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Appeal Decision
Site visit made on 10 October 2018

by Martin Andrews MA(Planning) BSc(Econ) DipTP & DipTP(Dist) MRTPI

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State

Decision date: 23 October 2018

Appeal Ref: APP/R5510/D/18/3207859
137 North Hyde Road, Hayes UB3 4NR

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 Suminder Dhanoya against the decision of the Council of the
London Borough of Hillingdon.

The application, Ref. 53992/APP/2018/1216, dated 31 March 2018, was refused by
notice dated 25 May 2018.

The development proposed is a two storey side extension.

Decision

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

extension at 137 North Hyde Road, Hayes in accordance with the terms of the
application, Ref. 53992/APP/2018/1216, dated 31 March 2018, 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 shall be carried out in accordance with the following
approved plans: Drawing No. Series 137 NHR/P1: Plan Nos. 01; 02; 03B;
04; 05B; 06;

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;

4) No development shall commence until a plan and details of a hard and soft
landscaping scheme for the site and a programme for its implementation has
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
The landscaping scheme shall be carried out in full accordance with the
approved details and implementation programme and thereafter retained in
that form in perpetuity.

Main Issues

2.

The main issues are: (i) the effect of the proposed extension on the character
and appearance of the host dwelling and its surroundings, and (ii) whether
there would be an adequate amount of private usable amenity space for
existing and future occupiers.
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Reasons

3.

On the first issue, the Council’s concern is that the proposed side extension
would fail to be subordinate to the host dwelling as required by the Council’s
Supplementary Planning Document HDAS: ‘Residential Extensions’ (‘"HDAS’).

However, as the Delegated Report acknowledges, in most respects the appeal
scheme would comply with the HDAS guidelines, these being the minimum
distance from the side boundary of the plot (1m); the minimum set back of the
first floor from the existing front elevation (1m); the minimum set down of the
roof from the existing ridge (0.5m); the maximum width of the extension
relative to the existing house (57% which is between the required half and two
thirds) and the rear two storey projection beyond the existing dwelling (3m
which is below the maximum 3.6m). I also note that the hipped roof design
would repeat that of the existing house and that because of its reduced height
and matching design the roof itself would be subordinate in accordance with the
requirement in HDAS.

. Accordingly, the only failure to comply with HDAS would be in respect of the

front of the ground floor, as instead of being set back by 1m it would be flush
with the house wall and have a projecting bay window. However, the 45 degree
tiled roof slope that links the ground and first floor elements would draw the
eye to the set-back of the first floor and roof. And to my mind, the submitted
drawings clearly illustrate a sufficient subordination to prevent any perception of
an imbalance with No. 135, the other half of the semi-detached pair, thereby
maintaining the character and appearance of the host building. Furthermore,
No. 137 is at the end of the row of semi-detached houses and well separated
from the bungalow at No. 139 in terms of both distance and visually by the
intervening mature trees. The effect of this is that the absence of a set back
ground floor would be even less apparent, as the appeal dwelling terminates
rather than forms an integral part of the rhythm established by the pairs of
semi-detached properties in the street scene.

. On this issue, I conclude that the proposed extension would not have an

adverse effect on the character and appearance of the host dwelling and its
surroundings. There would therefore be no harmful conflict with Policy BE1 of
the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part One - Strategic Policies 2012 and Policies BE13,
BE15 & BE19 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two — Saved UDP Policies 2012.
The conflict with the HDAS guidelines would be minor, whilst the appeal scheme
would also accord with Section 12: ‘Achieving Well-Designed Places’ of the
National Planning Policy Framework 2018.

. Turning to the second issue, the Council correctly says that the remaining

garden area would at 34 sqm be well below the 100sgm required under
paragraph 6.18 of HDAS. And even if I were to accept the appellant’s amended
figure of 55sgm (including the narrower area adjacent to the extension) this
would still be only just over half the minimum requirement.

. However, I saw at my visit that the rear and side garden area of the existing

three bedroom house is currently of particularly poor quality and fails almost
entirely to contribute to the amenity of the occupiers. And as the grounds of
appeal point out, a condition can reasonably be imposed on a permission for the
appeal proposal to require the landscaping of the area so as to provide a
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10.

pleasant outdoor amenity space for the existing family and future occupiers to
enjoy.

. Even with the smaller area than mentioned in HDAS, an improved residual

garden area following the construction of the proposed extension would be
suitable for sitting out and use as a play area for younger children. For older
children there is a substantial area of informal space at Cranford Park within a
few minutes walk. For these reasons I conclude on balance on this issue that
the improvement in the quality of the private amenity space would outweigh the
reduction in quantity, and that this would carry greater weight than any conflict
with Local Plan Part Two Policies BE19 & BE23 and paragraph 6.18 of HDAS.

As I have concluded in the appellant’s favour on both main issues I shall allow
the appeal. A condition requiring the development to be carried out in
accordance with the approved plans is needed for the avoidance of doubt and in
the interests of proper planning. A condition requiring matching external
materials will safeguard visual amenity. The aforementioned condition
stipulating the requirement for a usable amenity space will meet at least some
of a family’s recreational needs. As my decision to allow the appeal is
contingent on this, I would anticipate that the Council would wish to use its
regulatory powers to ensure its laying out to a high standard and subsequent
retention in that form.

Martin Andrews
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