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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 The planning application the subject of this appeal seeks the creation of two additional 

dwellings by the alteration of an existing semi-detached house to create two dwellings 

and a further dwelling erected in the rear garden, all being served off the existing 

access.  The plans are attached to this submission along with a suite of comprehensive 

documents prepared by Mr Richardson’s consultants. 

 

1.2 The planning application followed not one but two pre-app submissions.  The first made 

by Mr Richardson directly and the second by his architect Mr O’Connor.  Mr Richardson 

is not a developer but the owner and occupier of 52 Field End Road.  He wishes to alter 

the existing property and to build a new dwelling in part of the rear garden in order to 

satisfy the housing needs of his immediate family. 

 

1.3 The response to his 2015 submission is attached to this statement (Appendix 1) and 

as can be seen it raises some matters which are to be expected but, there is no in 

principle objection to the new-build in the rear garden and nor, despite referring to the 

adjacent hotel, is there any comment about its setting (as a listed building). 

 

1.4 In 2016 Mr Richardson retained Mr O’Connor who oversaw a follow up pre-app which 

included more detailed plans.  The response identified matters which could be 

problematic, but did not find wanting, and identified details which would need 

addressing in any further iterations of the proposals. 

 

1.5 These centred upon the new dwelling but again, and significantly, there was no in-

principle objection to the proposal as a whole or the new dwelling in isolation, no 

mention of the adjacent listed building and no suggestion that any similar proposal, 

were it to be submitted formally, would be rejected.  Indeed there were useful 

comments as to what needed to be addressed. 

 

1.6 Whilst it is acknowledged that pre-application negotiations are not binding on the 

Council they nonetheless are material considerations.  That being the case the 

applicants and their advisors were perturbed that the officer’s report (attached to this 

appeal) to committee in respect of the subsequent application in referring to “various 

pre-application advice” concluded that an “objection was given.”  It was also the first 

mention of the adjacent listed building. 
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1.7 Whilst there remained no objection to the creation of two dwellings from the existing 

house, a matter in respect of which there has been consistency by the Council, the 

recommended refusal rested on the rear dwelling.  This was accepted by Members and 

although the decision is attached, the reasons are set out below: 

 

“1. The proposed development results in inappropriate development of garden 

land, resulting in harm to the character and appearance of the surrounding 

area. The current garden land has a spaciousness and openness which makes 

an important contribution to local character and the setting of the adjoining 

Grade II Listed Building. There is insufficient space to do significant boundary 

planting to mitigate the impact on the setting of the Grade II listed Tudor 

lodge hotel which will appear more enclosed as a result of the proposal to the 

detriment of the setting of the listed building, furthermore it is considered 

that existing boundary trees within the grounds of the Tudor Lodge would be 

damaged or have to be removed as result of the proposal exacerbating the 

impact. The loss of the garden land will be detrimental to the visual amenity 

of the area and the wider street scene which is characterised by development 

in landscaped grounds. The development would be cramped and the layout, 

siting and scale of the new dwelling would not respect or improve the existing 

pattern of buildings. There is also considered to be harm caused by the 

amount of hardstanding proposed to the side and rear of the existing dwelling 

and proposed attached dwelling in order to gain rear access and to provide 

rear parking.  The proposals would therefore be contrary to Policies 7.4 and 

7.6 of The London Plan (2016), Policy BE1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 

One – Strategic Policies (November 2012) and Policies BE4, BE10, BE13 and 

BE19 of the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part Two – Saved UDP Policies (November 

2012), Policies 3.5, 7.1 and 7.4 of The London Plan (2015) and the NPPF 

(March 2012). 

 

2. The proposed development by reason of the close proximity of the 

proposed parking spaces, would be detrimental to the residential amenity of 

the occupants of Number 54 Field End Road by reason of the noise, 

disturbance and potential light pollution.  As such the proposal would fail to 

comply with Policies BE19, BE21 and OE1 of the Hillingdon Local Plan Part Two 

– Saved UDP Policies and the adopted Supplementary Planning Document 

HDAS: Residential Layouts.” 
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1.8 The first reason is the more substantial.  Despite being at variance with considered 

opinions expressed in the two pre-apps it nonetheless has to be addressed and it will be 

demonstrated that, latter day or not, the Council has exaggerated the impact of the new 

dwelling. 

