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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 1 February 2011 

by Christopher Millns  BSc (Hons) MSc CEng FICE FCIHT 

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

Decision date: 11 February 2011 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/L5810/D/11/2143556 

192 Waverley Avenue, Twickenham TW2 6DL 

• 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 Mrs Gala against the decision of the Council of the London 

Borough of Richmond-upon-Thames. 
• The application Ref 10/0733/HOT, dated 19 February 2010, was refused by notice dated 

27 September 2010. 

• The development proposed is a double storey side addition and loft conversion. 
 

 

Decision 

1. I allow the appeal, and grant planning permission for a part single, part two 

storey side/rear extension and loft conversion with rear dormer roof extension 

at 192 Waverley Avenue, Twickenham TW2 6DL in accordance with the terms 

of the application, Ref 10/0733/HOT, dated 19 February 2010 subject to the 

following conditions: 

1) The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than three years 

from the date of this decision. 

2) Except as required by condition 3 of this permission, the development 

hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the following 

approved plans: Drawing No 2008/02, (Untitled); 2008/06, (Proposed 

Sections); 2010/02, (Proposed Plans and Elevations). 

3) The materials to be used in the construction of the external surfaces of 

the extension hereby permitted shall match those used in the existing 

building. 

Clarification 

2. The description of the development as set out above is that used in the 

planning application.  However, the plans submitted with the application show 

that the proposed development is a part single, part two storey side/rear 

extension and loft conversion with rear dormer roof extension.  This is the 

description used by the Council in its decision and by the appellant on the 

appeal form.  I have therefore considered the appeal on this basis. 

Main Issue 

3. The main issue is the effect of the proposed extensions on the character and 

appearance of the host dwelling, the pair of adjoining semi-detached dwellings 

and on the street scene.  
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Reasons 

4. The semi-detached house on the appeal site has a distinctive architectural style 

incorporating a catslide roof on the front elevation in common with the 

adjoining dwelling at No 190.  This feature contributes to the character and 

appearance of the dwelling and its removal as part of the proposals would be a 

loss in these respects.  Nevertheless, I appreciate the appellant’s view that it 

reduces valuable floor space.  In addition, I saw on my site visit that the 

prominence of the catslide roof on No 190 has already been substantially 

affected by the bulky dormer on its side elevation.  This detracts significantly 

from the value of the catslide roof on the appeal dwelling which relies to a large 

extent on the symmetry of the feature on the adjoining dwellings.  Taking this 

into account, the proposed removal of the catslide roof on the appeal dwelling 

would not in my view unduly impact on its character and appearance. 

5. The side extension would be set back from the front elevation of the existing 

dwelling with the ridge height set a little lower than the main roof.  The extent 

of the set back from the front elevation would be a little less than that advised 

in the Council’s Supplementary Planning Guidance for House Extensions and 

External Alterations (SPG).  Nevertheless it would help to retain the 

prominence of the original dwelling in relation to the extension.  Although the 

first floor extension above the catslide roof would be flush with the existing 

front wall of the dwelling, this would integrate well with the existing elevation 

and help to emphasise the set back on the two storey side extension. 

6. The proposals overall represent a significant increase in the effective floor 

space within the dwelling to the benefit of the occupants.  This would in part be 

achieved by the proposed loft conversion and the alterations to the catslide 

roof. The proposed increase in width of the main front elevation would be 

modest at some 3m.  Taking into account the ‘set back’ and lower ridge height 

referred to above, the two storey side extension would not appear unduly 

prominent. 

7. I saw on my site visit the variety of dwelling types and styles nearby.  A 

number of these dwellings have been extended including several on corner 

plots similar to the appeal dwelling.  The majority also appear to be semi-

detached properties where the original balance between the adjoining dwellings 

has been lost.  There appears to be little uniform pattern to these extended 

dwellings in terms of either their scale or design.  

8. The Council points out that the extensions to properties in Waverley Avenue 

which affect the symmetry of adjoining dwellings were granted prior to the 

adoption of the SPG or constitute permitted development.  Even so, they are 

now an accepted part of the street scene against which the appeal proposals 

need to be assessed.  On this basis, I am not persuaded that the proposed 

extensions to the appeal dwelling would appear out of keeping within the street 

scene.  Although the flank wall of the two storey side extension would be close 

to the boundary with Chester Avenue, the junction area with Waverley Avenue 

would still in my view appear open and spacious given the generous road and 

pavement widths in the immediate vicinity.   

9. Taking the above factors into account, I conclude that, on balance, the 

proposals would not have a significantly adverse effect on the character and 

appearance of the host dwelling or on the pair of adjoining semi-detached 

properties.  Nor do I consider, for the reasons given above, that the character 

and appearance of the street scene would be unduly affected.  The proposed 
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extensions would not therefore conflict with the objectives of Policies BLT11, 

BLT13 and BLT16 which seek to ensure high standards of design and the 

safeguarding of the amenity of nearby residents.   

10. I have considered the issue raised by the resident of No 190 regarding loss of 

privacy due to overlooking of her rear garden from the proposed dormer and 

loft conversion.  I appreciate that this window would be at a higher level than 

the existing rear facing windows in the appeal dwelling.  However, given the 

current level of overlooking available from the first floor windows, any 

additional impact in this respect would not in my view be significant. 

11. Condition 2 is needed for the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of proper 

planning.  Condition 3 is necessary to protect the character and appearance of 

the dwelling and the surrounding area.  The conditions suggested by the 

Council to restrict the provision of and type of windows in the first floor side 

elevation of the dwelling are unnecessary in my view given the distance 

separating the dwelling from the neighbouring property on the opposite side of 

Chester Avenue. 

12. I have taken all the other issues raised into account but they do not override 

the factors leading to my conclusion that the appeal should be allowed.     

Christopher Millns 

INSPECTOR 

  

 


