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  Applic. No: P/09639/003 

Registration Date: 26-Mar-2010 Ward: Upton 

Officer: Mr Smyth   

    

Applicant: Mr. Satpal  Dhaliwal 

  

Agent:  

  

Location: 135, Upton Court Road, Slough, SL3 7NF 

  

Proposal: ERECTION OF A PART TWO STOREY PART SINGLE STOREY 

SIDE EXTENSION WITH PITCHED ROOFS AND CONNECTING 

SLOPING ROOF BETWEEN THE GROUND AND FIRST FLOOR 

EXTENSIONS ON THE BLENHEIM ROAD ELEVATION. ERECTION 

OF SIDE CONSERVATORY. ERECTION OF PART TWO STOREY 

REAR EXTENSION WITH PITCHED ROOF AND PART SINGLE 

STOREY REAR EXTENSION WITH FLAT ROOF. ERECTION OF 

FRONT PORCH WITH HIPPED AND PITCHED ROOF. ERECTION 

OF DETACHED GARAGE WITH HIPPED AND PITCH ROOF. 

ERECTION OF REPLACEMENT BOUNDARY FENCE AND 

INSTALLATION OF REPLACEMENT VEHICLE ENTRANCE 

GATES. INSTALLATION OF VELUX WINDOWS TO MAIN ROOF 

IN FRONT ELEVATION. 
 

Recommendation: Refuse 
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P/09639/003 
 
1.0 SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATION 
  
1.1 At its Meeting on 5th August 2010, Committee considered this 

application which was being recommended for refusal but with no 
recommendation for planning enforcement action to be taken. 
Following due consideration Committee resolved that: 
 
That the application be delegated to the Head of Planning Policy 
and Projects for further negotiations with the applicant on the 
following matters: 

1) Changes to the unauthorised roof structure to reduce the 
perceived bulk. 

2) A reduction in the height of the fence to achieve pedestrian 
visibility 

3) Options be explored with regard to the gate to ensure that it 
was less obtrusive 

4) A six week time limit was stipulated for the negotiations to be 
carried out and a further three month compliance period. 
Should these negotiations fail, the application be reported 
back to Committee for Member consideration and 
enforcement action.  

 
1.2 Refuse and enforce for the reasons set out in the report. 
  
 PART A:   BACKGROUND 
  
2.0 Proposal 

 

2.1 As the development has not been constructed in accordance with 
the plans as approved under planning permission reference 
P/09639/002 dated 26th April 2006, this application is being treated 
as a retrospective application for: Erection of a part two storey part 
single storey side extension with pitched roofs and connecting 
sloping roof between the ground and first floor extensions on the 
Blenheim Road elevation. Erection of side conservatory. Erection of 
part two storey rear extension with pitched roof and part single 
storey rear extension with flat roof. Erection of front porch with 
hipped and pitched roof. Erection of detached garage with hipped 
and pitch roof. Erection of replacement boundary fence and 
installation of replacement vehicle entrance gates. Installation of 
velux windows to main roof in front elevation. 
 

  
3.0 Application Site 

 

3.1 The host property is one half of a pair of semi detached houses, 
which occupies a prominent site on the corner of Upton Court Road 
and Blenheim Road within a designated Residential Area of 
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Exceptional Character. The house has undergone substantial 
extension following a grant of planning approval in 2006.   
 

3.2 The immediate surrounding area is residential predominantly 
characterised by a pattern of pairs of substantial semi detached 
houses, interspersed with occasional detached houses, of 
traditional appearance, and generous spacing around the 
dwellings.  
 

