
 

SLOUGH BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 

PART 1 
 

FOR INFORMATION 
 
Planning Appeal Decisions       July 2026 
 
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/X/25/3370127 51, Lydford Avenue, Slough, SL2 1NL 
 
Lawful development certificate for proposed single 
storey detached outbuilding to be used as part 
garage, part gym. 
 

Appeal 
Dismissed 

 
 22nd June 

2026  

6010302 39 Market Lane, Slough, SL3 8BH 
 
Construction of a single storey front, side and rear 
extension and two storey side and rear extension 
 
 

Appeal 
Dismissed  

 
23rd June 

2026 

6009861 9, Ives Road, Slough, SL3 8PB 
 
Retrospective application for a front porch and 
canopy 
 
Appeal against refusal and application for a partial 
award of costs. 
 
The application was refused for a front porch and 
canopy for two reasons, being that it was 
considered overly dominant and out of keeping with 
the character and appearance of the original house 
and detrimental of the overall character of the area 
and that it had not been demonstrated that the loss 
of one parking space would not exacerbate existing 
on-street parking problems. 
 
On the first reason, the officer report referred to 
paragraph 3.3 of the Residential Extensions 
Guidelines, Supplementary Planning Document 
(REGSPD) which sets out that “Front canopies or 
extensions which span the entire width of a 
property or dwelling will not normally be permitted 
unless such extensions form the predominant 
character of the street as such extensions are 
considered overly dominant and out of keeping with 
the character and appearance of the original 
house”. 
 

Appeal 
Granted  

 
24th June 

2026 
 



 

The officer report did identify a number of 
properties locally that did have front porches, some 
with canopies, including at No.5 Ives Road, but 
concluded that it could not be said that they form 
the predominant character of the street such that a 
relaxation for non-policy compliant development 
would be acceptable. 
 
In contrast, the Inspector found “the porch and 
canopy to be neither overly dominant nor out of 
keeping more generally within the area, where 
various forms of front porch and/or canopy 
extensions exist. Whilst they are not predominant, 
they are semi-regular features within the locality 
such that I was unable to detect any sense of 
regimentation or uniformity to the street scene at 
ground-floor level that was significantly impacted by 
the changes at No 9”. 
 
On the second reason for refusal the Inspector 
acknowledged that there are high levels of on-street 
parking along Ives 
Road and surrounding streets but concluded that, 
“notwithstanding a shortfall in parking when judged 
against the Council’s 
standards, I am satisfied that there is sufficient 
parking at No 9 appropriate to its location” 
 
As well as appealing against the Council’s decision, 
the appellant applied for a partial award of costs 
and suggested that the Council's conduct in this 
case fell within the following categories of 
unreasonableness: 
 
• preventing or delaying development that should 
clearly have been permitted; 
• refusing planning permission on vague, 
generalised or inaccurate assertions; 
• failing to produce evidence to substantiate each 
reason for refusal; 
• ignoring material considerations or relevant fall 
back positions. 
 
In his decision on the costs application, and 
notwithstanding the decision on appeal,  the 
Inspector found that the Council’s reasons for 
refusal were well-stated and unambiguous, and 
their reasoning sufficiently clear. Moreover, given 
the retrospective nature of the planning application, 
the Council’s decision did not cause any delay to the 
development. 
 
The decision on the appeal was disappointing and 
makes it more difficult to resist similar 
developments but the costs decision provides a 
robust acknowledgement of your officers’ 



 

commitment to high quality assessments of 
planning applications. 
 

APP/J0350/C/25/3374501 335, High Street, Slough, SL1 1TX 
 
Without planning permission, the 
unauthorised erection of a front extension. 

Appeal 
Dismissed 

 
1st July 
2026 

6007157 45, Denton Way, Slough, SL3 7DJ 
 
Planning application for the installation of an 
electric vehicle charger on the front wall of the 
property 

Appeal 
Dismissed  

 
2nd July 
2026  

APP/J0350/C/26/3377443 58, Elmwood Road, Slough, SL2 5QF 
 
Without planning permission, the material 
change of use of the land, from single family 
dwelling house to large House in Multiple 
Occupation by more than 6 persons (sui generis use) 
with facilitating timber framed single-story side and 
rear canopy extensions; and the erection of an 
outbuilding as a self-contained dwelling 

Appeal 
Dismissed 

 
2nd July 

2026 

6005311 17 Langley Road, Slough, SL3 7AE 
 
Change of use of existing 6 bed 6 persons HMO to 
sui generis accommodation for 8 bed 8 persons and 
ancillary facilities 

Appeal 
Dismissed 

 
7th July 
2026 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 

 
 


