
 

SLOUGH BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 

PART 1 
 

FOR INFORMATION 
 
Planning Appeal Decisions       November 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. 
 

Ref Appeal Decision 

6000461 9 Yew Tree Road, Slough, SL12AA 
 
Construction of a single storey rear extension 
 
The appeal sought to challenge the reasonableness 
and necessity of condition 6 - applied to permission 
P/1390/006, which granted consent for the 
construction of a single storey rear extension.  
 
Condition 6 reads: 
 
The dwelling hereby permitted shall not be sub-
divided or used in multiple occupation without the 
prior written approval of the Local Planning 
Authority.  
 
REASON: To ensure that the site is developed in 
accordance with the submitted application and to 
ensure that the proposed development does not 
result in an increase in on street parking with the 
provisions of Policy T2 of The Adopted Local Plan for 
Slough 2004. 
 
The appeal inspector upheld the appeal, stating that 
“the disputed condition prevents the sub-division of 
the property. However, in light of section 55(3)(a) of 
the Act, this would require planning permission in 
any event and so condition 6 is unnecessary in these 
respects”. 
 
With regards to the HMO aspect, the Inspector 
states that the use of the dwelling as a house in 
multiple occupation (HMO) is defined as permitted 
development under the terms of Article 3(1) and 
Class L of Part 3, Schedule 2 of the Town and 
Country Planning (General Permitted Development) 
Order 2015 (as amended). The disputed condition 
could be seen to remove this permitted 
development right, but it is noteworthy that the 
Planning Practice Guidance says conditions that 
restrict the future use of permitted development 
rights may not pass the test of reasonableness or 
necessity. 
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Granted  
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October 
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The Inspector goes onto state with regards to the 
Council’s concerns over parking that there is little 
information provided on any parking standards the 
Council would apply in respect of HMOs, and no 
evidence that the change in use would generate a 
greater demand for parking compared to it being 
used as a single household residence, particularly 
given the limited size of the property and the 
limited provision for on site parking. It is also noted 
that whilst Policy T2 seeks to ensure that 
development does not lead to safety, amenity of 
visual impact concerns, it does not preclude 
development that would lead to street parking, and 
that any street parking associated with the HMO 
would be unlawful on Yew Tree Road as parking is 
prohibited by double yellow lines on both sides of 
the highway. Parking is allowed on other nearby 
streets but there is little evidence to indicate 
associated HMO roadside parking would cause any 
of the potential problems identified under LP policy 
T2. 
 

APP/J0350/W/25/3365433 1 Cannon Gate, Slough, SL2 5NH 
 
Removal of condition 4 (Garage use for parking 
only) of planning permission P/14635/000 dated  
26/11/2009 
The appeal was made against the refusal to grant 
planning permission under section 73 of the Town 
and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) for 
the development of land without complying with 
conditions subject to which a previous planning 
permission was granted. 
The site is within a housing development comprising 
a mix of houses and apartments set around a 
shared private parking court. 
The original application (P/14635/000, dated 
26/11/2009 refers) was approved for the 
conversion of an existing garage to habitable 
accommodation and the erection of an attached 
garage with pitched roof to the front of the original 
garage. 
That consent was subject to a number of conditions, 
including Condition 4 which stated: The garage(s) 
hereby permitted shall only be used to 
accommodate cars which are used ancillary to the 
enjoyment of the dwelling-house on the site and 
shall not be used for any trade or business 
purposes; nor adapted as habitable room(s) without 
the prior permission in writing from the Local 
Planning Authority. 
The reason given for the condition was: To ensure 
that adequate on-site parking provision is available 
to serve the development and to protect the 
amenities and visual amenities of the area in 
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accordance with Policy T3 of the Local Plan for 
Slough 2004. 
The application the subject of the appeal sought 
permission for the removal of condition 4 with the 
intention being, as set out in the supporting 
statement submitted with the application, to enable 
the existing garage to be converted to habitable 
accommodation utilising permitted development 
rights which could also enable replacing the garage 
door with a window. 
As a preliminary matter the Inspector accepted the 
Council’s position that reference to Policy T3 of the 
Local Plan for Slough on the original decision notice 
was a typing error and that it should have referred 
to Policy T2, as Policy T3 was not a saved policy at 
the time of the decision on the original application. 
In refusing the application the subject of the appeal, 
the LPAs position was that there were 
inconsistencies with the submitted documentation 
and it was not therefore possible to verify whether 
the loss of the integral parking space through the 
removal of Condition 4 would comply with the 
policies in the development plan as they relate to 
car parking and amenity considerations. 
However, the Inspector concluded that from his site 
observations there would be sufficient parking 
available for the occupiers of the appeal property 
either within the wider development or nearby on 
surrounding roads such that the loss of one garage 
parking space for the appeal property would not 
cause unacceptable harm to highway safety. 
Both parties in the appeal made applications for an 
award of costs but the Inspector found no 
unreasonable behaviour by either party and no 
costs were awarded. 
The decision highlights the difficulties the LPA 
experiences when refusing minor developments on 
highways grounds. 