4.0 Site History 
 

4.1 P/09639/000. Erection of attached garage and porch. Approved on 
26th July 1994 
 
P/09639/001. Demolition of Existing Garage and Erection of Four 
Bedroom Detached House with detached Garage and attached 
garage and a Proposed Crossover. Withdrawn 21st May 2004 
 
P/09639/002. Erection of part single, part two storey side and rear 
extensions to no. 135; Erection of single storey side extension with 
flat roof and part single, part two storey rear extension with pitched 
roof to no. 137 and conversion of garages to habitable rooms. 
Approved 26th April 2006 
 

4.2 The applicant in implementing planning permission P/09639/002, 
has not constructed the development in accordance with the 
approved plans. The main discrepancies relate to: 

• The front porch has been constructed wider, with a 
different roof structure and different external appearance. It 
now incorporates double opening doors to the front rather 
than a single entrance door on the side. 

• The side conservatory has been constructed deeper than 
approved  

• A connecting sloping roof has been constructed between 
the ground and first floor side extensions on the Blenheim 
Road frontage, introducing an alien element to the front 
elevation.  

• The roof over the part single storey extension on the front 
elevation is constructed higher than was approved. 

• The windows within the frontage of the part ground floor 
side extension are differently positioned 

• Velux windows are installed in the main roof of the front 
elevation of the property 

• A detached garage has been constructed 

• A replacement boundary fence erected and vehicular 
access gates installed. 
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4.2 Given the significance of the departures from the original planning 
permission together with additional elements which have been 
constructed without the benefit of planning permission, the current 
application is being treated as a retrospective application for the 
development in total. 
  

  
5.0 Negotiations and Submissions Post Committee 

 

5.1 As set out in paragraph 1.1 above; the application as originally 
submitted was considered by Members at its Meeting on 5th August 
2010. The application was delegated back to Officers for further 
negotiation on three principle issues, which were described in the 
previous Officer’s report:  
 

1) The introduction of an additional roof slope connecting the 
roof slope over the single storey side extension to the 
underside of the eves on the first floor side extension 
introduces an incongruous design element into development. 
It does not operate as a full cat slide roof and it does not 
reflect the angle of roof slope on either the ground or first 
floor side extensions as constructed. Further, it adds bulk to 
the overall appearance of the extensions when viewed from 
Upton Court Road and the side extension looses much of its 
subordination with the original house.  

 
2) With respect to the replacement boundary fence (at 1.8 

metres high) this is constructed higher than what existed 
previously and for the most part follows the side boundary 
along Blenheim Road.  

 
3) The vehicular entrance gate at the southern end of the site in 

Blenheim Road being a solid metal barrier scaling 2.7 metres 
in width and 1.8 metre in height.   

 
Generally the character of the immediate area is one of low 
walls/ hedges/fences with a feel of spaciousness rather than 
enclosure. Whilst the boundary fence creates enclosure it is 
felt that for the most part it can be considered acceptable 
insofar as it is enclosing a side garden area and is necessary 
to retain privacy and amenity for the occupiers. However, the 
proposal does not incorporate 2.4 X 2.4 pedestrian visibility 
spays on either side of the vehicular access which are 
necessary to ensure pedestrian safety. Further, the 
installation of a large solid metal vehicle entrance gate 
represents a feature which is out of keeping and appears 
over bearing in the street. 
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5.2 Following notification of the Council’s decision an initial meeting 
was held with the applicant on 12th August 2010, to run through and 
discuss the issues. The discussions included different external 
treatments to the additional roof slope.     
 

5.3 Following that meeting the applicant proposed removal of the metal 
gate and a re-instatement of the fence, to remove reasons for 
refusal nos. 2 and 3, as set out in the previous report. In relation to 
reason for refusal 1 as set out in the previous officer’s report, the 
applicant offered to remove the tiled roof from the detached garage 
and replace it with a flat roof as a trade off for keeping the 
additional roof slope on the main house.  
 

5.4 In response Officers advised the applicant that: “there were three 
areas to be addressed the gates, the height of the fence and the 
additional element of roof on the extended house. The garage was 
not raised as an issue in planning terms and your proposal would 
not be acceptable to officers”. 
 

