
 

SLOUGH BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 

PART 1 
 

FOR INFORMATION 
 
Planning Appeal Decisions       October 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/D/25/3359570 93, Ledgers Road, Slough, SL1 2RQ 
 
Retrospective application for single storey detached 
outbuilding with flat roof for the use of gym and 
home office. 
 
This appeal was for a fairly substantial outbuilding 
that was significantly greater than the footprint of 
the original dwelling. There were also concerns over 
whether this would truly be ancillary given it 
comprises three decent sized rooms with a fully 
fitted bathroom (including bathtub). A 'store' room 
had all the pipework for a boiler and what appeared 
to be 'filled in' sockets half way up the walls at a 
convenient height for kitchen counters. 
 
The appellant used a different agent for the appeal 
itself and amended drawings were provided during 
the course of the appeal - the amended drawings 
confirmed that the building was in fact wider and 
deeper than shown in the original application - to 
my knowledge, neighbours were never given the 
opportunity to comment on this and we, as the LPA, 
weren't permitted to introduce any new arguments 
(i.e. It was for information only).  
 

Appeal 
Granted 

 
25th 

September 
2025 

APP/J0350/W/25/3369021 140, Langley Road, Slough, SL3 7TG 
 
Variation of condition no. 8 of P/00679/010 
rewording the condition by removing the following 
words 'or used in multiple occupation' 
 
Planning permission was granted on 23 March 
2023, ref P/00679/010, for construction of 2 semi-
detached, 5-bedroom dwellings, following 
demolition of a 4-bedroom dwelling; condition 8 
had the following wording: The dwellings hereby 
permitted shall not be sub-divided or used in 
multiple occupation without the prior written 
approval of the Local Planning Authority. The 
purpose of the condition was to prevent the use of 
the dwellings for HMOs for up to 6 people, which 
would otherwise be permitted development; the 

Appeal 
Granted  

 
30th 

September 
2025 



 

use of an HMO for more than 6 people requires 
planning permission as it does not benefit from 
permitted development rights. 
 
The Planning Inspector allowed the appeal to vary 
the condition, and provided the following wording: 
Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and 
Country Planning (General Permitted Development) 
(England) Order 2015 (or any order amending, 
revoking and re-enacting that Order with or without 
modification), the dwellings hereby permitted shall 
not be used for any use within Class C4 of The Town 
and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987 (as 
amended) or such other legislation as may 
subsequently supersede it. 
 
The effect of this variation of condition prevents 
the use of the dwellings for small HMO (use class 
C4), and specifically refers to the relevant 
legislation; the Inspector highlighted that sub-
division of the dwellings (to create flats) requires 
separate planning permission, and therefore 
omitted this from the condition, as it was not 
necessary. 
 

6000500 32, Stanley Green East, Slough, Slough, SL3 7RF 
 
Retrospective application to retain canopy at the 
end of a single storey rear extension. 
 
 
This proposal related to a timber canopy (pergola 
style extension) at the rear of an existing single 
storey rear extension. We had concerns with the 
overall depth and conflict with EX25 of the 
Residential Extensions Guidelines SPD relating to 
secondary extensions (and the breach of EX20 given 
the combined depth being much greater than 
3.65m).  
 
The Inspector acknowledged conflict with the SPD 
but considered that the canopy extension itself was 
visually subordinate to the host dwelling (even 
when taken in combination with the existing s/s 
rear extension).  
 
Moreover, the Inspector considered that the 
proposal by its open sided design and canopy 
nature, would not result in harm to the adjacent 
neighbour with regard to outlook or light. 
 
As it was retrospective, no conditions were 
imposed (I recall we requested a plans condition for 
certainty but that hasn't been imposed). 
 

Appeal 
Granted 

 
8th 

October 
2025 

6000444 56, Boarlands Close, Slough, SL1 5DD 
 

Appeal 
Granted 



 

Construction of a single storey front extension 
 
The proposal was for a front extension which was 
across the entire width of the dwelling  
 
The Inspector stated that even though the proposal 
would extend across the full width of the 2-storey 
terraced house and would not accord with all the 
guidelines set out in the Council’s Residential 
Extensions Guidelines, the modest scale and low 
height of the proposed development would mean it 
would read as a subservient addition and 
compatible and sensitive addition to the original 
house. 
 