APP/J0350/W/25/3369635 16, St Michaels Court, Slough, SL2 2NF 
 
Part retrospective application for retention of 
change of use of the land from green verge to 
garden curtilage and associated fencing and 
planting 

Appeal 
Dismissed 

 
24th 

October 
2025 

APP/J0350/W/25/3369688 10, Ramsey Court, Slough, SL2 2PB 
 
Retrospective application for material change of use 
of the land from green verge to garden curtilage 
and erection of boundary treatment 

Appeal 
Dismissed 

 
24th 

October 
2025 

APP/J0350/W/25/3369708 12, St Michaels Court, Slough, SL2 2NF 
 
Part retrospective application for retention of 
change of use of the land from green verge to 
garden curtilage and associated fencing and 
planting 

Appeal 
Dismissed 

 
24th 
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2025 



 

APP/J0350/W/25/3369727 6, Ramsey Court, Slough, SL2 2PB 
 
Retrospective application for material change of use 
of the land from green verge to garden curtilage 
and erection of boundary treatment 

Appeal 
Dismissed 

 
24th 

October 
2025 

APP/J0350/W/25/3369842 7, Ramsey Court, Slough, SL2 2PB 
 
Retrospective application for material change of use 
of the land from green verge to garden curtilage 
and erection of boundary treatment 
 
 

Appeal 
Dismissed 

 
24th 

October 
2025 

6000798 8, Shortfern, Slough, SL2 5SL 
 
Construction of a single storey front porch with WC 
 
"The Planning Inspector acknowledged that the 
porch would exceed the depth permitted by the 
Residential Extensions Guidelines SPD, but it was 
only a marginal amount. Furthermore, the scale and 
massing would be proportionate to the host 
dwelling. 
 
The Inspector acknowledged the LPA's concerns 
with the fact that No.4 Shortfern's porch did not 
benefit from planning permission but nonetheless 
the scheme at No.8 was 'broadly comparable'. As 
such, the proposals were considered to respect the 
character of the street scene, and the appeal was 
allowed." 
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4th 
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2025 

6000651 10, Furnival Avenue, Slough, SL2 1DW 
 
Single storey front, side and rear extension with 2no 
roof lights 
 
The application sought permission for a porch and 
single storey wrap around extension to the side and 
rear elevations of a semi-detached house. The 
addition extended 6m to the rear of the dwelling 
and 1.1m from its side elevation, enclosing the gap 
to the boundary with the neighbouring property to 
1.1m.  
 
We refused the application as we had concerns that 
it would have an overbearing impact and provide a 
poor outlook for the residents of the neighbouring 8 
Furnival Avenue, particularly when viewed from the 
rear garden. 
 
The Inspector disagreed, stating that the single 
storey flat roofed design and restricted height of 
the extension coupled with the fact that it would be 
situated 0.85m from the boundary that is shared 
with no. 8, would ensure that its visual impact 

Appeal 
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would be limited when seen from the neighbouring 
garden, and that the neighbours outlook and sense 
of openness would be largely unaffected. Further to 
this, it was considered that the large size of the 
neighbouring rear garden and the distance of the 
extension from it would ensure that it would not 
meaningfully alter the enjoyment of the garden for 
the occupiers of no. 8.    
 
Is such, it was concluded that the development is in 
accordance with the guidance given in paragraph 
2.2.1 of the SPD1 which provides that the size and 
siting of an extension should not lead to an 
extension which is visually imposing or overbearing 
for neighbouring properties, including creating a 
sense of enclosure (that is being boxed in) or a loss 
of outlook when viewed from habitable room 
windows. 
 