5.5 A further meeting was held with the applicant and agent and 
Councillor Bains on 3rd September 2010. At that meeting Officers 
explained that because the development had not been constructed 
in accordance with the scheme of development as approved, then 
the whole development was unauthorised and hence an application 
for the entire scheme was requested. There was some discussion 
around the setting back of the vehicular access gates and reduction 
in the height of the fencing to achieve pedestrian visibility. The 
applicant was advised to contact the Council’s highway engineers 
for more detailed discussions. The applicant put forward a number 
options for discussion to reduce the impact of the additional roof 
slope, including the formation of a full cat slide roof, setting the 
projection back to make it appear less dominant or finishing it in 
different materials on the front elevation fronting onto Upton Court 
Road. In response Officers advised that none of these measures 
would satisfy the concerns previously expressed and that only its 
removal would restore the necessary balance to the extended 
house. 
 

5.6 Officers advised that a statement and amendments would need to 
be submitted by the very latest 16th September 2010 and that 
Committee would make its decision based on the proposed 
amendments made when it meets on 13th October 2010. If 
ultimately planning permission is refused that there would be the 
right of appeal. If a subsequent appeal was to be lodged and was 
subsequently dismissed by an Appeal Inspector then planning 
enforcement action would be considered.  
 

5.5 On 15th September 2010 a statement was submitted on behalf of 
the applicant subsequently amended by a further submission 
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received on 22nd September 2010. 
 

5.6  The applicant states that he” has agreed to undertake alterations to 
both the vehicular gates and the fence adjacent to them to ensure 
that they comply with the Planning Office requirements and 
drawings are appended to this document with proposals which the 
applicant believes now meets with Planners requirements”.        
 

5.7 The applicant has submitted three alternative options for 
consideration. Option 1 shows the existing fence removed within 
the area required for pedestrian visibility and replacement with a 
600mm high wall with open railings on top to an overall height of 
1800mm. The existing solid metal gate to be replaced within an 
open metal gate to the same height and width and maintained in 
the same position across the back edge of footway. Option 2 is 
similar but proposes open metal railings on top of a brick plinth 
(150mm). Option 3 proposes construction a curved wall to respect 
pedestrian visibility with open gates set back 2.4 metres from the 
back of footway. The applicant favours options 1 or 2. 
 

5.8 The highway engineers have been consulted on the proposals and 
have raised objections to all three options. With respect to options 1 
and 2, the highway engineers have commented: The pedestrian 
visibility splay of 2.4 x 2.4m on either side of the access are not 
achieved. On approach to the access the proposed splay of 2.4 x 
2.4m to the right appears to fall on land outside the control of 
applicant; although the required splay to left can be achieved, the 
splay shall be obstructed by the metal railings in excess of 600mm; 
the gates are not set back sufficient depth. Gates if required must 
be set back a minimum of 6.0m for cars. With respect to option 3 
the highway engineers have commented: “The pedestrian visibility 
splay of 2.4 x 2.4m on either side of the access are not achieved. 
On approach to the access the proposed splay of 2.4 x 2.4m to the 
right appears to fall on land outside the control of applicant; the 
gates are not set back sufficient depth. Gates if required must be 
set back a minimum of 6.0m for cars”.          
 

5.9 Whilst it is acknowledged that pedestrian visibility of 2.4m X 2.4m 
may not be achievable to the right as the land falls within the 
neighbouring property, it is noted that the affected land comprises a 
drive to that neighbouring property and therefore there would be 
mutual benefits to both properties in keeping the boundaries 
reasonably open. It is still considered that it may be possible to 
reach an acceptable solution with respect to pedestrian visibility 
and highway safety and that negotiations continue with a further 
update being reported on the Amendment Sheet. 
 

5.10 With respect to the additional element of sloping roof the applicant 
has made the following submissions: 
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The applicant does not accept that the sloping roof in place of the 
flat roof over the single storey extension is contrary to planning 
policy statement 1, Core policies 7 & 8, Core Strategy (2006-2026) 
Development Plan, December 2008, Policies H14, H15, EN1 and 
EN2 of the Adopted Local Plan for Slough 2004 and the Slough 
Local Development Framework, Residential 
Extensions Guidelines, Supplementary Planning Document, 
adopted January 2010.  
 