 

1.9 The second reason for refusal whilst not accepted could nonetheless have been 

discussed and, notwithstanding the objections in the first reason, overcome.  To this 

end revised plans which show variations on the parking arrangement have been 

prepared for this appeal and are offered to the Inspector (and other parties) for 

consideration. 

 

1.10 This statement is set out as follows: 

 

1.0 Introduction. 

2.0 Description of the Site and Surroundings. 

3.0 Review of the Relevant Policy and Guidance. 

4.0 Planning Analysis. 

5.0 Summary and Conclusions. 

 

Appendix 1 – 2015 and 2016 Pre-App Responses. 

Appendix 2 – List Entry for Field End Lodge (Tudor Lodge Hotel). 

Appendix 3 – Extracts from Policy not referred to by LBH (Policy 2.6 London Plan 

and London SPD 1.2.44-5, Policy H2 Draft London Plan). 

Appendix 4 – Revised Plans (parking for rear house). 

 

2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE AND SURROUNDINGS 

 

2.1 The postal address of the site is Pinner in what was once Middlesex, but it is part of an 

area where very largely 20th Century development has subsumed older small towns, 

villages and individual properties.  There is a certain uniformity of generally low rise, 

medium density built development interspersed with green space but there is an eclectic 

range of individual buildings and subtle changes in character. 
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2.2 The appeal property and its conjoined semi probably date from the 19th Century but are 

much altered and extended.  Elsewhere most of the buildings are mid-20th Century or 

newer.  An area of 1930’s housing to the north was designated as a Conservation Area 

in 2010 and to the north of that, Eastcote Village has been at the core of a Conservation 

Area since 1972/3. 

 

2.3 The hotel next door is a statutorily listed building.  On a casual inspection it resembles a 

1930’s ‘Tudorbethan’ roadside establishment but at its heart lie 16th and 17th Century 

structures.  A copy of the listing is attached in Appendix 2. 

 

2.4 A series of Google Earth Aerial images is scanned in below and over.  The first shows 

the variety in built form.  The appeal property is marked by the white circle.  There are 

spacious landscaped buildings to the east, the hotel, its outbuildings and car park to the 

north east and most of the area along the northern fringe of the image lies within the 

Conservation Areas. 

 

 

2.5 The image over is at larger scale.  Again 52 is identified by a red dot and its rear garden 

is clear to see framed by the hotel car park, hotel annex, a garage court and gardens to 

the rear to the rear of properties in The Sigers and the rear garden of 54 Field End 

Road. 



 

 

 
52 Field End Road, Pinner SJB/rm/17036_SoC 
Middlesex HA5 2QN Page 6 

 

 

2.6 The final aerial image below shows the house, its plot and its surroundings in greater 

detail and may be usefully compared with the application drawings.  In particular the 

main hotel car park, annex and car park and the detail of properties in The Sigers is 

clear to see. 
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2.7 Mindful of the Council’s assertion that the current rear garden is a green and open 

space, which contributes to both the character and setting of the locale and the setting 

of the adjacent listed building, scanned in below/over are two Google Streetview images 

from July 2017.  The first is looking northwards along the bend in the road with the 

existing garage to No.52 in the centre of the image and the hotel to the right.  

Travelling in this direction there are neither views, nor perception, of the rear garden at 

No.52. 

 

 

2.8 The other image (over) is looking south west across the hotel car park towards the rear 

garden.  As can be seen the view is framed by parked cars in the hotel car park and 

then, left to right, the flank of No.52, the rear elevations of flats in The Sigers and the 

hotel annex.  A similar view is shown later in this statement with the proposed dwelling 

superimposed. 
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2.9 The only other public vantage point with a view of the rear garden, or more precisely 

the air space above it, is as glimpsed fleetingly between properties in The Sigers and 

over the garage court to their rear.  It can be seen below. 
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2.10 The Inspector will obviously look closely within and around the site but the images 

below (May 2017) are taken from within the site and looking outwards.  The first five 

images show the northern corner (the hotel annex) the north eastern boundary and the 

rear of No.52. 

 

   

2.11 The next series shows the boundary with No.54, the southern corner of the garden and 

then along the southern boundary with The Sigers. 
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2.12 The final images are looking from the northern corner and the site of the proposed 

dwelling back across the garden towards No52 and No.54 and then panning south west 

to the flats and houses in The Sigers. 

