SLOUGH BOROUGH COUNCIL

PART 1

FOR INFORMATION

Planning Appeal Decisions July 2025

Set out below are summaries of the appeal decisions received recently from the Planning
Inspectorate on appeals against the Council’s decisions. Copies of the full decision letters
are available from the Members Support Section on request. These decisions are also
monitored in the Quarterly Performance Report and Annual Review.

WARD(S) ALL

Ref Appeal Decision
APP/J0350/W/25/3362484 23, Kings Road, Slough, Slough, SL1 2PS Appeal
Granted

Change of use from a 6-person HMO to a 7-person
HMO (Sui Generis), facilitated by the erection of aL- | 25" June
shaped rear dormer and 2no roof lights in front 2025
elevation, and the construction of a single storey
side & rear extension. (amended description).

The Application was a full planning application for
the development proposed is described as ‘Change
of use from a 6-person HMO to a 7-person HMO
(Sui Generis), facilitated by the erection of a L-
shaped rear dormer and 2no roof lights in front
elevation, and the construction of a single storey
side & rear extension. (amended description).” The
application was refused on 13t February 2025 for
the following reasons:

1. The change of use to a 7 bedroom HMO
would result in the loss of a single family
dwellinghouse which is unacceptable in
principle as it would result in the loss of a
building which can be used for family
accommodation, contrary to Core Policy 4 of
the Council’s adopted Local Development
Framework Core Strategy 2006 — 2026.

2. The proposal would result in an overly
intensive use of a single family
dwellinghouse to the detriment of the
residential amenities of the neighbouring
properties. The proposal would therefore fail
to accord with Policy H20 of the Slough
Local Plan (adopted 2004).

3. The proposal for a large HMO in an
established residential area that is
characterized by single family
dwellinghouses, would be out of character
for the context of the surrounding residential
environment and resulting in a detrimental
impact to the character of the location,
contrary to Core Policy 4 and 8 of the
Council’'s adopted Local Development
Framework Core Strategy 2006 — 2026.




In addressing Reason for Refusal 1; the Inspector
noted:

Fundamentally, the building [which is currently in use
as a small HMO for six persons or less] is not
currently used as family accommodation and so | do
not see how the proposal would result in its net loss
or otherwise conflict with Core Policy 4.

The LPA in their delegated report did note that a
larger HMO would require further significant
investment meaning it would less likely be reverted
back to a family home compared to a small HMO.
However, the inspector did not agree with this and
stated:

| acknowledge that it would be possible to alter the
property to make it more suitable for families, but
there would be no incentive or requirement for the
appellant to do so if the appeal is dismissed. This is
the case despite the Council’s housing evidence
indicating that there is a great need for the provision
and retention of family accommodation. Moreover, it
has not been argued that there is an oversupply of
HMO accommodation or that there is no need for it
whatsoever.

As such the reason for refusal relating to the loss of
a family dwelling was not agreed by the inspector.

In relation to Reason for Refusal 2 & 3 regarding the
intensity of use and the impact on the character of
the area and neighbour amenity. The inspector
acknowledged that 14 residents could potentially
occupy the proposed large HMO and this could have
an impact. However, the Inspector proposed a
condition restricting the occupiers to 7 residents
which was accepted by the applicant and was
considered to negate concerns regarding the impact
on the character of the area and neighbour amenity.

Based on the above, the inspector dismissed the
appeal.

APP/J0350/C/23/3329403 56 Langley Road, Slough SL3 7AD Appeal
Dismissed
Material change of use of the dwelling house to a
large house in multiple occupation (“the HMQ”) by 24" June
more than 6 persons (Sui Generis Use). 2025
APP/J0350/W/24/3346642 56 Langley Road, Slough SL3 7AD Appeal
Dismissed
Change of use of property legally under planning
use class C4 (small HMO up to 6 rooms) to sui- 24™ June
generis HMO / C2 for 9 rooms with ancillary office 2025
facilities, 6 car parking spaces, bin and cycle storage
and garden amenity.
APP/J0350/C/23/3329404 58, Langley Road, Slough, SL3 7AD Appeal
Dismissed
Material change of use of the dwelling house to a
large house in multiple occupation (“the HMQ”) by 24" June
more than 6 persons (Sui Generis Use). 2025




