Development Management

APP REF No.

65293/APP/2026/1726

DELEGATED DECISION

- Please select each of the calegories thal enables this applicalion fo be
determined under delegafed powers

- Cntenia 1 to 5 or criteria 7 fo 9 must be addressed for all categories of
spplication, except for applicafions for Centificates of Lawfulness, elc.

APPROVAL RECOMMEMDED: GENERAL

Select an Option

1.

Mo valid planning application objection in the form of a pefition
of 20 or more signatures, has been received

2. Application complies with all relevant planning policies and is
acceptable on planning grounds

3. | There is no Committes resolution for the enforcement action

4. | There is no effect on listed buildings or their settings

5. | The site iz not in the Green Belt (but see 11 below)

REFU3AL RECOMMEMNDED: GENERAL

The delegation powers schedule has
been changed. Interim Director of
Planning, Regeneration & Public Realm
can determine this application

Case Officer:

Signature:

Date:

G. Application is contrary to relevant planning policies/standards

¥. Mo petition of 20 or more signatures has been received

&. | Application has not been supported independently by a person/s A delegated decigion is appropriate and
9. | The site iz not in Green Belt (but see 11 below) the yecommnesudation,

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

10. | Single dwelling or less than 10 dwelling units and/or a site of
less than 0.5 ha
11. | Househeolder application in the Green Belt

conditionz/reasons for refusal and
informative's are satisfactory.

Team Manager:

COMMERCIAL, INDUSTRIAL AND RETAIL DEVELOPMENT Signature:
12. | Change of uze of retail units on site less than 1 ha or with less
than 1000 =q. m octher than a change involving a loss of A1 uses Date:
13. | Refuzal of change of use from retail class A1 to any other use
14. | Change of use of indusirial units on site less than 1 ha or with

les= than 1000=g.m. of floor space other than to a retail use.

CERTIFICATE OF LAWFULNESS

The decision notice for this application
can be issued.

[y I o 0 O

15. | Cerificate of Lawfulness (for proposed use or Development)

16. | Cerificate of Lawfulness (for exisfing use or Development)

17. | Cerificate of Appropriate Alternative Development Director ! Member of Senior

CERTIFICATE OF LAWFULNESS Management Team:

18. | ADVERTISMENT CONSENT {excluding Hoardings)

19. | PRICR APPROVAL APPLICATION Signature;

20. | OUT-OF-BOROUGH OBSERVATIONS

21. | CIRCULAR 18/84 APPLICATION Date:

22| CORPSEWOOD COVEMNANT APPLICATION

23. | APPROVAL OF DETAILS

24| ANCILLARY PLANMING AGREEMEMNT (5106 or 5.273) where MOME OF THE ABOVE DETAILS
the Heads of Terms have already received Committee approval a‘;.?ﬁéﬂsaggpsﬁt' HRERs

25. | WORKS TO TREES

26, | OTHER (please specify) 1of5




Report of the Head of Development Management and Building Control

Address: 395 FIELD END ROAD RUISLIP

Development: Erection of a single storey rear extension, which would extend beyond the rear
wall of the original house by 4.00 metres, for which the maximum height would
be 3.40 metres, and for which the height of the eaves would be 3.00 metres.

LBH Ref Nos: 65293/APP/2026/1726

Drawing Nos: 2026/094 -01
2026/094 -02
2026/094 -03
2026/094 -04

Date Plans received: 09-07-26 Date(s) of Amendments(s):

Date Application valid 09-07-26

1. RECOMMENDATION

1.1 Recommendations

That a certificate of lawful use or development be REFUSED for the proposed development
described above in respect of the land edged red on the attached plans for the following reasons:

The proposed development does not constitute permitted development by virtue of the provisions
of Schedule 2, Part 1, Class A of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted
Development) (England) Order 2015, as the proposed development would unduly detract from the
residential amenity of the adjoining occupier at 393 Pavilion Way, by reason of loss of light, loss of
outlook thereby leading to a sense of enclosure to the adjoining neighbours. The proposal is
contrary to Policies DMHB 11 and DMHD 1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Development
Management Policies (January 2020) and Prior Approval is refused.

This determination is based on your submitted plans. All measurements are taken from existing
ground level.

CONDITIONS

INFORMATIVES
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2.0

3.0

4.0

Planning Considerations

The application seeks prior approval for the erection of a single storey rear extension, which would
extend beyond the rear wall of the original house by 4.00 metres, for which the maximum height
would be 3.40 metres, and for which the height of the eaves would be 3.00 metres.

The site is not in a Conservation Area, World Heritage Site or AONB, and benefits from permitted
development rights. Permitted development rights for these proposals are not removed by planning
condition. There is an Article 4 Direction restricting single storey rear extensions under the prior
approval process to no more than 4 metres in depth.

Four neighbouring properties that share a boundary with the application site were consulted on the
application by letter dated 27-07-26 for 21 days till 17-08-26. One neighbour response was received
during the 21 day consultation period. As such, consideration is required as to the impact of the
proposed extension on the residential amenities of occupants of the adjoining properties. This
assessment is made against relevant local planning policy.