 

   

3.0 REVIEW OF RELEVANT POLICY AND GUIDANCE 

 

3.1 In order to examine the Council’s case, it is most useful to focus on those policies cited 

either in the decision or the delegated report where they informed the decision.  It is 

assumed that in due course as part of the appeal process the local planning authority 

will supply full extracts of all the policies it considers to be relevant.  Policies not cited 

by the Council, but considered to be material considerations are attached in 

Appendix 3. 

 

The Development Plan 

 

3.2 The Development Plan comprises: The London Plan – The Spatial Development 

Strategy for London consolidated with alterations since 2011- published March 

2016, the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 1 Strategic Policies (adopted November 

2012) and the Hillingdon Local Plan: Part 2 – UDP (adopted 1998) policies as 

saved in 2007 and 2012. 

 

3.3 The Council has been preparing a replacement Part 2 document to complement the Part 

1 Strategic Policies, in the form of Development Management Policies, Site Allocations 

and a Designations and Policies Map, which will replace the remaining saved UDP 

Policies.  This suite of documents was anticipated to be submitted for Examination in 

“summer 2017”, but presently no up-to-date information is available.  None of these 

emerging documents is referred to by the Council.   
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The London Plan 

 

3.4 Policy 2.6 (and paragraphs 2.25-2.32) is concerned with Outer London (which includes 

London Borough of Hillingdon).  It is couched in necessarily general overarching terms 

as to what more detailed local policy should seek to achieve.  This includes that: ”The 

significant differences in the nature and quality of outer London’s neighbourhoods must 

be recognised….” 

 

3.5 Paragraph 2.25 recognises that Outer London accommodates 60% of the city’s 

population, 40% of its jobs and that in general, “it is greener, and its people healthier 

and wealthier” and that it is likely to experience considerable population growth over 

the period to 2036.  Paragraph 2.31 states that “A generally high quality of life is one of 

outer London’s major assets.  Maintaining this where it exists, and enhancing it where 

necessary, will be key to the area’s future success – a high quality environment, and 

providing places where people will want to work and live, will be important to attracting 

and retaining the kind of economic sectors which may lift growth in outer London”. 

(A3) 

 

3.6 Policy 3.5 (and paragraphs 3.32-3.39) is concerned with the quality and design of new 

housing.  It includes references to minimum internal space standards and paragraph 

3.34 refers to existing back gardens thus: 

 

“Directly and indirectly back gardens play important roles in addressing many 

of these policy concerns, as well as being a much cherished part of the 

London townscape contributing to communities’ sense of place and quality of 

life.  Pressure for new housing means that they can be threatened by 

inappropriate development and their loss can cause significant local concern. 

This Plan therefore supports development plan-led presumptions against 

development on back-gardens where locally justified by a sound local 

evidence base. Such a presumption has been taken into account in setting 

the Plan’s housing target.  The London-wide SHLAA assumed a theoretical 

reduction of 90% in the historic level of garden development, so there is no 

strategic housing land availability obstacle to the formulation of relevant DPD 

policies that seek to protect back gardens or other private residential 

gardens from housing development.” 
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3.7 Policy 7.1, under the heading “Place Shaping”, refers to Lifetime Neighbourhoods.  The 

Strategic Policy (A) proposes that: 

 

“In their neighbourhoods people should have a good quality environment in 

an active supportive local community based on the lifetime neighbourhoods 

principles set out in paragraph 7.4A.” 

 

3.8 There is no paragraph 7.4A but Policy 7.4 (Local Character) has clauses A, B and C 

thus: 

 

“Strategic 

 

A Development should have regard to the form, function and structure of 

an area, place or street and the scale, mass and orientation of the 

surrounding buildings.  It should improve an areas visual or physical 

connection with natural features.  In areas of poor or ill-defined 

character, development should build on the positive elements that can 

contribute to establishing an enhanced character for the future function 

of the area. 

 

Planning decisions 

B Buildings, streets and open spaces should provide a high quality design 

response that: 

a has regard to the pattern and grain of the existing spaces and 

streets in orientation, scale, proportion and mass 

b contributes to a positive relationship between the urban structure 

and natural landscape features, including the underlying landform 

and topography of an area 

c is human in scale, ensuring buildings create a positive relationship 

with street level activity and people feel comfortable with their 

surroundings 

d allows existing buildings and structures that make a positive 

contribution to the character of a place to influence the future 

character of the area 

e is informed by the surrounding historic environment. 



