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Appeal By:
Mr Jordan Wiseman

Proposal:
Creation of 6no. self-contained flats with associated cycle and bin storage, following the change of use of first floor from office (Class E) to residential (Class C3), the erection of a two storey rear extension with balconies and terraces and alterations to rear building including an additional storey and terraces. Retention and reconfiguration of the Class E unit at ground floor level with alterations to fenestration.

Appeal Site:
82-84 High Street, Ruislip 









1. 	Introduction

1.1 	This appeal statement is submitted by the London Borough of Hillingdon, as the Local Planning Authority (LPA), in respect of the appeal against its refusal to grant planning application reference 78935/APP/2026/418, for creation of 6no. self-contained flats with associated cycle and bin storage, following the change of use of first floor from office (Class E) to residential (Class C3), the erection of a two storey rear extension with balconies and terraces and alterations to rear building including an additional storey and terraces. Retention and reconfiguration of the Class E unit at ground floor level with alterations to fenestration.

1.2 	The LPA refused planning permission on 16-04-26 for the following reasons (as stated on the decision notice):

1.2.1 The proposed development, by reason of its cumulative scale, bulk and visual complexity, including extensive alterations to the roof of the locally listed building and the addition of a further storey to the rear building, would result in an overdevelopment of the site. The proposal would materially alter the established proportions and roofscape, erode the legibility of the building's neo-Georgian design, and diminish the prominence of key features, resulting in a dominant and intrusive form of development that fails to preserve the character and appearance of the Ruislip Village Conservation Area and harms the significance of the locally listed building. This represents a clear departure from the form of development previously found acceptable at appeal. The identified less than substantial harm is not outweighed by the limited public benefits of the proposal and is therefore contrary to Policies BE1 and HE1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part One (2012), Policies DMHB 1, DMHB 4 and DMHB 11 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two (2020), Policies D3 and HC1 of the London Plan (2021), and the National Planning Policy Framework (2024).

1.2.2 The proposed development, by reason of the additional storey to the rear building and associated increase in height and bulk, would result in an overbearing form of development that would cause an unacceptable loss of outlook and sense of enclosure to neighbouring occupiers, in particular the first-floor rear bedroom window at No. 80A High Street and No.2  Ickenham Rd. The proposal would therefore result in harm to the residential amenity of adjoining occupiers, contrary to Policy DMHB 11 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two (2020), Policy D3 of the London Plan (2021), and the National Planning Policy Framework (2024).

1.3 	The LPA’s case is set out in the Planning Officer’s delegated report, which should be read in conjunction with this statement. Appendix 1 contains a list of recommended conditions, should the inspector be minded to allow this appeal.

1.4	This statement will not repeat the delegated report and will focus on addressing matters raised in the Appellant’s statement of case.



2.	LPA Comments on Appellant’s Statement of Case

2.1	Within the Appellant’s statement of case,the following summarised points have been raised:

· the proposed roof alterations and additional storey are modest and sympathetic;
· the development would preserve the locally listed building and the Ruislip Village Conservation Area;
· the proposal would not harm neighbouring outlook, daylight, sunlight or privacy;
· any heritage harm would be outweighed by the delivery of an additional dwelling and other public benefits; and
· the Council’s housing land supply position engages the tilted balance.

Taking into consideration these points the appellant believes the proposed scheme to be acceptable. The LPA’s responses are set out below. 

Heritage, Character and Appearance	

2.2	The Appellant describes the proposed roof alterations and additional storey to the rear building as modest and sympathetic. The LPA disagrees as the proposal would materially alter the established roofscape of the locally listed building through the infilling of the existing hipped roof, the introduction of five front-facing dormers and substantial additional development to the rear.

2.3	The existing hipped roof, prominent chimney stacks and restrained roof form are important elements of the building’s neo-Georgian composition. The proposed alterations would increase the visual prominence and complexity of the roof, weakening the established proportions and architectural hierarchy of the principal elevation.

