental to the character and appearance of the surrounding area and the visual amenities of the street scene. 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).
The Appeal Case

It is acknowledged that there are 2 elements to this proposal, a single storey rear extension and a rear dormer window. 

The Case Officer Report confirms that the single storey extension would not appear as an unduly incongruous addition to the property and would not appear as being out of keeping with the character of the area and confirms that this element of the proposal is acceptable. 

While it is noted that there were a larger number of comments received from members of the public, many comments related to the use of the property as an HMO, the Case Officer confirms that this constitutes permitted development and therefore does not form part of the application. Comments are however noted by the appellant.
The Council confirms that there are no unacceptable issues of parking and or impact upon residential amenity relating to either element of this proposal. 
This appeal therefore concentrates on the rear facing dormer window.

Reason for Refusal. 

Policy DMHD 1 at E) requires: 

i) Roof extensions should be located on the rear elevation only, be subservient to the scale of the existing roof and should not exceed more than two thirds the average width of the original roof. They should be located below the ridge tiles of the existing roof and retain a substantial element of the original roof slope above the eaves line; 

ii) Council will not support poorly designed or over-large roof extensions including proposals to convert an existing hipped roof to a gable; 

iii) Raising of a main roof above the existing ridgeline of a house will generally not be supported; 
iv) All roof extensions should employ appropriate external materials and architectural details to match the existing dwelling; and 
v) In Conservation Areas, Areas of Special Local Character and on Listed and Locally Listed Buildings, roof extensions should take the form of traditional 'dormer' windows, on the rear elevation, to harmonise with the existing building. The highest point of the dormer should be kept well within the back roof slope, away from the ridge, eaves or valleys, whilst each window should match the proportions, size and glazing pattern of the first floor windows.
As the Council correctly points out the proposed rear dormer has a width of approximately 4.9m and a maximum height that exceeds the ridge height by 50mm. It is accepted that the dormer window covers a large proportion of the rear roof slope. 

While it is noted that the adopted policy confirms that the Council will not support over-large extensions to the roof and looks for subservient additions, No.17 Oakleigh Road  has all its permitted development rights intact and therefore there is a realistic and deliverable fall back position under Class B of the General Permitted Development Order allowing the erection of a large flat roof dormer window available to the appellant should this appeal fail. 

It is fully accepted that the current addition does not meet Permitted Development because it exceeds the height of the existing ridge by 50mm, however the window could be modified so as to bring it in alignment. The test for this appeal is therefore considered to be whether the current window on site, is significantly more detrimental than the fall back position. Should the window be 60mm lower in overall height it would be deemed Permitted Development, the appellant contents that limited height difference between the fall back and the proposed is not so great as to warrant refusal.   

While the Council raise concerns about the window failing to harmonise with the architectural composition of the original terraced property, detrimental to the character and appearance of the surrounding area the reality is that many properties have had similar roof extensions as is clear on the below aerial photograph of the area. Similar extensions have been circled in red. 
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It is clear that while the Council’s position is noted, larger dormer windows are abundant in the area and therefore form an important characteristic that cannot be ignored. The dormer window mirrors many others and therefore cannot be considered detrimental to the wider character, because the wider character includes such dormer windows. 
Regarding impact upon the street, it is plainly put that the proposed dormer window would have no impact upon street as it would be largely unseen from any public vantage point. While the window does extent 50mm about the existing ridge, this is less than the width of a capping tile and therefore does not represent a prominent or noticeable addition to the property. If someone were to notice it, it would be hard stretch to say that the addition represented a significant and detrimental impact that warranted a refusal. 

It is politely requested that the Planning Inspector allows this appeal. 

Yours sincerely,
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Andy MacDougall 
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