The applicant would make the following considered points when 
viewing the sloping roof with respect to the planning policies:- 
 
1. It is not accepted that the sloping roof to the underside of the 
eaves represents an incongruous design element into the 
development or that it adds mass or bulk to the development when 
viewed from the either Upton Court Road or from Blenheim Road. 
 
The roof in its present sloping state is a pseudo ‘cat roof’ with the 
slope near similar to the main roof of the building. Other properties 
along Upton Court Road and indeed the surrounding area have 
examples of properties with similar ‘cat’ roof profiles demonstrating 
in the applicant’s view that the design is within context and 
in keeping with the character and quality of the area and in keeping 
with the Planning Policy Statement 1. 
 
Response 
Officers would maintain their original view as set out in the previous 
report and as reiterated in paragraph 5.1 above and it is not 
considered that the proposal to use tile hanging on the front 
elevation to Upton Court Road would address the problem, but if 
anything is likely to draw further attention to what is an incongruous 
design feature. Officers are not aware of any other examples of 
properties in Upton Court Road or the immediate surrounding area 
which have been extended to their side utilising a similar design to 
the host property. 
 
2. The requirements of Core Policy 8 of the Adopted Local 
Framework Core Strategy (2006-2008) Development Plan 
Document December 2008 have in the applicants view been 
satisfied by utilizing high quality design that is practical safe and 
accessible and adaptable and respects its location and 
surroundings. 
 
The proposal has to be considered in light of its special corner plot 
location and the wide open spaces between the property in 
question and any surrounding properties along Upton Court Road 
toward the Blenheim Road frontage. The change of sloping roof 
from the flat roof given these wide open spaces cannot be said with 
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any degree of credibility to have substantively increased the 
mass of bulk of the subject property. Had it been the case that the 
location of the side extension to which the sloping roof has been 
provided was in a confined space or close to neighbouring 
properties then the concerns expressed by the Planners in regard 
to massing could well be made. 
 
Response 
The additional roof/structure gives the extended property a 
horizontal emphasis and adds bulk to the extended house. It further 
results in an extension to the original house which does not appear 
subordinate. Further the fact that the host property occupies a 
relatively open corner plot, makes the extended dwelling appear 
more prominent thereby accentuating the lack of subordination 
through the added mass and bulk.   
 
3. It is not considered that the proposal is in any way contrary to 
Policy H12 and that the sloping roof is in fact desirable in keeping 
within the character of the Residential Area within which it is 
located. 
 
Response 
The property is situated within a designated Residential Area of 
Exceptional Character, where the character and appearance of the 
original houses together with the space around are important 
elements to the designation. The introduction of the additional roof 
element to the host property is most certainly not a common feature 
within this area and does not add to its special character and 
appearance.  
 
4. Policy H15 of the Adopted Local Plan and Policies EN1and EN2 
have been satisfied by ensuring the materials used in the 
construction of the sloping roof are similar in quality and type as the 
rest of the property and it is considered that given the corner; 
location of the subject premises that the sloping roof has no 
overwhelming adverse impact on the street scene or other public 
vantage points. It is generally accepted that the use of a sloping 
roof rather than a roof incorporating flat roof areas is far more 
preferable in terms of both maintenance and visual appearance. 
 
Response 
Design matters have already been covered elsewhere in this report  
and in the previous officer’s report. The applicant states that the 
scheme as built is preferable to the use of a flat roof as was 
originally approved in respect of the single storey side extension.  
For reasons of clarity, it should be noted that the earlier scheme 
showed a hipped and pitched roof with a flat top, which would have 
tied in better with the design of the main roof. 
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5. The design principles set out in the Slough Local 
Development framework Residential Extension 
Guidelines Supplementary planning Document 2010 
clearly supports the proposal of the sloping roof to the 
single storey side extension and the following references 
to that document are provided as examples: 
Page 18 – figure 11 
Page 12 – EX4 ; page 13 section 4.0 
The Residential Extension Guideline document clearly 
encourages the use of sloping roofs to single storey 
constructions as opposed to the use of flat roofs and states 
that ‘pitched roofs should be provided in visually prominent 
locations’ 
 
