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Appeal Decision  
Site visit made on 6 August 2025 by K Hole BA (Hons) 
Decision by M Russell BA (Hons) DipTP MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date:  13 October 2025 

 
Appeal Ref: APP/F5540/D/25/3367558 
148 Uxbridge Road, Feltham TW13 5EA  
• 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 Sharjel Amir against the decision of the Council of the London Borough of 
Hounslow. 

• The application Ref is P/2025/0569. 

• The development proposed is a front garage conversion and front extension. 

Decision 

1. The appeal is allowed, and planning permission is granted for a front garage 
conversion and front extension at 148 Uxbridge Road, Feltham TW13 5EA in 
accordance with the terms of the application, Ref P/2025/0569, and subject to the 
following conditions: 

1) The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than 3 years from the 
date of this decision. 

2) The development shall be carried out in accordance with the following 
approved plans: Site Location Plan dated 16 February 2025; AH 735 01 
Existing and Proposed Block Plan; AH 735 02 Rev A Existing and Proposed 
Floor Plans; AH 735 03 Rev A  Existing and Proposed Elevations; AH 735 04 
Rev A Proposed Ground Floor Plan; AH 735 05 Section Details; AH 735 06 
Section A-A. 

3) The materials to be used in the construction of the external surfaces of the 
extension shall match those used in the existing building. 

Appeal Procedure 

2. The site visit was undertaken by a representative of the Inspector whose 
recommendation is set out below and to which the Inspector has had regard before 
deciding the appeal. 

Preliminary Matter 

3. Amended plans were submitted with the appeal which replace a front door with a 
larger window to the front elevation of the extension and introduce an internal door 
between the garage conversion and dwelling. These amended plans would not 
involve a substantial difference or fundamental change to the proposed 
development and as such, accepting them would not cause prejudice to any of the 
parties. I have therefore based my recommendation on the amended plans. 
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Main Issue 

4. The main issues are the effect of the proposed development on: 

i)  the character and appearance of the appeal dwelling and surrounding area; and 

ii) the living conditions of occupiers of neighbouring dwellings, with particular 
regard to noise and disturbance. 

Reasons for the Recommendation 

Character and appearance 

5. The appeal dwelling is a two-storey semi-detached dwelling located on an access 
road set back from the A312 Uxbridge Road. The area is primarily residential with a 
small number of shops and services and some open green space near to the 
appeal dwelling. On my site visit I observed that many dwellings have been altered 
and extended which contributes to a street scene that is diverse in terms of 
appearance, style and design. 

6. The proposed front extension is modest in size and would only increase the 
footprint of the appeal dwelling marginally. The design would align with the front 
porch, would incorporate a complementary forward sloping roof and would be 
finished in materials that would respect the appearance of the appeal dwelling. As 
such it would be a sympathetic addition to the front elevation. Furthermore, given 
the diverse appearance, style and design of the surrounding dwellings, it would not 
appear discordant within the street scene. 

7. The Council contends that the proposal would conflict with some of the guidance in 
the Hounslow Character, Sustainability and Design Codes SPD – Part A5 
Residential Extension Guidelines (2024) (SPD), namely that it would not be set 
back from the front elevation and would extend sideways from a porch. However, 
the development would be minor and for the reasons given would not unacceptably 
alter the overall appearance of the house or dominate the character of the street. 
Consequently, it would generally accord with the overall thrust of the guidance in 
this particular instance.  

8. Therefore, the proposed development would have an acceptable effect on the 
character and appearance of the area. In that regard, it would accord with Policies 
CC1, CC2 and SC7 of the London Borough of Hounslow Local Plan Volume One 
(2015) (LP) which require amongst other things, that development is of high quality 
design and responds to and maintains the character of the area. 

Living conditions of neighbouring occupiers 

9. The description of development clearly states that the proposed development is for 
a garage conversion and front extension and there is no proposal before me to 
subdivide the property for use as a separate planning unit. Therefore, the extension 
is unlikely to result in any significant increase in levels of activity beyond existing 
levels and the concerns relating to unacceptable disturbance to neighbouring 
properties are unsubstantiated. Given that a separate planning permission would 
be required for an alternative use the Council’s suggested condition in this respect 
is also unnecessary. 
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10. In addition, as the revised drawing provided with the appeal indicates that there 
would be no separate front door, it would accord with the guidance at Section 4 of 
the SPD. As a result, the extension would be accessed through the existing porch. 
This further persuades me that there would be no discernible change to activity at 
the host dwelling.  

11. Thus, the proposed development would have an acceptable effect on the living 
conditions of occupiers of neighbouring dwellings with particular regard to noise 
and disturbance. In that regard, it would comply with the amenity requirements in 
Policies SC7 and CC2 of the LP. 

Conditions 

12. In addition to the standard time limit for commencement of the development, I have 
imposed a condition requiring the development to be carried out in accordance with 
the approved plans to provide certainty. The drawings indicate that brickwork to the 
front elevation and render to the side elevation would match the existing dwelling. 
However, they do not confirm the roof tile. Therefore, I have also imposed a 
condition requiring the external materials to match the existing dwelling in the 
interests of safeguarding the character and appearance of the existing dwelling. 

Conclusion and Recommendation 

13. For the reasons given above and having had regard to all other matters raised, I 
recommend that the appeal should be allowed. 

K Hole  

APPEAL PLANNING OFFICER 
 
Inspector’s Decision 

14. I have considered all the submitted evidence and my representative’s report and on 
that basis the appeal is allowed. 

M Russell 

INSPECTOR 
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