 

 

 
52 Field End Road, Pinner SJB/rm/17036_SoC 
Middlesex HA5 2QN Page 13 

LDF preparation 

 

C Boroughs should consider the different characters of their areas to 

identify landscapes, buildings and places, including on the Blue Ribbon 

Network, where that character should be sustained, protected and 

enhanced through managed change. Characterisation studies can help in 

this process.” 

 

3.9 Policy 7.6 is titled “Architecture”.  The strategic goal is that architecture should make a 

positive contribution and sets out a checklist not unlike that in Policy 7.4 above. 

 

3.10 When the London Plan was last republished, its companion SPD was also updated and it 

elaborates upon Policy 3.5 above.  Two paragraphs concerned with Private Garden Land 

Development are reproduced in full below: 

 

“1.2.44 London Plan Policy 3.5A states that ’Boroughs may in their LDFs 

introduce a presumption against development on back gardens or 

other private residential gardens where this can be locally justified.’ 

This locally sensitive approach reflects paragraph 53 of the NPPF. 

Where planning permission is required, boroughs are advised to 

consider proposals for development in gardens in the light of local 

circumstances, taking into account the value gardens have in 

addressing the range of strategic policy objectives, particularly in 

terms of: 

 

• defining local context and character including local social, 

physical, cultural (Policy 7.4, 3.5); 

• providing safe, secure and sustainable environments and play 

spaces for children (Policy 3.6); 

• supporting biodiversity, protecting London’s trees, ‘green 

corridors and networks’ (Policies 7.19, 7.21); 

• flood risk management and sustainable drainage (Policies 5.12 

and 5.13) 

• mitigating the effects of climate change including the ‘heat 

island’ effect and urban greening (Policies 5.1, 5.9, 5.10); and 

• enhancing the distinct character of suburban London (Policy 

2.6). 
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1.2.45 Boroughs should seek to strike an appropriate balance between these 

and other London Plan policies, in particular the strategic objective to 

provide a wide choice of homes Londoners can afford, including 

family sized units, taking account of the specific needs of large 

families (Policy 3.8). Alongside new build provision and turnover 

within the existing housing stock, extensions to existing homes and 

the sensitive renewal and intensification of existing residential areas 

is likely to play an important role in meeting demand for larger 

properties in the capital, helping to address overcrowding and 

affordability issues in certain areas.” 

(A3) 

 

Hillingdon Local Plan: Pt1 Strategic Policies 

 

3.11 Policy BE1 is a borough-wide policy aimed at ensuring that new development improves 

and maintains the quality of the built environment.  To this end, it has an eleven point 

checklist wherein the following are the most relevant in this instance: 

 

“1. Achieve a high quality of design in all new buildings, alterations, 

extensions and the public realm which enhances the local 

distinctiveness of the area, contributes to community cohesion and a 

sense of place; 

2. Be designed to be appropriate to the identity and context of Hillingdon's 

buildings, townscapes, landscapes and views, and make a positive 

contribution to the local area in terms of layout, form, scale and 

materials and seek to protect the amenity of surrounding land and 

buildings, particularly residential properties; 

9. Not result in the inappropriate development of gardens and green 

spaces that erode the character and biodiversity of suburban areas and 

increase the risk of flooding through the loss of permeable areas.” 

 

Saved UDP Policies 

 

3.12 An extract from the interactive policies map (Eastcote East inset), which is based on the 

adopted policies reviewed above (but which does not take account of the still emerging 

Part 2 Policies) is scanned in over with the site edged red.  As can be seen, neither the 
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site nor any of its immediate surroundings along and off Field End Road enjoys any 

specific designation or allocation; being what used to be called “white land”.  Since this 

time the Eastcote Park estate (brown/yellow horizontal lines) has been designated as a 

Conservation Area and the Eastcote Village Conservation Area (black line) has been 

extended but neither is adjacent to, nor read with, the appeal site. 





 BE4 – is concerned with development either within or on the fringes of 

Conservation Areas which does not apply to the appeal site and has presumably 

been referenced in error in the decision notice. 

 BE10 – is concerned with listed buildings and cross referenced to PPG15 which 

was replaced by PPS5 in 2010 which was then superseded by Section 12 of the 

NPPF (see below) in 2012.  Thisnotwithstanding it normally presumes against 

granting planning permission for planning proposals which “are considered 

detrimental to the setting of a listed building”. 

 BE13 – one of a suite of Design policies which seeks to ensure that development 

harmonises with “the existing street scene or other features of the area which the 

local planning authority considers it desirable to retain or enhance”. 