6000771 3, Cedar Way, Slough, SL3 7JT 
 
Construction of a Loft conversion with hip to gable 
and rear dormer, and 2no front roof lights 

Appeal 
Dismissed  

 
7th 

November 
2025 

APP/J0350/W/25/3366004 1-2, The Drive, Langley, Slough, SL3 7DB 
 
Partial conversion of single storey detached 
outbuilding to provide caretaker accommodation 
(ancillary use to the main dwelling) 
 
1-2 The Drive comprises 10 flats, which have been a 
result of various planning permission for 
subdivision, extensions and roof alterations. 
Planning permission was refused on 9 May 2025 for 
partial conversion of single storey detached 
outbuilding to provide caretaker accommodation 
for the flats; the outbuilding benefits from planning 
permission granted on 21 January 2016, ref 
P/07663/016 to provide a utility room, gym and 
store room for the benefit of the flats and planning 
permission granted on 21 December 2020, ref 
P/07663/030 indicated an alternative layout for the 
outbuilding generally dividing the floor area into 
two rooms to provide an increased cycle parking 
(due to an increase in the number of flats), and a 
storage area. 
 
The LPA considered the internal layout of the 
outbuilding to be tantamount to an additional 
dwelling, as it had all the necessary facilities for self-
contained accommodation such as areas for eating, 
washing and sleeping (although the floor plan 
indicated “seating and rest area”), and did not 
consider that dedicated caretaker accommodation 
was commensurate with the duties associated with 

Appeal 
Granted  

 
13th 

November 
2025 



 

10 flats. In the event that the outbuilding was used 
as a dwelling there would be implications regarding 
living conditions for the occupiers and neighbours. 
 
The Planning Inspector granted planning permission 
for part of the outbuilding to be used for caretaker 
accommodation, with conditions that it is used only 
for purposes ancillary to the residential units at the 
site, and as a rest area for a caretaker of those 
units; the outbuild cannot be used as a separate 
self-contained dwellings or any other purpose 
which is not incidental to the use of the flats. A 
condition was imposed requiring fences and 
boundary treatment to be installed (which was the 
subject of a separate planning permission) to 
protect the privacy of neighbouring  occupiers from 
views from within the outbuilding. 
 
A cost award was made by the appellant, claiming 
the LPA had acted unreasonably, requiring the 
appellant to incur costs related to the appeal. The 
Planning Inspector did not award costs in favour of 
the appellant, as despite the decision by the 
Inspector to grant planning permission, the LPA was 
not found to have acted unreasonably in its decision 
to refuse planning permission. 
 

APP/J0350/W/25/3368464  
APP/J0350/H/25/3372198 

150-152, High Street, Slough, SL1 1JP 
 
Planning Application for the change of use of from 
vacant retail (E(b) use class) to a betting shop (Sui 
Generis use class) and associated Advertisement 
Consent for 1no. Illuminated Signage Panel along 
the Fascia and 1no Double Sided Projecting Sign. 
 
Appeal A relates to full planning for the change of 
use. The Inspector states that the proposed use 
would replicate that of existing betting shops 
already operating within the primary frontage and 
does not offer any diversification of commercial 
activity and would intensify the concentration of 
betting shops in the town centre, reinforcing their 
visual and functional dominance. Whilst the 
Inspector notes that proposal would bring a vacant 
unit back into use, the Inspector also queries if 
there was sufficient marketing for the unit to attract 
potential other tenants. The typical partitions and 
screening to support customer privacy in betting 
shops and lower footfall betting shops experience 
would diminish the active frontage otherwise 
associated with Class E units. The Inspector also 
supports the Council’s position that there is no 
evidence that the proposal would safeguard the 
health and wellbeing of people, noting that data 
suggests a “direct and concerning correlation” 
between gambling centres and deprived areas. The 

Appeal A 
Dismissed 

14th 
November 

2025 
 

Appeal B 
Granted 

14th 
November 

2025 



 

Inspector has therefore dismissed this part of the 
appeal. 
 
Appeal B relates to the advertisement consent, 
which Officers raised no design concerns with, but 
refused on the basis that the full planning is 
refused. As the two appeals are separate, the 
Inspector has therefore allowed this part. 
 
 

6000772 20, Bridge Close, Slough, SL1 5JF 
 
Construction of a single storey front and side 
extension, first floor side and part first floor rear 
extension 

Appeal 
Dismissed  

17th 
November 

2025 

 



 

 
 



 

 



 

 
 



 

 



 

 



 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 



 

 
 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 
 

 

 

 

  

 



 

 
 

 

  

 



 

 

  

  

  

  

 



 

 

  

  

 



 

 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 
  



 

 


