
  

 

 
 

 

Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 5 January 2016 

by Stephen Normington  BSc DipTP MRICS MRTPI FIQ FIHE 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 5 January 2016 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/L5810/W/15/3133726 
Pond Lodge, Bushwood Road, Richmond, Surrey TW9 3BG 

 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 Mr Tim Field against the decision of the Council of the London 

Borough of Richmond-upon-Thames.   

 The application Ref 15/1605/FUL, dated 16 April 2015, was refused by notice dated 

11 June 2015. 

 The development proposed is a two storey bay and two storey extension, basement 

construction, a proposed garage of similar footprint slightly relocated on the site and 

alterations to boundary treatments. 
 

 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Procedural matters 

2. The Council’s second reason for the refusal of planning permission related to a 
concern regarding the lack of information submitted with the planning 

application to demonstrate how the structural integrity of the appeal property 
would be maintained during the construction works.  The Council’s statement 

indicates that the appellant submitted a ‘Method Statement for temporary for 
basement construction report by Elite Design dated 17 August 2015 
(ref: 2015-110) which sets out the method of construction of the basement 

and the protection of the building during the works.  The Council confirm that 
the submitted Method Statement is acceptable to overcome the second reason 

for refusal subject to the imposition of a planning condition, in the event that 
the appeal is allowed, requiring the works to be undertaken in accordance with 
the Method Statement.  I have been supplied with no evidence that would lead 

to arrive at a different view to the Council.  Consequently, the second reason 
for refusal does not require any further consideration as a main issue in the 

determination of this appeal.   

Main Issue 

3. The main issue is whether or not the proposed development would preserve or 

enhance the character and appearance of the Kew Green Conservation Area 
and the host property. 
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Reasons 

4. The appeal site comprises a prominent, triangular corner plot at the junction of 
Bushwood Road to the south and Kew Green (which leads to Watcombe 

Cottages) to the north and is occupied by a two storey white rendered 
detached dwelling.  The rear of the dwelling directly abuts onto Kew Green 
whilst the frontage has a garden area containing a flat roof garage adjacent to 

No 1 Bushwood Road.  A considerable two storey extension was added to the 
dwelling in approximately 1975. The dwelling is not statutorily listed by Historic 

England but was subject to local listing by the Council as a Building of 
Townscape Merit (BTM) in approximately 1983.  This applied to the whole 
building including the 1975 extension.  The whole site and surrounding area is 

located within the Kew Green Conservation Area. 

5. Due to its design, the use of white render and its position at the entrance to 

two roads of brick constructed terraced properties on Bushwood Road and 
Watcombe Cottages, the appeal property provides a contrasting gateway 
feature.  Although the current property is comparatively large, in comparison to 

most in the immediate locality, the remaining garden area to the east of the 
house provides some views between these two streets.  In my view, the 

current property appears to be adequately proportioned in relation to the 
garden size.   

6. The development proposes the demolition of the 1975 extension and its 

replacement with a two storey construction which would extend the existing 
footprint by a further 2.15m towards No 1.  The rear elevation would follow the 

building line of the existing dwelling in abutting Kew Green/Watcombe 
Cottages.  The front elevation would follow the building line of the original un-
extended dwelling but also includes a further two storey gable facing towards 

Bushwood Road.  In addition, substantial excavations are proposed beneath the 
property to create a basement that would extend slightly beyond the length 

and width of the proposed extended property.  The existing garage would also 
be replaced by a two storey garage with a pitched roof facing on to Bushwood 
Road and a flat roof element to the rear. 

7. I recognise that the design has sought to reflect some of the architectural 
features of the existing dwelling.  However, in my view, the proposed extension 

to the dwelling, by virtue of its scale and mass, would not be subordinate to 
the existing house.  The proposed new gable in particular would be prominent 
and emphasise the dominance of the extended elements.  This would 

unacceptably change the character of the BTM from accepted gateway lodge to 
a dominant substantial dwelling that would detract from the character and 

appearance of this part of the conservation area.    

8. The extension towards No 1 Bushwood Road, and in particular the erection of 

the two storey garage building, would significantly impact on the views from 
Bushwood Road through to Medina House.  The current gap between these two 
properties provides a degree of spacious relief at the entrance to the terraced 

properties on both Bushwood Road and Kew Green leading towards Watcombe 
Cottages.  The significant reduction in this gap would not only change the 

character and appearance of the area but would further add to the visual 
dominance of the proposed development.  In particular, part of the garden that 
facilitates these views and contributes to a degree of spacious relief would be 

lost and replaced by built development.  
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9. The current single storey garage is not materially prominent in views from 

Bushwood Road and cannot be seen from Kew Green.  The proposed two storey 
garage with pitched roof would itself be a prominent feature in both 

streetscenes that would further add to the extent of built development on the 
site.  In views from both streets the proposed garage, together with the other 
proposed extensions, would also have the consequential effect of increasing the 

visual dominance of the built form of the appeal site as a whole and have a 
detrimental impact on the character and appearance of the area.     