 BE19 - one of a suite of Residential Amenity policies, the aim of which is to “seek 

to ensure that development within residential areas complements or improves the 

amenity and character of the area”. 
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 BE21 – provides that planning permission will not be granted for new buildings 

which by virtue of “their siting, bulk and proximity would result in a significant loss 

of residential amenity”. 

 OE1 – is contained in the “Other Environmental” considerations section.  It 

presumes normally against “uses and associated structures” likely to become 

detrimental to the character or amenities of surrounding properties or to the area 

generally. 

 H12 – referred to at the pre-app stage and listed in the report but not cited in the 

decision is concerned with tandem/backend development.  It states that such 

proposals “will only be permitted if no undue disturbance or loss of privacy is likely 

to be caused to adjoining occupiers”. 

 R17 – is a general policy which lists those things which, where appropriate, may 

be secured through Planning Obligations. 

 

Other Policy and Guidance  

The Emerging London Plan 

 

3.13 Attach in Appendix 3 is Policy H2 of the draft of the emerging London Plan which was 

consulted upon recently.  It has yet to be tested and adopted but it indicates the 

direction of travel of the current Mayor regarding the supply of housing sites.  As can be 

seen it seeks a significant increase in the contribution of small sites and it supports 

small and medium house builders and self builders. 

 

Supplementary Planning Documents 

 

Hillingdon Design and Accessibility Statement (HDAS) Supplementary Planning 

Document – Residential Layouts (July 2006) 

 

3.14 The HDAS SPD is referred to in the second reason for refusal.  Whilst clearly considering 

larger and more comprehensive developments and not addressing proposed parking to 

the rear of existing dwellings para.4.37 is presumably the consideration upon which the 

Council relies.  It states that: 

 

“Where parking is located to the rear of a proposed development, it should 

not result in a reduction in residential amenity as a result of noise emissions 

and increased activity” 

 



 

 

 
52 Field End Road, Pinner SJB/rm/17036_SoC 
Middlesex HA5 2QN Page 17 

National Policy and Guidance 

 

3.15 National policy and guidance is to be found in the National Planning Policy Framework 

(NPPF), published in March 2012 and the complementary National Planning Policy 

Guidance (NPPG) published online in March 2014 and periodically revised and updated.  

Each document is a material consideration in both plan making and decision taking. 

 

3.16 The NPPF in particular should be read as a whole and its overarching message is that 

there is a presumption in favour of allowing development that is sustainable in an 

economic, social and environmental sense.  Those paragraphs of particular relevance to 

the proposal are as follows: 

 

1-2, 6-7, 11-14, 17, 47-49, 56, 60-61, 126, 128-129, 131-134, 186-187, 196-197, 

Annex 2 Previously Developed Land. 

 

4.0 PLANNING ANALYSIS 

 

Introduction 

 

4.1 Applicants are encouraged to engage in pre-application negotiations so that both parties 

can identify the principal issues raised by a proposal and how, indeed whether, there is 

merit in proceeding to a formal application.  Not once but twice Mr Richardson and his 

agent made pre-app submissions. 

 

4.2 They did establish one matter namely that the Council has no objection to the 

alterations to No.52 so as to create two dwellings and that the associated features, 

principally access, parking, amenity space etc. were also appropriate for the size of the 

two newly erected dwellings.  This is confirmed by the decision notice which has no 

objection to the conversion aspect of the proposal. 

 

4.3 A fundamental part of the pre-app process was also to canvass opinion on the new 

detached dwelling to the rear of No.52.  This was considered on both occasions by the 

case officer and the assessment is clearly set out.  It is acknowledged that matters of 

spacing, overlooking etc. were all raised and in various iterations culminating in the 

formal submission addressed, but at no point was it suggested that the rear garden was 

important in its own right to the character and appearance of the locale or the setting of 

the adjacent listed building. 
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4.4 The tenor taken in the report and the decision notice is altogether different resting as it 

does on the premis that the space is inappropriate for development.  Previously it was a 

matter of careful and sensitive development of the space which is entirely different.  

Despite various opportunities it was not said that the garden land should not be 

developed. 

 

4.5 This change is telling and it also lacks support from the Council’s in house specialists 

who were consulted (namely Conservation and Trees – see below).  It is contended that 

this change of stance lacks any credible planning foundation and that, having regard to 

relevant policy and the situation which pertains at the site and surroundings, it is 

unreasonable.  To this end it is proposed to examine the two reasons and in so doing 

relevant parts of the Officers Report insofar as it appears to amplify them. 

