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OWGRA RESPONSE TO THE ADINI SITE PLANNING APPLICATIONS
This document is a response to the consultation for two applications:
P/2017/5079 (mixed-use office building);
P/2017/5069 (block of flats).
While these are two separate applications they have been submitted by the same developer for
the same site. It might have been clearer to respond to them separately but doing so is beyond our
means. Besides the two developments are closely linked in that they use many of the same
documents (e.g. the same Design and Access Statement) and are linked in that each needs to be
approved if the other is to go ahead. Our conclusions are summarised on page 14.
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There was no engagement with residents at the pre-application stage. “Consultation” only
took place after all the designs had been completed and the application had been submitted.
The drawings initially submitted inappropriately included the refused Gillette South development.
Either the existing Art Deco building should be restored or the Art Deco front should be
incorporated into the new building, or a new building sensitively reflect the character and
history of the area.
The buildings are too tall to fit in with the neighbouring residential area which is of special
character. Our photographs show how strong that character is.
There is no clear effort in the designs to recognise the character of the area which is
designated as one of special interest.
The proposed buildings would result in a loss of sightlines to the Gillette Tower and the
Homebase suspension tower.
Despite the planned increase in the Adini workforce, parking would be reduced and none
would be provided for the inhabitants of the proposed flats.
The designs of the proposed buildings are not only incompatible with the surrounding area
but also with each other.
Insufficient evidence has been provided to show the true impact of the buildings on local
character.
Is the old brick wall worth saving? This could be an opportunity for tree planting.
No information on the affordable housing component.
The density of the proposed flats is greatly in excess of density guidelines.
We believe that the application should be refused on grounds of massing, design, density and
impact on local character.
OWGRA, 130 Wood Lane, Osterley, Isleworth, TW7 5EQ
Telephone: 07562 385269 Email: info@owgra.org.uk

Introduction
OWGRA and local residents are supportive of local businesses. Therefore, we are pleased to see
that Adini, as a local SME, is doing sufficiently well to be planning to expand its operation. In
particular we understand its need for more room to take on more staff. We hope that ways in
which this can be done will be found. However, the clear benefits of such expansion in terms of
jobs and economic activity must still fit into the framework of planning. They must be attained in
such a way that the normal requirements of planning are met. We therefore in no way want to
obstruct the expansion of Adini, on the contrary we welcome its success as a local business and
our comments below should be understood in that light.
1.

Failure to engage with local residents prior to application
The first that OWGRA knew about this major planning application was on 8 Dec 2017 when
the consultation letter about the planning application arrived in the OWGRA e-mail in-box.
Local residents started to receive the consultation letters in the post shortly after that. It is
surprising that the developers did not engage with local residents prior to submission of the
application, especially as this is an area of heritage sensitivity (proximity of the listed Gillette
Tower and Golden Mile).
A public meeting was called at short notice at OWGRA’s request via one of the local Ward
Councillors after the planning application had been submitted.
The problem with this is, of course, that if a developer only consults a local community after it
has discussed its plans over a long period with the planning officers and has hired and paid
various consultants to draw up the detailed specifications and support materials for its
submission, any consultation is highly likely to be approached as the best way of 'handling' local
residents regarding decisions that have already been made. This approach is clearly completely
at odds with the Council's Statement of Community Involvement according to which
1.1 Involving the community in important planning decisions is vital if we want to achieve
the council’s vision of a borough that is distinctive, vibrant and thriving, with a happy,
high achieving community at its heart.
We understand that the Council cannot compel developers to consult at the pre-application
stage but that it advises them to do so. The SCI puts it like this:
6.4 At the pre-application stage, developers are advised of local residents and amenity
groups and suggestions are made to engage with them prior to submitting applications.
The council cannot require a developer or householder to undertake pre-application
discussions, or to engage with local residents and amenity groups.
It is clearly the Council's view that developers should engage in such consultations. Besides, it
is clearly a basic requirement if community engagement is to have any meaning at all. We
think that the developer's complete failure to do so in the case of both of these applications,
while not in itself grounds for refusal, is important background information that planning
officers and Planning Committee members should bear in mind when considering these
applications.

2.

Misleading drawings showing rejected Gillette South development in situ
Many of the drawings in the Design and Access Statement were initially misleading, as they
showed the 11-storey rejected Gillette South building in situ next to the Adini building. This
was only removed after repeated requests from OWGRA. Even at the public meeting on 10
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January the model of the development included the rejected Gillette South 11-storey building.
It was swiftly removed after the intervention of an OWGRA Committee member! It should be
clear that the purpose of putting the rejected application in the drawings was to make the
Adini building look modest by comparison.
In an e-mail response to OWGRA’s concerns about the inclusion of the rejected Gillette South
building in some of the drawings, Robert Coomber (Central Area Planning Manager, London
Borough of Hounslow) replied on 11 Dec 2017:
… the Design and Access Statement does show an outline of the refused Gillette Corner
South scheme on the adjacent site for illustrative purposes. We requested the architect to
omit this, but he is keen to keep as it stands.

Spot the difference. Views from different versions of the Design & Access statements for the same development.
The view on the left contrasts the proposed Adini building with the refused Gillette South Building. In the view
on the right the developer finally bowed to pressure to remove the building from the drawing.

