Planning Inspectorate

Appeal Decision
Site visit made on 7 May 2025

by Sarah Colebourne MA, MRTPI

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State

Decision date: 20 May 2025

Appeal Ref: APP/A5270/D/25/3361884
33 Cuckoo Lane, Hanwell, London, W7 3EY

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

e The appeal is made by Mr Bradshaw against the decision of the Council of the London Borough of
Ealing.

e The application Ref is 243724HH.

e The development proposed is described as ‘A proposed dormer loft conversion over the existing rear
roof.’

Decision
1. The appeal is dismissed insofar as it relates to the roof extension.

2. The appeal is allowed insofar as it relates to the rooflights and permission is
granted for the installation of two roof lights to front roof slope at 33 Cuckoo Lane,
Hanwell, London, W7 3EY in accordance with the terms of the application, Ref
243724HH, subject to the following conditions:-

1) The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than three years
from the date of this decision.

2) The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with
the following approved plans insofar as they relate to the rooflights only: 02,
03, 04.

3) The materials to be used in the construction of the external surfaces of the
development hereby permitted shall match those used in the existing
dwelling.

Preliminary Matter

3. The Council’s decision refers to the proposed development as ‘Rear roof extension
and installation of two roof lights to front roof slope.” As this describes the proposal
more fully, | have considered it on this basis.

Main Issue

4. The main issue in this appeal is the effect of the proposed development on the
character and appearance of the dwelling and whether it would preserve or
enhance the significance of the Hanwell Village Green Conservation Area (CA).
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Reasons

5.

10.

11.

The National Planning Policy Framework (2024) (the Framework) states that when
considering the impact of new development on the significance of a designated
heritage asset, great weight should be given to its conservation. | have also had
special regard to section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation
Areas) Act 1990 (the Act) as amended.

33 Cuckoo Lane is a two storey, pitched roof end terrace house that is likely to
have been built in the Edwardian era. It is sited close to the village green in a part
of the CA that is leafy with open spaces and traditional dwellings, giving it a rural
village character. The CA Appraisal (2008) noted that the Victorian and Edwardian
properties generally are very cohesive and have been relatively immune from
inappropriate minor development and the Addendum (2020) noted that remains the
case.

Like most of the other dwellings in the terrace, it has retained many of its original
features on the front elevation but the rear elevation has been much altered. It has
been previously extended with a single storey extension with a lean-to roof across
the rear elevation and with a first floor flat roof extension above part of that.

The Hanwell Village Green Conservation Area Management Plan (2008) requires
that dormer windows do not dominate the roofslope and the Council’'s Generic
Management Plan for Conservation Areas (2023) states that they should take up
no more than two thirds of the height of the roof. The plans show that the proposed
flat roof dormer of some 5.6m in width would occupy most of the 6.75m or so width
of the roof. At 2.3m in height, it would be set down only 0.22m from the main ridge
instead of the 0.5m required under the Management Plans and would be set back
from the eaves by only 0.5m. The appellant says this is necessary for practical
reasons to provide sufficient internal floor-to-ceiling height. However, as such, and
despite its matching materials, the size and scale of the proposed dormer would be
excessive and would dominate the roofslope. As none of the other dwellings in the
terrace have rear roof extensions, it would be particularly conspicuous and would
result in an overly bulky addition.

The proposed extension would not be visible from Cuckoo Lane but, even though it
would be partly screened by surrounding trees, it would be clearly seen from an
access road to Brent Valley Golf Course and Fitness Centre.

The appellant has referred to other examples of rear dormers within the CA
including at 6 and 10 Oakley Close but those are smaller in scale and less
prominent, located within a cul-de-sac and sited on a modern terrace in which there
were existing roof alterations. They do not, therefore, provide justification for this
proposal.

| conclude then that, by reason of its size, scale and bulk, the proposed roof
extension would significantly harm the character and appearance of the dwelling
and would fail to preserve or enhance the significance of the CA. Whilst the harm
in this case would be less than substantial, it carries considerable weight and the
Framework requires that any harm to, or loss of, the significance of a designated
heritage asset, should require clear and convincing justification. Where the harm is
less than substantial, it should be weighed against the public benefits of the
proposal. However, in this case, | have not been told of any benefits that are
sufficient to outweigh that harm. As such, the proposed roof extension would be
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contrary to development plan policies 7.4, 7B & 7C of the Ealing Development
Management DPD (2013) and D4 & HC1 of the London Plan (2021) which together
seek to ensure that new development delivers good design that conserves or
enhances heritage assets, has a positive visual impact and complements the scale
and detailing of the area.

12. | have noted that the Council has not objected to the two rooflights proposed on the
front roofslope. As those would be small in scale and of a conservation style, they
would not harm the significance of the CA or the setting of 134 Church Road, a
Grade Il listed building opposite. They would accord with the development plan
policies referred to above and | shall therefore issue a split decision.

Conditions

13. In addition to the standard commencement condition, a condition is necessary
requiring that the development is carried out in accordance with the approved plans
except for the roof extension, to provide certainty. A condition for matching
external materials is also necessary in the interests of the character and
appearance of the site and the area.

Conclusion

14. For the reasons given above, | conclude that the proposed roof extension would be
contrary to the development plan and there are no material considerations that
would outweigh that. The appeal should be dismissed insofar as it relates to the
roof extension.

15. The proposed rooflights would accord with the development plan and the appeal
should be allowed insofar as it relates to that part of the proposal.

Sarah Colebourne

INSPECTOR
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