
  

 
 

 

Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 16 June 2015 

by John Wilde  C.Eng M.I.C.E. 
an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 22 July 2015 

 
Appeal Ref: APP/A5270/W/15/3004470 
273 Northfield Avenue, London, W5 4UA 
• 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 Usha Patel against the decision of the Council of the London 

Borough of Ealing. 
• The application Ref PP/2014/2273, dated 25 April 2014, was refused by notice dated  

15 August 2014. 
• The development proposed is the demolition of an existing single storey rear extension 

and single storey detached garage, alterations and enlargements to the existing house 
to provide four single family dwellings therein, the construction of a two storey with 
basement newbuild on the site of the demolished garage to provide two single family 
dwellings and the provision of related facilities.   

 

 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Main Issues 

2. The main issues are the effect of the proposed development on:- 
(a) the character and appearance of the area; 
(b) the living conditions, with particular respect to outlook, of the occupiers 

of 275 Northfield Avenue and 58 Wellington Road, and;  
(c) the living conditions, with particular respect to outlook and the provision 

of natural light, of the future occupiers of the proposed basement level 
accommodation. 

Reasons 

The site 

3. The appeal property is situated on a corner plot facing Northfield Avenue with 
its north-west (side) elevation facing Wellington Road.  The property is an end 
terraced house with three floors of accommodation, the third floor being within 
the roof.  To the rear of the property there is a single storey extension, a 
dormer window on the upper floor, and a detached single storey pitched roof 
garage.   
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Character and appearance 

4. The proposed development would involve the demolition of the existing 
extension and garage.  The garage would be replaced by a building that, whilst 
appearing from Wellington Road as a standard two storey house, would 
actually consist of two units.  One of these would be a one bedroom dwelling in 
a basement, and the other a two bedroom dwelling spread over the upper two 
floors.  The existing single storey extension to the house would be replaced by 
a three storey extension that would reach to the existing ridge level.  This 
proposed extension would have a vertical rear elevation as far as the bottom of 
the third storey and thereafter would recess towards the existing roof in a 
mansard style shallow angle.      

5. The proposed extension would be visible from Wellington Road when viewed 
from the south-west and north-east.  Due to its height and roof design it would 
appear extremely bulky and would dominate the property when viewed from 
Wellington Road.  It would overpower the existing gable and would be out of 
keeping with the two storey Edwardian terraced properties along Wellington 
Road to the north-east.   

6. There would therefore be conflict with policies 7.4 and 7B of the Ealing 
Development Management Development Plan Document (DMDPD).  Policy 7.4 
seeks to ensure that development in Ealing’s existing built areas should 
complement, amongst other things, the street sequence, building pattern and 
scale.  Policy 7B seeks to ensure, amongst other things, that development 
achieves a positive visual impact.  I also note that the Supplementary Planning 
Document entitled Residential Extensions (SPD) makes clear that rear 
extensions should be subordinate to the original dwelling.  This would not be 
the case.  

7. In arriving at this conclusion I acknowledge that the front elevation of the 
proposed development would appear very similar to the existing and that the 
proposed rear extension would extend slightly less than the existing single 
storey extension.  These factors do not however, lead me to a different 
conclusion.  

8. My attention has been drawn to an existing development at the corner of 
Northfield Avenue and Bramley Road, which the appellant considers to have set 
a precedent for this type of development.  This other development does not 
however contain the large rear extension to the existing property that I have 
found to be out of keeping in the current appeal.      

Living conditions – outlook for 275 Northfield Avenue and 58 Wellington Road  

9. The proposed development would result in the existing single storey garage 
that borders No 275 being replaced with a deeper and considerably higher two 
storey building as well as the replacement of the single storey extension with a 
bulky three storey extension.  No 275 Northfield Avenue has a relatively small 
rear garden that already looks out onto the gable end of 58 Wellington Road to 
the rear.  The effect of the proposed development would, in my view, 
notwithstanding the set-back and the fact that that the rear extension would 
protrude less than the existing, be significantly overbearing and would be 
harmful to the occupiers of No 275 in terms of their outlook and enjoyment of 
their garden space.   
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10. Policy 7.4 of the London Plan indicates that development should be human in 
scale, ensuring that buildings create a positive relationship with street level 
activity and that people feel comfortable with their surroundings.  Furthermore, 
one of the core planning principles enshrined in the National Planning Policy 
Framework (the Framework) is that planning should always seek high quality 
design and a good standard of amenity for all existing and future occupants of 
land and buildings.  The proposed development would be in conflict with both 
policy 7.4 and with the Framework in this respect.   

11. The proposed new building would project slightly forward of 58 Wellington 
road.  There would however be a gap between the properties and No 58 has no 
windows on its south-west elevation.  The forward projection would not, in my 
view, result in a significant loss of outlook to the occupiers of No 58.   

Outlook and natural light to basement units 

12. Both the living room and bedroom of the basement to the new building (unit 6) 
would receive light from windows, which would be set in a well area that would 
also provide access to the unit.  The living room would receive light from a 
south-west direction whilst the bedroom would receive light from a north-west 
direction.  The hall of this unit would have a roof light and light would also 
enter via a glazed door.  Taking into account the number of windows and their 
orientation, particularly those to the living area, the shape and relatively small 
size of the unit, and factoring in the comparative size of the well, I consider 
that enough light would reach this unit. 

13. However, in terms of outlook, the view from the living room of this unit would 
be of the wall of the well at normal eye level and of the dominating rear 
elevation of the proposed extension to the existing dwelling above and beyond 
that.  Whilst the appellant has provided a drawing that shows that sky would 
be visible this would only be the case if an occupier looked upwards at a 
considerable angle.  I therefore consider that the outlook from this unit would 
be significantly harmful to the living conditions of future occupiers.   

14. The basement of the existing dwelling (unit 2) would receive light to both the 
bedroom and the living room from windows on the south-west elevation which 
would be set into a well.  The windows to the lounge would be full length.  
However, the living room/kitchen to this unit would be rectangular in shape 
resulting in a relatively deep room such that towards the kitchen area little 
light would be received.  I note that there would be a light tube directly over 
one side of the kitchen but nonetheless consider that the combination of the 
depth of the room and relatively short depth of well indicates that there would 
be a significant lack of natural light to this unit. 

15. The outlook from this unit would be better than that from unit 6.  However, any 
view would only be available when standing next to the windows.  Given the 
depth of the unit I consider that occupiers would be subject to a feeling of 
enclosure when standing any distance from the windows.   

16. In arriving at the above conclusions in relation to light and outlook I 
acknowledge that the design of the basement units does in theory comply with 
the requirements of Annex 1 to the Housing Supplementary Planning Guidance1 
in that proposed units are not north facing single aspect and have direct 

1 London Plan 2011 Implementation Framework 
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sunlight entering at least one habitable room for part of the day.  However, this 
is as it says, guidance, and every situation should be assessed on its merits 
taking into account the overall situation. 

17. In this case I have found that the basement units would be detrimental to the 
living conditions of future occupiers in terms of either light or outlook or both.  
Conflict therefore exists with policy 7B of the DMDPD, which seeks to ensure 
that development achieves a high standard of amenity. 

Conclusion 

18. In light of my findings in respect of all three main issues and having regard to 
all other matters raised, I conclude that the appeal should be dismissed. 

John Wilde 

Inspector 
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