10. In my view, the current north elevation of the property, due to its mass directly 
adjacent to the road and lack of architectural detailing (containing two 
windows), appears as a strident and bland feature that provides a sense of 

enclosure to the access to Watcombe Cottages.  The proposed extension of this 
elevation and the removal of one of the windows would further increase the 

extent of the bland mass of this part of the property in views from Watcombe 
Cottages and further emphasise the sense of enclosure.  Moreover, the 
additional mass and bulk of this white rendered elevation would further 

emphasise the insubordinate appearance of the extended property.  This 
further adds weight to the detrimental impact that the proposals would have on 

the character and appearance of this part of the conservation area.  

11. The Council’s adopted Supplementary Planning Document- House Extensions 
and Alterations 2015 (SPD) indicates that extensions should not dominate the 

existing house and that two storey side and rear extensions should not be 
greater than half the width of the original building, to ensure the extension 

does not over-dominate the building’s original scale and character.  The appeal 
proposal, by virtue of its design which follows the building lines of the original 
un-extended property, would be contrary to the guidance provided in the SPD. 

12. Notwithstanding my concerns regarding the harm that the visual elements of 
the proposals would cause to the character and appearance of the area, I do 

not consider that the proposed basement and associated lightwells would cause 
any additional material harm.  These works would not have any material visible 
impact on the character and appearance of the area or the important visible 

elements of the building that led to its designation as a BTM.  The proposed 
basement is an integral part of the overall scheme and is reliant on the 

demolition of the 1975 extension and subsequent construction of the proposed 
extension and garage. Consequently I cannot issue a ‘split decision’ in this case 
to allow this part of the proposal to proceed due to the harm that would be 

caused by these other integral construction elements. 

13. Against that background, I conclude that the proposal neither preserves nor 

enhances the character or appearance of the Kew Green Conservation Area and 
causes less than substantial harm to its significance as a heritage asset.  In 

addition it would not preserve or enhance the Building of Townscape Merit.  I 
have taken into account the appellant’s view that the existing dwelling is read 
as one uniform building and recognise that the design of the proposed 

extension is reflective of the characteristics of the existing dwelling.   However, 
the harm is not outweighed by the points put forward by the appellant to 

support the development and no substantial public benefits exist to outweigh 
the harm caused.  

14. Accordingly, the proposal conflicts with section 72 of the Planning (Listed 

Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 and would not accord with 



Appeal Decision APP/L5810 /W/15/3133726 
 

 
4 

paragraphs 131 and 132 of the National Planning Policy Framework.  It would 

also be contrary to Policies CP7 of the London Borough of Richmond, Local 
Development Framework, Core Strategy (2009) and policy DM DC 1, DM HD 1 

and DM HD 3 of the Local Development Framework, Development Management 
Plan (2015) These policies, among other things, seek to ensure high quality 
design that respects the character of surrounding area and protect and 

enhance heritage assets such as conservation areas and Buildings of 
Townscape Merit.   

Other matters 

15. I recognise the concerns of third parties regarding the possibility that the 
proposed excavation works to construct the basement could compromise the 

structural integrity of both the appeal property and adjacent properties.  At the 
site visit my attention was drawn to the fact that terraced properties on 

Bushwood Road and Kew Green have very minimal foundations that are 
founded on shrinkage clays.  In addition concerns were expressed that the 
works would compromise the water feed pipe from the River Thames to the 

pond at Kew Green which was shown to me to run in close proximity to the 
appeal site.  Whilst I appreciate these concerns, the Council are now satisfied 

that the submitted Method Statement addresses their original concerns 
regarding structural integrity and I agree with their conclusion.  The 
implementation of the works prescribed in the Method Statement could have 

been made the subject of a planning condition were I minded to allow the 
appeal.  Moreover, there is other legislation that would also be applicable to 

control such matters.  Consequently, I have given no further weight to these 
concerns.         

16. I am also aware of the concerns of local residents regarding the potential 

impacts of disturbance and construction traffic movements during the course of 
the proposed works.  Whilst the Council did not raise any specific concerns 

regarding these matters I have taken into account the submitted ‘Construction 
Method Statement by I-Transport (CMS) dated 20 August 2015.  I agree with 
both parties that this would form the basis for a more detailed CMS that could 

be required to be submitted and implemented by a planning condition had I 
been mindful to allow this appeal.  Consequently I have given limited weight to 

these matters in the determination of this appeal. 

Conclusion 

17. For the above reasons and taking all other matters raised into account, I                                                                                   

conclude that the appeal should be dismissed. 

 

Stephen Normington 

INSPECTOR   

  


