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Appeal Decision
Site visit made on 4 July 2023

by Gary Deane BSc (Hons) DipTP MRTPI
an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State

Decision date: 18 September 2023.

Appeal Ref: APP/N5090/D/23/3318164
56 Bancroft Avenue, East Finchley, London N2 0AS

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 Lee Cory against the decision of the Council of the London
Borough of Barnet.

The application Ref 22/2444/HSE, dated 5 May 2022, was refused by notice dated

3 February 2023.

The development proposed is the erection of a part one, part two-storey rear extension
to existing dwelling (Use Class C3).

Decision

1.

The appeal is dismissed.

Procedural matter

2.

The appellant has requested that the appeal be determined with consideration
given to a computer-generated image of the completed dwelling. That image is
not before me, nor does it appear that the Council has had the opportunity to
comment on it. In the interests of fairness, I have assessed the proposal

based on the plans and details that were originally submitted to the Council
because it was on that basis that planning permission was withheld.

Main issues

3. The main issues are the effect of the proposed development firstly, on the
character and appearance of the host building and the local area; and
secondly, on the living conditions of the occupiers of 54 and 58 Bancroft
Avenue with regard to outlook, visual impact and sense of enclosure.

Reasons

Character and appearance

4,

The appeal property is a mainly 2-storey house that lies within a predominantly
residential area, wherein dwellings vary in scale, design and general
appearance. Like several properties along Bancroft Avenue, No 56 has been
externally altered and extended. In particular, there is a ground floor rear
projection with a flat roof that extends across the full width of the main house.

The proposal is primarily to enlarge No 56 with a part single, part 2-storey rear
addition using external materials to match those of the existing dwelling. The
new ground floor element would project outwards from the existing back wall
of the host building by about 3-metres. The new first floor component would

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate



https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate

Appeal Decision APP/N5090/D/23/3318164

10.

11.

attach to the main 2-storey house with rear and side walls that would be set
well back from their counterparts below. A large back garden would remain
with the new built form in place.

Combined, the existing and new ground floor rear extensions would appear as
a single structure that would span the entire width of the main building with a
depth of about 6-metres from the back wall of the main house. This
arrangement would exceed the maximum length for such extensions that is
advised in the Council’s Supplementary Planning Document, Residential Design
Guidance (RDG). While the SPD does it form part of the development plan, nor
does it cover every eventuality, it is nevertheless a relevant consideration.

By connecting with the existing rear extension, and given its flat roof form, the
proposal would appear as an overly large ‘box like’ addition that would relate
poorly to the scale and proportions of the host building. The cumulative effect
would be to visually dominate the rear elevation of the main house. That a
new first floor component would also be introduced to one side of the new rear
facade would reinforce this impression notwithstanding its position set down
from the apex of the main roof. The visual impact of the new built form would
greater than might be implied simply from a numerical comparison between
certain dimensions of the new extension and those of the existing dwelling.

The proposal would not be visible in the local street scene given its position at
the back of the main house. Nevertheless, when seen from the back garden of
No 56, the new development would appear as an uncharacteristically large and
obtrusive development that would materially detract from the character and
appearance of the local area.

The Council’s RDG advises that residential extensions should respect and
normally be subordinate to the original house. It also notes that such
extensions should not be overly dominant. Even applying some flexibility in
this case to reflect the extensions and alterations already made to the appeal
dwelling, the proposal could not reasonably be described in these ways.

My attention has been drawn to several examples of large rear extensions and
flat roof buildings along Bancroft Avenue and in the local area, with some
background details and photographs provided. From the limited information
provided, none appear to be directly comparable with the appeal scheme in
terms of scale and in their relationship with the host building. As I am unable
to draw any meaningful direct parallels with the proposal before me, I attach
no more than limited weight to these examples in support of the appeal.

On the first main issue, I conclude that the proposed development would cause
significant harm to the character and appearance of the host building and the
local area. Accordingly, it conflicts with Policy D3 of the London Plan, Policies
CS1 and CS5 of Barnet's Local Plan (Core Strategy), Policy DMO1 of Barnet’s
Local Plan (Development Management Policies) and the Council’'s RDG. These
policies and guidance aim to ensure that development represents high quality
design and preserves or enhances local character. It is also at odds with the
policies of the National Planning Policy Framework, which state that new
development should be sympathetic to local character and add to the overall
qualities of the area.
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Living conditions

12. The proposed ground floor extension would project beyond the rear elevations
of 54 and 58 Bancroft Avenue that are situated on either side of the site. It is

the occupiers of these adjacent properties that are most likely to be affected by
the proposal.

13. Views towards the appeal scheme from the back gardens of Nos 54 and 58
would be at an oblique angle and heavily screened by existing vegetation and
boundary treatment. From these directions, the new built form may be
glimpsed in the context of the taller and more substantial host building. Views
from the rear windows of both neighbouring properties would continue to be
across their long and largely open back gardens. In that context, the presence
of the proposal, while evident, would not be so imposing as to overly dominate,
feel oppressive, overbear or unduly heighten a sense of enclosure for the
occupiers of Nos 54 and 58.

14. As the living conditions of the occupiers of these neighbouring properties would
not be significantly reduced, I find no conflict with the policies and guidance
cited by the Council insofar as they aim to safeguard residential amenity. My
favourable finding on this matter does not outweigh the harm that I have
identified in relation to the first main issue.

Other matters

15. The proposal was revised following the original application submission notably
to alter the design and scale of the new extension. There would be no
significant loss of natural light to the adjacent properties if the appeal scheme
were to proceed. Others raise no objection, including the local Advisory
Committee and the occupiers of Nos 54 and 58. However, these matters do
not outweigh the significant harm that I have identified.

16. The Council additionally considers that the proposal, if allowed, would set an
undesirable precedent. However, I disagree. Each development should be
assessed on its own merits, as I have done.

Conclusion

17. The proposed development would conflict with the development plan, when
read as a whole. There are no material considerations, including the
Framework, which indicate that the decision should be taken otherwise than in
accordance with the development plan. For the reasons set out above, I
therefore conclude that the appeal should be dismissed.

Gary Deane
INSPECTOR
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