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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 16 January 2024 

by D J Barnes MBA BSc(Hons) DipTP MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local Government 

Decision date:  12TH March 2024 

 
Appeal Ref: APP/M5450/D/23/3332143 

38 Hillcroft Avenue, Pinner HA5 5AR 

• 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 Ghandi against the decision of the Council of the London 

Borough of Harrow. 

• The application Ref P/2218/23, dated 31 July 2023, was refused by notice dated  

25 September 2023. 

• The development proposed is the erection of a single storey rear extension, first floor 

front/rear extension, insertion of a rear roof slope skylight and side wall window. 
 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Procedural Matter 

2. The amendments of the National Planning Policy Framework were published in 
December 2023.  These amendments do not alter the basis upon which this 

appeal has been assessed.  

Main Issue 

3. It is considered that the main issue is the effect of the proposed development 
on the character and appearance of the host property and the surrounding area  

Reasons 

4. The appeal property is a 2-storey semi-detached dwelling situated within a 
residential area which includes dwellings of a similar design.  As identified by 

the appellant and observed during the site visit, some of the dwellings within 
the surrounding area have been altered, including the erection of first floor side 
extensions of the type proposed as part of this appeal scheme.  However, the 

design of these dwellings generally varies from the property and the planning 
circumstances of these other dwellings have not been provided.  For these 

reasons, the other altered dwellings are only given limited weight in the 
determination of this appeal. 

5. As with other neighbouring dwellings, the front elevation of the property 

includes a prominent and distinctive catslide roof which makes a positive 
contribution to the character and appearance of the streetscene.  The 2-storey 

front projection has a hipped roof form.  The proposed front extension would 
be predominantly at first floor level and would result in the loss of the majority 
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of the catslide roof.  This proposed extension would have a crown roof.  At 

ground there would be a hipped roof above the existing porch.   

6. Although set down from the main ridge of the property, the design of the 

proposed front extension would have an adverse effect on the character and 
appearance of the host property, this pair of semi-detached dwellings and the 
streetscene, principally because of the loss of the catslide roof.  Further, 

because of the scale and siting of this element of the appeal scheme there 
would be an unbalancing of the appearance of this pair of semi-detached 

dwellings as claimed by the Council.  The proposed crown roof would not be a 
visually significant addition to the streetscene but it would still be noticeable 
from the road and adds, albeit in a limited way, to the unacceptable harm 

which has been identified. 

7. Accordingly, it is concluded that the proposed development would cause 

unacceptable harm to the character and appearance of the streetscene and the 
host property and, as such, it would conflict with Policy DM 1 of the Harrow 
Development Management Policies Local Plan.  This policy refers to 

developments, including extensions, being of a high standard of design, 
including the roof form and scale, and also taking into account the context 

provided by neighbouring buildings.   

8. Policy D3 of the London Plan is primarily directed at optimising site capacity 
through the design-led approach rather than the design of extensions.  Policy 

CS.1 of the Harrow Core Strategy is a general policy concerning sustainable 
development rather than being specifically about the nature of the proposed 

development.  Although these policies are not of direct relevance, for the 
reasons which have been given it is concluded that this appeal should be 
dismissed. 

 

D J Barnes 

INSPECTOR 
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