 

Reason No. 1 

 

4.6 The reason has five related constituent parts as follows. 

 

Inappropriate development of garden land therefore 

causing harm to the character and appearance of the surroundings. 

 

4.7 Firstly the development of garden land in policy terms is not in principle inappropriate 

as the review of local and national policy makes clear.  This is not Green Belt where 

development that is definitionally inappropriate is definitionally harmful but rather an 

area of ‘white land’ in a borough where there are numerous designated areas wherein it 

may be inappropriate. 

 

4.8 The loss of part of the garden to a house is not inappropriate as a matter of principle.  It 

may be unacceptable if it impacts upon its surroundings and this can be measured both 

objectively and subjectively.  Objectively the Council has no criticism in terms of 

separation distances, loss of privacy, provision of amenity space or the amenities which 

would be enjoyed by the new house.  The specific concern about the proposed parking 

is discussed below. 

 

4.9 The concern seems to be a subjective or visual case as reflected in the second part of 

the reason. 
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The garden has a spaciousness and openness important 

to the area and the setting of the listed building 

 

4.10 Even on the aerial images scanned in above the gardens of No.52 and No.54 do not 

stand out and as proposed to be redeveloped much of the space at No.52 will remain 

open.  Even on plan the appearance belies the Council’s description and in terms of 

public views either across or into the site these are extremely limited as demonstrated 

above and as will be seen by the Inspector. 

 

4.11 Insofar as one can see into the site it is surrounded by existing buildings.  As proposed 

to be developed the existing garage would be removed allowing a view down the 

extended driveway.  Were that to happen now it would open up views of the hotel 

annex.  Were the proposed dwelling built it would simply eclipse the annex and 

foreshorten that view.  This point was acknowledged in the second pre-app response in 

which the case officer observed that: 

 

“there is an existing two storey building to the rear of the site associated with 

the hotel, therefore the siting of a dwelling in this location would not be out of 

keeping with the urban grain in this location” 

 

4.12 A great deal is made by the Council of the relationship with the listed building.  This is 

clearly a much altered building at the core of which are some older timber framed 

structures.  These are disguised by modern extensions, external finishes, outbuildings, 

signage and an extensive car park within which is the annex.  The car park and the 

annex occupy all the not inconsiderable space between the listed building and the 

appeal site as is clear from the images referred to already. 

 

4.13 Mr Richardson took some similar photos across the car park to his property last autumn 

and these are scanned in over. 
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4.14 Upon these (below) he has had superimposed the existing house (No.52) as it would be 

altered and the new dwelling as it would be seen alongside the annex.  On the latter the 

parked car has been ‘removed’ as it would have hidden the ground floor of the house.  

It is necessary to look at the proposed plans which confirm that the new house is right 

at the back of the garden and the majority of the boundary with the hotel will remain as 

it is albeit with the existing flat roofed garage at No.52, which is more visible, removed.  

The boundary is discussed below. 

 

 

4.15 Mindful of the policy guidance in section 12 of the NPPF this is primarily aimed at 

proposals which directly effect heritage assets in terms of their physical fabric and or 

use and or the public perception or access to the asset.  This is simply a new structure 

being proposed on an adjacent site and the visual impact is analysed above.  This 

notwithstanding, in terms of the level of harm that it could occasion it clearly would not 

be substantial or total.  It must be in the “less than” category and it is contended that it 

is very little. 
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No space to plant the boundary and threat to trees 

 

4.16 As can be seen from the various images and drawings there is little vegetation within 

the site and certainly nothing substantial.  One tree within the site is proposed for 

removal (to the rear of No.54) but it could be retained if the parking for the new 

dwelling is relocated (see below).  The boundary trees all stand along the fence line but 

within the grounds of the hotel.  These are not in the control of the applicant and one 

specimen alongside the existing garage to No.52 was removed by the neighbour in 

2017. 

 

4.17 The trees line the edge of the car park and significantly the two which are closest to the 

hotel annex and the new dwelling are conifers and will remain in leaf all year round.  

Were these boundary trees to be removed or to die then it is up to the owners of the 

hotel to replace them or not.  If they do not, the view as now would be across the 

airspace above the gardens of No.52 (subdivided) No.54 and the new dwelling against a 

backdrop of the buildings in The Sigers.  If the trees are replaced then in time the view 

would be obscured. 