It is considered that the proposed development would have a harmful impact to the living conditions
of the occupants of the attached property, 393 Field End Road, and so the proposed rear extension
would fail to comply with Policies DMHB 11 and DMHD 1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two -
Development Management Policies (January 2020).

The application is therefore recommended for refusal.

Relevant Planning History
65293/APP/2015/1771 395 FIELD END ROAD RUISLIP

Conversion of roof space to habitable use to include a rear dormer, 2 front roof lights and
conversion of roof from hip to gable end (Application for a Certificate of Lawful Development for a
Proposed Development)

Decision Date: 30-06-2015 Approved

Any Neighbour Objections

Four neighbouring properties that share a boundary with the application site were consulted on the
application by letter dated 27-07-26. The consultation period expired 17-08-26.

One representation was received and is summarised as follows:

i.) Loss of light resulting from existing development

ii.) Nosie and disruption resulting from existing development

iii.) The proposed extension would be considered over development of the site.

iv.) Concern that the proposal will lead to the property becoming a house in multiple occupation
(HMO)

v.) Undermining of the foundations for the boundary fencing.

OFFICER RESPONSE:

Concerns around the proposed developments impact on neighbouring amenity will be addressed in
the report below.

i.) and ii.) Issues relating to existing development are noted, however they do not form part of the
prior approval assessment as it is only concerned with the impact upon amenities resulting from
proposed rear extension.
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5.0

iii.) Rear extensions and loft conversions are common types of residential development. When
assessing planning applications officers take into account all material considerations including past
development and neighbouring context.

iv.) This cannot form part of the prior approval assessment, however there is currently a borough
wide Article 4 direction in place which requires that planning permission is sought prior to changing
a dwellinghouse into a HMO.

v.) Boundary issues such as fencing need to be resolved between the relevant parties, as set out
within the Party Wall Act 1996.

Assessment of Impact on Neighours

As a neighbour representation was submitted in objection to the proposed development, the local
planning authority is required to assess the potential impact of the proposed development on the
amenity of any adjoining premises. In this particular case, this requires an assessment on the
potential impact on the residential amenity of 393 Field End Road, 397 Field End Road, 3 Gareth
Close and 4 Gareth Close.

This assessment is made against relevant local planning policy.

Policy DMHB 11 (Design of New Development) of Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two - Development
Management Policies (2020) advises that all development will be required to be designed to the
highest standards and incorporate principles of good design. It should take into account aspects
including the scale of the development considering the height, mass and bulk of adjacent
structures; building plot sizes and established street patterns; building lines and streetscape rhythm
and landscaping. It should also not have an adverse impact on the amenity, daylight and sunlight of
adjacent properties and open space.

Policy DMHD 1 (Alterations and Extensions to Residential Dwellings) requires that alterations and
extension of dwellings would not have an adverse cumulative impact on the character and
appearance of the street scene and should appear subordinate to the main dwelling. It also requires
that there is no unacceptable loss of outlook to neighbouring occupiers.

The proposed rear extension, would extend beyond the rear wall of the original house by 4.00
metres, for which the maximum height would be 3.40 metres, and for which the height of the eaves
would be 3.00 metres. The proposed materials would match the existing materials.

The application property is attached to 393 Pavilion Way along the north western site boundary.
393 Pavilion Way does not benefit from a full width rear extension and has ground floor rear
windows that serve habitable rooms adjacent the application property that is situated on the original
rear wall. Officers consider that the overall depth of the proposed extension would create an
adverse impact on this neighbours closest window to the detriment of their amenity. It is also worth
noting that the proposed rear extension would not meet the Council's policy requirements of 3.6m
deep rear extensions. The depth requirements within the policy are in place to ensure good design
but also to protect neighbours amenity from adverse impact. The north facing orientation of the rear
elevations of these properties also limits the amount of sunlight that reaches the rear windows
during the day, which would be exacerbated by the proposed extension. It is therefore considered
that the proposed 4m depth would impact on the residential amenity of 393 Pavilion Way through
the loss of light and outlook to the rear habitable room windows of the neighbouring property, given
that the depth projecting from this neighbour's nearest rear habitable window exceeds the Council's
depth standards set out in Part B of Policy DMHD 1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two -
Development Management Policies (January 2020).

The potential impact upon the amenities of 397 Field End Road, 3 Gareth Close and 4 Gareth
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6.0

Close is considered to be limited due to the separation distances between these properties and the
proposed rear extension.

Having regard to the above, it is considered that the proposed rear extension would have a harmful
impact to the living conditions of the occupants of the attached property, 393 Pavilion Way, Ruislip,
and would fail to comply with Policies DMHB 11 and DMHD 1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two
- Development Management Policies (January 2020). The application is therefore recommended for
refusal.

PRIOR APPROVAL - HOUSEHOLDER

Is the dwelling a flat or a maisonette?
NO

Is there a planning condition removing permitted development rights?
NO

Is the building listed/ in a Conservation Area?
NO

Does the proposed extension extend beyond the 4m permitted under the Article 4 Direction?
NO

Is the ridge height in excess of 4 metres?
NO

If the extension is within 2m of the boundary, is the eaves height in excess of 3 metres?
NO

Contact Officer: Samuel Patten Telephone No: 01895 250230
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