APP/J0350/D/25/3365263 18, Upton Court Road, Slough, SL3 7LY Appeal
Dismissed
Construction of a single storey side and rear
extension. 2" July
2025
APP/J0350/C/24/3352631 8, Wood Lane, Slough, SL1 9EA Appeal
Dismissed
Without planning permission, the
unauthorised construction of a rear canopy 8™ July
extension and the unauthorised wooden and plastic 2025
enclosure to the side of the outbuilding
APP/J0350/C/24/3341468 3, Gloucester Avenue, Slough, SL1 3AW Appeal
Dismissed
The erection of a building and its use as a self-
contained dwelling 8™ July
2025
APP/J0350/C/24/3341464 3, Gloucester Avenue, Slough, SL1 3AW Appeal
Dismissed
Material change of use of a single dwelling to two
separate dwellings 8™ July

2025




| % Planning Inspectorate

Appeal Decision
Site visit made on 18 June 2025

by Mark Philpott BA(Hons) MA MRTPI

an Inspactor appointed by the Secretary of State
Declslon dabe: 25 Jung 2025

Appeal Ref: APP/J0350/W/i25/3362484
23 Kings Road, Slough SL1 2PS

The appeal is made under section T8 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1980 (as amended)
against a refusal to grant planning permission.

The appeal is made by Mr Morris against the decision of Slough Borough Counil.

The application Ref is P/20622/002.

The devalopment proposed is described as "Change of use from a G-person HMO fo a T-person
HMO (Sui Generis)’.

Decision

1.

The appeal is allowed and planning permission is granted for change of use to a 7-
person house in multiple occupation and the erection of a L-shaped rear dormer, 2
roof lights in the front elevation, and a single storey side and rear extension at 23
Kings Road, Slough SL1 2PS in accordance with the terms of the application, Ref
PI20622/002, subject to the conditions in the attached schedule.

Preliminary Matters

2

The description of the development in the heading is taken from the planning
application form. However, at the time the application was made, a previously
approved single storey side and rear extension and a rear dormer and frant
rooflights later found to be permitted development, which are shown on some of
the drawings, had not been constructed?. Accordingly, for the purposes of the
formal decision in paragraph 1, | have used an amended version of the description
specified on the decision notice, which includes those building operations and thus
reflects the scope of the scheme more closely.

Motwithstanding this, the building did not accurately reflect either the existing or
proposed drawings when | visited. However, the Council assessed the application
on the basis that the building may currently be used for Class C42 purposes as a
small house in multiple occupation (HMO) by no more than 6 residents and so |
have considered the appeal in the same way. Furthermore, | have determined it
based on the development as shown on the proposed drawings, rather than as
constructed, to reflect how the application was publicised and determined.

Main Issues

4.

The main issues are the effects of the proposal on: (i) the supply of family
accommodation; and (i) the character of the area and the living conditions of
neighbours with regard to the intensity of the use, noise and disturbance.

* Councl refs: PI206220000; Pr206220001
* Class C4 of Part C, Schedule 1 of The Town and Country Planning {Use Classes) Order 1957
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Appeal Decision APPLJO3S0NZE3362484

Reasons

Family accommaodation

5.

Core Policy 4 of the Core Strategy Development Plan Document (C35) refers to the
types of housing supported in the borough. Among other things, it specifies that
there should be ‘no net loss of family accommodation as a result of...changes of
use.' | have not been provided with any guidance as to what might constitute
‘famnily accommaodation’ for the purposes of the policy, but based on the cases the
parties have presented, small HMOs are excluded from this.

Accordingly, the Council does not allege that the property is currently family
accommodation. However, it contends that its use is likely the result of permitted
development rights enabling dwellinghouses to become small HMOs and vice
versa®. On that basis it is put forward that the property can currently revert to a
dwellinghouse without requiring the approval of a planning application, whereas
this would not be the case if the scheme were permitted, as it would have mare
than & residents and thereby not be a small HMO. Moreover, it is argued that if the
building were turned back into a dwellinghouse it could provide family
accommodation.

Fundamentally, the building is not currently used as family accommodation and so
| do not see how the proposal would result in its net loss or otherwise conflict with
Core Policy 4. | acknowledge that it would be possible to alter the property to make
it more suitable for families, but there would be no incentive or requirement for the
appellant to do so if the appeal is dismissed. This is the case despite the Council's
housing evidence indicating that there is a great need for the provision and
retention of family accommaodation. Moreover, it has not been argued that there is
an oversupply of HMO accommodation or that there is no need for it whatsoever.