2.4	The additional storey to the rear building would further increase the cumulative scale and bulk of development across the site. Although the rear elevation is less prominent than the High Street frontage, it remains part of the locally listed building’s setting and is visible from surrounding public and private viewpoints.

2.5	The proposal is materially different from both the extant permission and the scheme previously considered by the Planning Inspector. Those schemes retained the principal roof form and involved more limited additions. The current proposal therefore represents a significant intensification rather than a minor variation to the accepted form of development.

2.6	The LPA maintains that the cumulative alterations would cause less than substantial harm to the significance of the locally listed building and the character and appearance of the Ruislip Village Conservation Area. This harm should be afforded considerable importance and weight.

Neighbouring Amenity

2.7	The Appellant argues that the additional storey would not worsen the existing relationship with adjoining properties. However, the LPA’s concern relates to the increased height and bulk of the rear building and its effect upon outlook and enclosure.

2.8	The additional storey would be experienced in close proximity to the first-floor rear bedroom window at No. 80A High Street. It would introduce additional built form above the height previously accepted, resulting in a materially more enclosed and overbearing outlook.

2.9	The proposal would also increase the scale and prominence of development when viewed from No. 2 Ickenham Road. The mansard-style form would not remove the impact of the additional storey, which would remain clearly perceptible from neighbouring accommodation.

2.10	The submitted daylight and sunlight assessment does not overcome the Council’s concerns. Compliance with numerical daylight and sunlight guidance does not necessarily demonstrate that an acceptable outlook would be retained or that the development would avoid an undue sense of enclosure.

Planning Balance

2.11	The LPA acknowledges that the Council cannot currently demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable housing sites and that the tilted balance is engaged. The delivery of housing in a sustainable town-centre location therefore attracts weight.

2.12	However, an extant permission already allows five flats, representing a net gain of four dwellings. The appeal proposal would provide only one additional dwelling beyond that fallback position, hence the majority of related benefits could be achieved without the identified heritage and neighbour amenity harm. The additional housing benefit is therefore limited to only one residential unit.

2.13	Whilst the Appellant is correct that the NPPF's specific heritage balancing exercise applies to the less than substantial harm identified to the Ruislip Village Conservation Area, it is not correct to state that the scheme's public benefits should "only" be weighed against harm to the Conservation Area. Paragraph 216 of the NPPF requires decision-makers to take into account the effect of a proposal on the significance of a non-designated heritage asset and to reach a balanced judgement having regard to the scale of any harm and the significance of the asset. Harm to a non-designated heritage asset therefore remains a material consideration to which weight must be attributed. Furthermore, under section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, the Inspector's ultimate decision must be based upon the overall planning balance, weighing all material planning benefits and harms, including effects on designated and non-designated heritage assets, residential amenity and all other relevant considerations.

2.14	The LPA have concluded that the benefits of proposal do not outweigh the harm to the locally listed building, the Ruislip Village Conservation Area and neighbouring residential amenity. The adverse impacts of granting permission would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed against the policies of the National Planning Policy Framework taken as a whole.

3.	Other Matters

3.1	The officers delegated report and copies of the relevant planning policies (referenced in the delegated report) have been sent separately.

3.2   The LPA acknowledges that a meeting was not arranged during the application. This was because the concerns related to the fundamental scale and form of the proposal, rather than matters capable of being resolved through minor amendments.

3.3   Officers did not recommend pre-application engagement, as the amendments considered necessary to make the development acceptable would have required substantial reductions to the roof alterations and additional rear storey. This would have resulted in a scheme broadly similar to the extant permission and would therefore have served little practical purpose. Any materially different future proposal would nevertheless be assessed on its own merits.

4. 	Conclusion

4.1	For the reasons set out in the Officers Delegated report and this statement the Inspector is respectfully requested to dismiss the appeal. 

4.2	In the event that the Inspector considers the appeal should be allowed, and without prejudice to the Council’s case, a list of recommended planning conditions is included at Appendix 1.


Appendices

Appendix 1 – The LPA’s Recommended Conditions
Our Ref:  	78935/APP/2026/418
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