Response 
The above is taken out of context. The Council’s Adopted 
Residential Extension Guidelines state with respect to guidance for 
single storey side extensions in paragraph 4.5 on page 13 that: The 
roof of a single storey side extension should be in keeping with the 
roof of the original dwelling. Where feasible, the design and style 
together with the appropriate degree of hip and/or pitch should 
reflect that of the main roof. 
 
It is not considered that extension as constructed reflects these 
principles. 
 

6.0 Conclusions 
 

6.1 The applicant has not adequately addressed reasons for refusal 2 
and 3 as set out in the previous Officer’s report, in that none of the 
3 options fully overcome pedestrian visibility nor highway safety 
matters. However, it is considered that through further negotiations 
an acceptable solution can be found and that progress be reported 
to Members on the Amendment Sheet.  
 

6.2 With respect to reason for refusal no 1, as set out in the previous 
Officer’s report, it is not considered that the proposal to introduce 
tile hanging to the Upton Court Road frontage to try and mask the 
visual impact of the additional roof slope addresses the design 
issues. If anything it is likely to make this incongruous element in 
the design even more apparent in street scene. 
 

6.3 The applicant has not made it clear in his statement as to which 
plans are being submitted in substitution for the original plans. This 
will need to be clarified before the next Meeting of Planning 
Committee and reported on the Amendment Sheet. In the 
meantime the existing plans will continue to be used in the 
determination of this application and a recommendation made 
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accordingly. 
 

 PART C: RECOMMENDATION 
  
18.0 Recommendation 
  
18.1 Refuse 

 

19.0 PART D: LIST OF REFUSAL REASON(S) 
 

Reason(s) 
 

1. The erection of a roof connecting the roof of the single storey side  

extension with the underside of the eaves on the first floor side 

extension facing Blenheim Road, together with the infilling of the 

space between  these two extensions within the front elevation facing  

onto Upton Court Road, represents an incongruous design feature 

within the street scene, upsetting the balance and symmetry of the 

extended house and resulting in an extension which no longer appears 

wholly subordinate to the original dwelling. This part of the 

development results in poor design and is thereby contrary to Planning  

Policy Statement 1, Core Policy 8 of The Slough Local Development 

Framework, Core Strategy 2006 - 2026, Development Plan Document, 

December 2008, Policies H15, EN1 and EN2 of The Adopted Local 

Plan for Slough 2004 and The Slough Local  Development 

Framework, Residential Extensions Guidelines, Supplementary 

Planning Document, Adopted January 2010. 

 

2. The vehicular entrance gate installed onto Blenheim Road represents 

an incongruous feature within the street scene, appearing overly 

dominant and overbearing in the street scene, out of keeping with its 

general surroundings and has an adverse impact on the street scene and 

as such is contrary to Planning  Policy Statement 1, Core Policy 8 of 

The Slough Local Development Framework, Core Strategy 2006 - 

2026, Development  Plan Document, December 2008, Policies H15, 

EN1 and EN2 of The Adopted Local Plan for Slough 2004 and The 

Slough Local  Development Framework, Residential Extensions 

Guidelines, Supplementary Planning Document, Adopted January 

2010. 

 

3. The erection of a 1.8 metre boundary fence which has been erected on 

either side of the vehicular entrance onto Blenheim Road restricts 

pedestrian visibility for cars exited the property and thereby represents 

a potential pedestrian hazard contrary to Core Policy 7 of The Slough 

Local Development Framework, Core Strategy 2006 - 2026, 

Development  Plan Document, December 2008, and The Slough Local  

Development Framework, Residential Extensions Guidelines, 

Supplementary Planning Document, Adopted January 2010. 
 

  