The Council has refemad to dismissed appeals® that involved proposals with
allegedly similar considerations to those applicable for this scheme. Conversely,
the appellant has pointed to supposedly similar proposals that have been
approved by the Council. However, | have not been provided with full details of any
of those cases, the evidence presented or that arguments made that will have
informed the decisions taken. Consequently, the cases referred to do not lead me
to apply Core Policy 4 differently or alter my findings in other respects. The Council
has also highlighted that the property is not included on the Council's HMO licence
register, but such matters are not relevant to whether planning permission should
be granted.

| conclude that the proposal would not have an effect on the supply of family
housing in the borough. It therefore accords with Core Policy 4 of the C5.

Character and living conditions

10. The Council's concerns in respect of this matter are that the proposed HMO would

result in the property being used more intensively than if it were used as a single
household or small HMO and in this way conflict with the suburban character of
the area, which principally comprises single family dwellinghouses. The Council is
also concerned that if each of the bedrooms were to have 2 occupants there could
be up to 14 people with different schedules and social networks living in the

3 Class L of Part 3, Scheduie 2 of The Town and Country Plarning {Seneral Permikted Development) {England) Croer 2015
+ pppeal refs: APPLID350MNI24/334 3806; APPLIO3SHINIZ3245330
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Appeal Decision APPLI0GS0AN 253362484

11.

12.

13.

14.

building. It is put forward that this could bring about significant increases in noise
and disturbance to the detriment of the living conditions of the neighbours.

Kings Road appears to feature mostly semi-detached and terraced housing. The
proposed HMO would appear no different to these and a condition to require the
development to be constructed using materials to match the exisiing property
would ensure that it integrates with its surroundings successfully.

While | appreciate the Council’s concerns regarding the potential impacts arising
from up to 14 occupiers, the appellant only proposes up to 7 residents within the
HMO and | have no compelling reasons to gquestion their motives. Moreover, the
appellant agrees to a condition to make sure that the property is occupied by up to
T residents. The differences between 6 and 7 residents in terms of comings,
goings, noise and disturbance would be minimal and thus there would be little if
any percepfible impacts in these respects to the character of the locality or the
living conditions of the occupiers of neighbouring properties.

The Council has recommended conditions to prevent windows being inserted into
the side elevations of the proposed dormer, and to restrict access to the roof of the
side and rear extension and prevent its use as an cutdoor amenity space. The
dormer's position and the extension's roof relative to the windows and the rear
gardens of the adjoining properties is such that without restrictions there would be
significant harm to the neighbours’ living conditions. As such, there is clear
jusfification for a condition to the effect of those suggested by the Council.

Subject to the conditions, the proposal would not have a harmful impact on the
character of the area or the living conditions of neighbours. It accords with Core
Policy 4 and Core Policy 8 of the CS and Policy H20 of The Local Plan for Slough.
Together these set out that development should respect its location and
surmmoundings and avoid losses of amenity for adjoining occupiers.

Conditions and Conclusion

15.

16.

In addition to the aforementioned conditions and one relating fo the standard time
limit for the commencement of development, a further condition to require the
development to be camied out in accordance with the approved drawings is
needed for certainty.

The proposal accords with the development plan taken as a whole. For the
reasons given above the appeal should be allowed.

Mark Philpott
INSPECTOR
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Appeal Decision APP/JOIE0ANI25/3362484

Schedule of Conditions

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

2)  The development hereby pemitted shall be carried out in accordance with
drawing nos: EX-L01; PR-01 (proposed ground and first floor plan), PR-01
(proposed loft and roof plan); PR-EO01; PR-EO0Z; PR-301; PR-D01; PR-D0Z.

3) The external materials of the development hereby permitted shall match
those used in the existing building.

4) The development hereby pemmitted shall be occupied by no more than 7
residents at any one time.

5) Motwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General
Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 (or any order revoking and re-
enacting that Order with or without modification), no windows shall be
constructed on the side elevations of the rear dormer hereby permitted, and
the roof of the single storey side and rear extension hereby permitted shall
not be used as a balcony, terrace or any other form of outdoor amenity area.
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