This was because in terms of its scale, roof form 
and design detailing, the proposed development 
would have a similar appearance to the single-
storey projection on the front of the adjoining 
house at number 54 Boarlands Close (no. 54). 
Moreover, the front of the extension would be in 
general alignment with the fronts of the porches of 
the neighbouring houses at numbers 58, 60, and 62 
Boarlands Close. For these reasons, and because it 
would be stepped back from the front of the house 
at number 54, the extension would not be 
harmfully prominent or incongruous in relation to 
nearby development. 

 
8th 

October 
2025 

 

APP/J0350/W/25/3368263 41-43, Lake Avenue, Slough, SL1 3BY 
 
Construction of first floor rear extensions to 41 & 
43 Lake Avenue 
 
LPA Reason for refusal: 
 
The proposal, by virtue of its width, roof form, and 
relationship to previous enlargements would not 
result in a high quality of design that would be 
visually compatible with the form and design of the 
existing or original structure 
 
The Inspector concluded: 
 
The scale and volume of the extensions would be 
substantially less than that of the pair of semi-
detached houses originally constructed on the site. 
Its height would also be significantly lower than the 
ridge of the host properties. As such, and even 
though their width would equal to the width of the 
rear of the original buildings, the extensions would 
be clearly subordinate to them. 
 
Moreover, and despite the proposed extensions 
having an irregular roof shape, the overall 
proportions and appearance of the rear and sides 
of the host buildings would be improved by the 
development. This is because it would reduce the 

Appeal 
Granted  

 
9th 

October 
2025 



 

extent of the long flat-roofed single-storey 
elements to the rear of the buildings. Furthermore, 
and in common with parts of the roofs of many 
nearby properties, the roofs of the extensions 
would include a hipped form. 

APP/J0350/C/23/3334644 18, Lynwood Avenue, Slough, SL3 7BH 
 
Without planning permission, the material change 
of use of a single family dwelling house to two 
separate dwellings and facilitating works. 
 

Appeal 
Dismissed 

 
10th 

October 
2025 

 
 

APP/J0350/D/25/3369460 9, Hinksey Close, Slough, SL3 8EB 
 
Retrospective application for a front porch, two 
storey side, 6m single storey wrap around, part first 
floor rear extension and a single storey rear 
outbuilding for use of home office, gym, shower 
room & storage with pitched roof with render 
following demolition of existing garage. 
 
The appeal is dismissed insofar as it relates to front 
porch, two storey side, 6m single storey wrap 
around, part first floor rear extension. The appeal is 
allowed insofar as it relates to a single storey rear 
outbuilding for use of home office, gym, shower 
room and storage with pitched roof with render 
following demolition of existing garage at 9 Hinksey 
Close, Slough, SL3 8EB in accordance with the 
terms of the application, Ref P/20217/007. 
 
The Inspector considers that collectively and 
together with the recent rear flat roofed dormer 
extension (outside the scope of the appeal), the 
development has materially changed the character 
and appearance of the host dwelling and 
interrupted the uniformity in the design and 
appearance of the pair of dwellings, the row of 
houses and the street scene. Due to the size and 
appearance of the flat roofed dormer together 
with its juxtaposition with the rear first floor 
extension, the resultant rear elevation and 
roofscape appears poorly proportioned and 
incongruous.  
 
The use of light coloured render on the side and 
front walls of the two story side extension appears 
stark and out of character with the row of two 
storey houses. Its impact is materially exacerbated 
by the light colour render on the front elevation of 
the host dwelling. This together with the 
introduction of a larger landing window and deep 
gable roofed porch has materially changed the 
character and appearance of the host dwelling. 
Conversely the approved side extension with its 
matching materials at first floor level and mono 

Appeal 
Dismissed/

Granted 
 

13th 
October 

2025 



 

hipped roof porch would respect the proportions, 
character and appearance of the host dwelling and 
the pair of dwellings. The increase in roof height is 
not included as a reason to refuse the appeal. 
 

 



 

 
 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 
 



 

 



 

 
 



 

 
 



 

 



 

 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 



 

 
 



 

 



 

 
 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 