 

4.18 In this context it is irrelevant whether the site can be screened internally.  It would 

appear little different and it is not accepted that the introduction of one modest house 

to the rear of the garden screened as present, or not screened should planting at the 

hotel be lost, would make any material difference to the setting of the listed building.  It 

is quite clear from the report that the Conservation Officer did not object on these 

grounds he or she merely made observations which are similar to those above. 

 

4.19 Notwithstanding what is proposed within the site along the boundary or, what the 

adjoining freeholder may do with trees in their ownership, it is suggested by the Council 

that the proposal is prejudicial to the boundary trees which may be “damaged or need 

to be removed”.  The application is accompanied by a comprehensive arboricultural 

report which was submitted at the outset and the Council’s retained expert has no 

objection on arboricultural grounds. 

 

4.20 Significantly, and not unlike the stance in respect of the expert advice from the 

Conservation Officer, the officers report in the planning issues discussion concludes 

having regard presumably to the same information that there are “serious concerns 

regarding the long term protection and retention of these trees should the rear dwelling 

be erected.”  It is assumed that the planning officer does not have arboricultural 
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qualifications and this assertion flies in the face of the experts representing both the 

applicants and the Council.  As, if and when the Council qualifies these ‘serious 

concerns’ then the applicants will respond as necessary as the appeal progresses. 

 

That the new house is cramped and out of scale 

 

4.21 As mentioned above there are no objective criticisms of the proposed house to 

substantiate this view and it contradicts views expressed at the time of the second pre-

app (4.11 above).  It is a modest two storey dwelling carefully designed and laid out 

internally so as not to impact upon the neighbours or create unsatisfactory living 

conditions for the occupants.  During the second pre-app and subsequent formal 

application considerable attention was paid to the design of the roof to minimise its 

height and this complied with the officer’s requirements. 

 

4.22 The proposed house takes up a part of an existing rear garden the status of which has 

been exaggerated by the Council and this proposal puts it to good use in a fashion 

which accords with the policies of the emerging London Plan and indeed the current plan 

which recognises that such sites can, should and need to come forward if Londoners are 

to find the houses which they need.  It should only be refused if any environmental 

considerations outweigh these social and economic benefits and thus far none is 

obvious.  This test is central to the NPPF and relates to the assessment of harm to the 

listed building. 

 

Harmful amount of hardstanding proposed 

 

4.23 It is insufficient to say, as the report and decision do, that the additional hardstanding 

causes harm; the Council needs to identify and quantify the harm.  It also ignores the 

fact that via domestic permitted development rights the applicants could hard surface 

their existing rear garden.  In a similar vein they could also cover significant areas with 

incidental outbuildings.  Equally they could demolish the existing garage and whilst 

relocating it in the rear garden could introduce a driveway and hardstanding. 

 

4.24 The new surfacing is not in public view, would be permeable and where relevant would 

be laid out so as not to cause harm to the boundary trees.  The hardstanding is relevant 

to the second reason for refusal to which I now turn. 
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Reason No. 2 

 

4.25 As has been established above the garden of No.52 already abuts that of No.54 and 

those of houses and flats in The Sigers.  The flats have a garage court alongside the 

garden of No.52 and on the other side it is adjoined by the hotel car park.  It is an 

urban area wherein the parking and manoeuvring of vehicles takes place and the 

presence of the hotel car park was acknowledged in the second pre-app response which 

advised that with careful design the impact of an extended access and the parking could 

be mitigated. 

 

4.26 The reason does not object to the extended driveway to be run along the boundary with 

the hotel, but specifically the location of the proposed parking spaces to the rear of 

No.54 Field End Road, the co-joined semi.  There is currently a prefabricated 

garage/store in this location and as stated above were the existing garage to No.52 

removed in a similar fashion to what is now proposed then the applicants could lay 

hardstanding and park vehicles in their rear garden. 

 

4.27 Nonetheless as part of this application approval is sought for the parking spaces for the 

rear house and these are shown at 90 degrees to the boundary fence with No54 more or 

less where there is currently a pre-fabricated garage used for domestic paraphernalia.  

Mindful of the criticism the applicants have explored options which could relocate this 

parking.  They have had prepared two revised site layout plans which remove any 

parking from behind No.54 and replace it with either two tandem spaces between the 

new dwelling and the subdivided No.52 or, simple tandem parking in the new driveway. 

