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102 Lansdowne Road  

 
Retrospective application for a garden shed in the rear garden. 
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The planning officer says in her report that Permitted Development Rights in respect 

of this and the other three properties in the development were removed when plans for 

the original site development were approved.  This was to “protect the amenities of the 

occupiers”. This indicates that the officer who approved the original development 

(under delegated powers) was concerned about what subsequent owners might want to 

do in their rear gardens and the effect it would have on other occupiers. 

 

The officer was right to be concerned in view of what has, in fact, been constructed 

without any consultation with neighbours or planning officers. 

 

In any case, this proposal would not have qualified as permitted development because 

it exceeds the maximum height for such approval and it is not two metres distant from 

the boundary wall, also a requirement for permitted development. 

 

The planning officer suggests in para 7.2 of her report that this garden room will be 

used “for storage of garden equipment and other paraphernalia”.  It should be apparent 

from its design with the full width patio doors and residential style insulation that this 

will be used as a home office/entertaining space/additional accommodation and not as 

a shed for garden equipment.  A power supply will be the next step towards making it 

a home office/entertaining space/additional accommodation. 

 

In para 7.5 the officer states correctly, that the garden area is “relatively small”.  The 

officer goes on to cite the Design Guide SPD para 8.3.16 and admits that the remaining 

garden is less that the minimum specified in the Design Guide – in fact 17% smaller.  

This states that a 3-bedroom house should have AT LEAST 60 sq. m of garden 

following construction.  So, whilst admitting that the garden is already relatively small 

the officer is prepared to accept it becoming even smaller and not meeting minimum 

standards. 

 

The planning officer justifies in para 7.6 her indifference to the under-sized amenity 

space by stating that the Design Guide is “used as guidance only”.  

Does this mean that any planning application can ignore what is merely guidance, or  

does adherence or not to the Design Guide depend on the whim of the planning officer? 

 

The officer also says in 7.5 that the garden room is in a “not particularly useable” part 

of the garden. As can be seen from my own garden next door there is nothing unusable 

about it, it is just the end of the garden. Why is it not particularly useable?  

The assertion that this area of the garden is not particularly useable is subjective. Others 

may argue that in fact an area next to a wall, particularly in the sunniest part of the 

garden as this is, could be the most useable area in this garden! Walls have been used 

for centuries to support and assist the growth of fruit trees, vegetables and flowers and 

deemed a highly valuable asset. 

 



If the Committee chooses to approve this retrospective application the planning 

officer’s recommendation for Pilkington Level 4 glass or equivalent which refers to 

“the French Doors” should refer to “the total glazed area on the front elevation” so that 

it is clear that the requirement is not just the doors.  

 

There should also be a restriction on the hours of use of the building. This should not 

be a problem if, as the planning officer says, it is simply used for storage of “garden 

equipment and paraphernalia”. 

 

In para 7.10 the officer comments that there is no overlooking difference between what 

can be seen when the glazed doors are open from what would be seen from someone 

sitting in the garden. This overlooks the fact that the garden room/entertaining 

space/home office is clearly one which is designed to be in use day and night and not 

just by people sitting in the garden for a two-hour summer picnic! If it were to be used 

as a home office which is what it appears it may be then this could be in use for up to 

eight hours a day all year round. 

 

In summary there are planning grounds on which the retrospective application can be 

refused. In particular, my clear loss of amenity and the officer’s admission that the 

applicant’s remaining amenity space falls well below the minimum standards set out in 

the council’s Design Guide. 

 

Yasmin Naghshineh 
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