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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 17 March 2022 

by Chris Couper BA (Hons) Dip TP MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date:22ND March 2022 

 
Appeal Ref: APP/F5540/D/22/3292558 

13 St Dunstans Road, Feltham TW13 4JY 

• 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 D Collison against the decision of the Council of the London 

Borough of Hounslow. 

• The application Ref 00975/13/P1, dated 19 October 2021, was refused by notice dated 

15 December 2021. 

• The development proposed is described as the retention of a first floor dormer window. 
 

 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Preliminary matter 

2. I have taken the description of the development in my banner above from the 

application form.  However, I note that the Council’s decision and the appeal 
form also refer to a hip to gable extension and to two front roof windows.  I 
have therefore considered the impact of all that development, which I observed 

on my visit is already in place. 

Main Issue 

3. The main issue is the effect of the development on the character and 
appearance of the host property and the area, including whether it preserves or 
enhances the character or appearance of the St Dunstan’s Conservation Area. 

Reasons 

4. Section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 

1990 requires, in respect of development affecting conservation areas, that 
special attention shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the 
character or appearance of the area.  Policy CC4 of the Hounslow Local Plan 

2015 to 2030 (2015) (‘HLP’) broadly reflects that approach in its requirement 
for development to conserve and take opportunities to enhance the character 

of conservation areas, and to respect the grain, scale, form, proportions and 
materials of the surrounding area.   

5. The National Planning Policy Framework 2021 (‘Framework’) sets out at 

paragraph 199 that when considering the impact of a proposed development on 
the significance of a designated heritage asset, such as a conservation area, 

great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation.   
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6. The appeal site lies within the St Dunstan’s Conservation Area (‘SDCA’).  This is 

described in the St Dunstan’s Conservation Area Appraisal 2018 as the focal 
point of Lower Feltham, which still has the form and grain of the rural 

settlement it once was, and which retains some key buildings and open spaces.   

7. The host property sits amongst buildings of varied style and proportions, in 
both commercial and residential use, and some of which are of an 

unsympathetic design.  However, together with the two other properties in this 
short terrace, the host forms a small, cohesive, late nineteenth century group, 

which is similar in style to the adjacent terrace at Nos 19 to 25.  
Notwithstanding some alterations, other than No 13, these terraces broadly 
retain their original and simple form, with largely unaltered roofs terminating 

with a hip.  They therefore make a positive contribution to the character and 
appearance of the area.  

8. As the other end of this building has a hipped roof, the hip to gable extension 
here has significantly unbalanced this terrace.   Additionally, given that the rear 
dormer extends roughly from the host’s eaves to its ridgeline, and covers 

almost all of the roofslope, including the hip to gable extension, it entirely 
dominates the rear roofscape.   

9. As a result, the property’s original roof form, particularly to the rear, has been 
almost entirely subsumed.  The harm that causes is visible in the streetscene 
through the gap between 11 and 13 St Dunstans Road where the host has an 

awkward and rectilinear form, and can also be glimpsed from other vantage 
points looking across commercial land from St Dunstan’s Road, as well as 

between buildings broadly to the south. 

10. The Council’s Residential Extension Guidelines Supplementary Planning 
Document 2017 states that rear dormer windows in conservation areas should 

be modestly sized, should not dominate the roof, should generally be less than 
half the width of the original roof, and should be set down 1 metre from the 

ridge and up 1 metre from the eaves.  This development clearly conflicts with 
that approach. 

11. Whilst I observed a nearby roof extension within the SDCA at 14 Queens Park 

Gardens, unlike here it is set in from the side wall and it is on a semi-detached 
property of a different style and era.      

12. For the above reasons, the development has harmed the character and 
appearance of the host property and the area.  It therefore conflicts with HLP 
Policies CC1, CC2 and SC7 which, amongst other things and in broad terms, 

require development to respond to an area’s character, with extensions which 
complement, and are subordinate to, the original building and which harmonise 

with adjoining properties and the streetscene.  Given the harm that has been 
caused to the SDCA, it also conflicts with HLP Policy CC4.    

Planning Balance and Conclusion 

13. Summing up, the scheme has harmed the form and appearance of the host 
property and this characteristic terrace.  In so doing it fails to preserve or 

enhance the character or appearance of the SDCA.  In accordance with the 
Framework, this is a matter to which I attribute great weight.  However, as the 

harm is ‘less than substantial’, in accordance with the Framework, I am 
required to weigh it against the public benefits of the proposal. 
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14. In this case, the harm that the scheme causes to the SDCA is not outweighed 

by the very modest public benefit of providing additional accommodation.  
Consequently, as well as conflicting with the development plan, the scheme 

conflicts with the Framework.   

15. For those reasons, and having regard to all other matters raised, including 
representations by interested parties, the appeal is dismissed. 

Chris Couper 

INSPECTOR 
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