 

4.28 These two drawings are offered as viable alternatives should the Inspector agree with 

the Council about the submitted proposal.  As they remedy an objection and do so 

within the site without any consequent impact on either another neighbour or the public 

realm they would pass the “Wheatcroft test”. 

 

4.29 From a technical point of view although affording tandem parking, unlike many homes 

in Greater London there is no need to reverse onto or off the public highway.  On PL12 

it is possible to turn outside the new dwelling and on PL13 the forecourt turning area, 

also available to the existing (and to be subdivided) house, may be employed.  Either is 

a viable option which would overcome the objections raised in respect of No.54 and are 

offered to the Inspector should he/she in all other respects be minded to allow the 

appeal. 
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Other matters 

 

4.30 Comments made by third parties at the application stage have been considered.  Insofar 

as they raise planning matters and are reflected in the Council’s position they are dealt 

with above. 

 

5.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

 

5.1 Whilst it is not unusual for elected members to disagree with the professional advice 

before them it is rare to see a report to committee which is so inconsistent with pre-

application advice and advice from internal consultees’ comments on an application. 

 

5.2 All the parties agree that there are no reasons to withhold approval to convert No.52 

into two dwellings.  There is, however, a divergence of opinion regarding the new 

dwelling. 

 

5.3 The authors of the report consider that the building of a modest dwelling on part of the 

rear garden would occasion harm to both the character and appearance of the street 

scene and locale and the adjacent listed building.  Its case rests on five considerations. 

 

5.4 This statement has looked carefully at the site and surroundings, set out the relevant 

policies and examined all 5 matters in order to establish whether this inconsistent and 

altered stance is justified.  As has been demonstrated, it is not. 

 

5.5 There is no reason why the recommendation should have objected to the additional 

dwelling and the criticisms in respect of the boundary trees and the not unrelated 

impact upon the listed hotel are not supported by the Council’s specialists.  Whilst the 

first reason raises appropriate considerations, the impact is exaggerated and not 

substantiated and should not be upheld. 

 

5.6 The second reason is different.  Mindful of the site and its setting it is not accepted that 

the propose dparking for the new dwelling would be materially prejudicial to the 

enjoyment of No.54.  It is, however, something which could have been discussed and 

negotiated thereby removing any perceived or potential problem. 

 

5.7 Two revised plans have been prepared and are attached for the Inspector’s 

consideration should he/she accept this objection but in all other respects be minded to 
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approve the proposal.  Mindful of the Wheatcroft Principle they remedy any perceived 

problem in a fashion which has no repercussions on the public domain.  They are 

commended to the Inspector. 

 

5.8 For all the above reasons it is concluded that subject to the imposition of appropriate 

conditions the appeal should be allowed. 



Appendix 1

2015 and 2016 Pre-App Responses























































Appendix 2

List Entry for Field End Lodge (Tudor Lodge Hotel)







Heritage Category:

Listing

List Entry No : 1358348

Grade: II

County:   Greater London Authority

District:   Hillingdon

Parish:    Non Civil Parish

For all entries pre-dating 4 April 2011 maps and

national grid references do not form part of the

official record of a l isted building. In such cases the

map here and the national grid reference are

generated from the list entry in the official record and

added later to aid identification of the principal l isted

building or buildings.

For all l ist entries made on or after 4 April 2011 the

map here and the national grid reference do form

part of the official record. In such cases the map and

the national grid reference are to aid identification of

the principal l isted building or buildings only and

must be read in conjunction with other information in

the record.

Any object or structure fixed to the principal building

or buildings and any object or structure within the

curti lage of the building, which, although not fixed to

the building, forms part of the land and has done so

since before 1st July, 1948 is by law to be treated as

part of the listed building.

This map was delivered electronically and when

printed may not be to scale and may be subject to
distortions.

List Entry NGR: TQ 10892 88358

1:2500Map Scale:

9 February 2018Print Date:Modern Ordnance Survey mapping: © Crown Copyright and database right 2018. All rights reserved. Ordnance Survey Licence number 100024900.

FIELD END LODGE
This is an A4 sized map and should be printed full size at A4 with no page scaling set.

Name:

HistoricEngland.org.uk



Appendix 3

Extracts from Policy not referred to by LBH

(Policy 2.6 London Plan and London SPD 1.2.44-5, Policy H2 Draft London Plan)

























Appendix 4

Revised parking options plans:

1610 PL12

1610 PL13
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