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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 4 March 2025 

by J Davis BSc (Hons) MSc MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date: 10 March 2025 

 
Appeal Ref: APP/F5540/D/24/3352129 
22 St Dunstans Road, Hounslow, TW4 7QN 

• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) 
against a refusal to grant planning permission. 

• The appeal is made by Mr Tahir Masood Mir against the decision of the Council of the London 
Borough of Hounslow. 

• The application Ref is P/2024/1836. 

• The development proposed is Demolition of existing shed in rear garden. Construction of a new 
single storey side/rear extension. Replaced of existing flat roof to existing rear extension with a new 
pitched tile roof. 

 

 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

 Main Issues 

2. The main issues are the effect of the proposed development on the character and 
appearance of the host dwelling and area and on the living conditions of existing 
and future occupiers with particular reference to external space. 

Reasons 

3. The appeal property is a two storey, semi-detached dwelling with a deep single 
storey extension to the rear. It has a short rear garden with further paved amenity 
space to the side. It is located in a road comprising semi-detached and terraced 
dwellings of a similar original design and appearance.   

4. Policy SC7 of the London Borough of Hounslow Local Plan 2015-2030 (2015) (LP) 
requires development proposals to complement the original building and for 
extensions to have regard to the quality, character, materials and scale of the 
principal building, be subordinate to the existing building and not overdevelop the 
site in terms of mass and density.  It also expects development proposals to 
maintain the character and amenity of private spaces (including rear gardens). 
Policy SC5 of the LP states that extensions should not result in undue loss of 
usable garden space. 

5. The Council’s Residential Extensions Guidelines Supplementary Planning 
Document (2017) (SPD) whilst non-statutory, provides further useful design 
guidance. The SPD states that extensions should not lead to a substantial 
reduction in garden space/amenity space and if a property has a small garden this 
may restrict the size of any acceptable extension to ensure a usable open space is 
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retained. It recommends that rear gardens are at least equal to the footprint of the 
original dwelling.  

6. The proposed extension would be set back from the front elevation of the host 
dwelling and would not therefore be prominent in the street scene. The extension is 
of a chamfered design, with part of it following the alignment of the boundary fence. 
A distance of 1m would be retained to the side boundary.  An existing shed would 
be demolished but the extension would fill in the majority of the usable garden 
space to the side of the dwelling.  

7. The existing deep extension already takes up much of the original rear garden 
space of the dwelling. The proposed extension would add further floorspace and in 
combination with the existing extension, would result in large and disproportionate 
additions to the dwelling which would dominate its original form and would appear 
cramped and overdeveloped in relation to the plot size and the boundaries of the 
site. This would be harmful to the character and appearance of the host dwelling 
and the pattern of development in the area. Whilst other properties in St Dunstans 
Road have also been extended or have large outbuildings, generally more space 
appears to have been retained around the buildings.  

8. The proposed extension would also further reduce the amount of external space 
around the dwelling to a level that would conflict with the guidance set out in the 
SPD and the lack of usable, private outdoor space would be harmful to the living 
conditions of existing and future occupiers.  

9. I acknowledge the improved internal space and the appellants comments that the 
garden is dominated by noise from aircraft and that their preference is for more 
indoor space. However, this does not justify the overdevelopment of the site and 
the need to ensure that the dwelling retains an appropriate amount of external 
space in the interests of the character of the area and the amenity of future 
occupants.  

10. In conclusion, I find that the proposal would have a harmful effect on the character 
and appearance of the host dwelling and the area. Further harm would be caused 
to the living conditions of existing and future residents with regard to external 
space.  Accordingly, the proposal fails to comply with the design and amenity 
objectives of Policies SC5 and SC7 of the LP and the SPD.  

Conclusion 

11. For the above reasons, and having regard to all other matters raised, I conclude 
that the appeal should be dismissed. 

 

J Davis 

INSPECTOR 
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