It is worth looking a little closer at the second drawing without the Gillette South building. This
makes it easier to compare the massing of the proposed Adini building with the adjacent houses.
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3.

Why is the art deco frontage not being kept?
The existing Adini building has been largely neglected in terms of upkeep and appearance, but
it is Art Deco (1933) and is possibly a unique example compared to the larger and more
grandiose buildings along the Great West Road. As such some consideration should be given
to its retention within the new scheme rather than the planned demolition.

Despite the attractiveness of the building and its historical connections with the Art Deco
developments along the Golden Mile the building has unfortunately not been well looked after
and is in a poor state of repair.
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Even if a new building were thought to be necessary rather than a restoration of the existing
one it would be possible for the design to sensitively reflect the area, its history and its special
character. Modern buildings can incorporate original Art Deco frontages as can be seen in the
photograph below of buildings in Commerce Road Brentford.

4.

Too high for neighbouring residential area
The nearby houses are 2-storey, yet the proposal is for both these buildings to be 4-storey,
resulting in some loss of light to the maisonettes in Warkworth Gardens and Hexham Gardens.
We understand the pressure for building higher in London. In this case the move up from 2storey to 4-storey might not seem to be that great. However, in context, taking the local
topography into account, this change can be seen from the pictures below to alter the skyline
dramatically, especially for those living in Warkworth Gardens and Hexham Gardens (Hexham
Gardens is on a downward slope from Northumberland Ave, so the Adini flats will appear
much higher). The views of the proposed buildings from different locations, particularly from
the residential parts of the Northumberland Estate, have not been provided in the application
documents.
In a letter to the applicant on 12 April 2017, Robert Coomber wrote:
The proposed residential block to the rear should be a maximum of three storeys,
providing a transition from the four storey proposal to the north to the two storey
dwellings to the south. You may consider having some terraced or semi-terraced housing
to the rear. These would provide better quality housing and better reflect the character of
the surrounding area.

Page 5

Even though this drawing, taken from the architect's website (on 23 January) still contains the rejected Gillette
South building it is useful in showing the contrast in style and massing between the proposed buildings and the
adjacent residential buildings.

The image below, taken from the Design & Access Statement gives another perspective on the
same problem.

Page 6

On the other hand, recent photographs of the adjacent housing show an area with a strong
established character.

The houses shown above in Warkworth Gardens are typical of the two-storey 1930s-style buildings.

This long shot (above) along Northumbeland Avenue, leading up to the development site, shows the
streets leading up to the site of the Adini building. The well established character of the streets is clear.
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The proposed Adini building could perhaps be interesting in another context but the design is
out of place in this location. No one is asking for pastiche but this building makes no effort to
fit in without its surroundings.
5.

No recognition of the character of the area
The developer's application shows no recognition of the fact that the area in which it is
located has been designated as one of Special Interest (see below).
The area is shown as one of special
interest in the Council's Local Plan
Policies Map 2 East a section of
which is reproduced here (left).
If a visual survey of the area was
not sufficient to show the strong
local
character
then
this
designation should have made the
point. There is a clear need for new
buildings to respect that character
(which does not imply imitation).
This has not been done.
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6.

Loss of sightlines to Grade 2 listed Gillette building and landmark Homebase Tower
There is no mention in the application of the loss of sightlines to the Grade 2 listed Gillette
building and the landmark Homebase tower.
The Gillette Tower can be seen from many
points from the adjacent streets. Most of
the views, as here in Warkworth Gardents
(left) would be blocked by the proposed
buildings.

This view from Northumberland Avenue
would be lost (right).

Another view that would be lost
(left).

One of the special features of the location is the view from Hexham Gardens towards
Northumberland Avenue. This has the effect of emphasising the height of the proposed
buildings looking northwards up the road (see picture on next page showing how the building
would appear with red lines).
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The proposed flats would dominate
the view from Hexham Gardens as
is shown (left) by the red outline of
the profile of the proposed flats.

The view from the south
eastern corner of the
Northumberland AvenueWarkworth Gardens
junction shows how the
block of flats might look
(right).

7.

Parking
Although staff numbers at the Adini offices/warehouse are forecast to increase from the
current 17 to 35 (and more, as was mentioned at the public meeting), the number of car
parking spaces will be reduced from 23 to 17. There will also be no car parking for the flats,
nor will residents be allowed to apply for CPZ permits.

8.

Incompatible styles of the buildings
The two proposed buildings are totally different in style: the mixed-use office-warehouse
building is modern aluminium and glass, while the block of flats is red brick, and although the
old heritage walls (dark brown brick) are to be retained, the clash of the two colours of brick
and the white render of the nearby maisonettes is not attractive. The Council's Urban Context
and Character Study refers to the area as having extreme uniformity of scale, density, layout.
building type, urban type, use and period. It would seem a missed opportunity not to follow
the Study recommendations and have the design of the residential development refer in some
way to the local vernacular of the adjoining estate. The architects drawing on the next page
shows that not only are the proposed buildings out of character with the area but they are
also out of character with each other.
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The residents of Warkworth Gardens would see this large brick wall of the west-facing side of
the flats from the back of their east facing gardens (below).
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9.

Overviewing/Visual Impact
There is great concern from residents of Warkworth Gardens regarding overshadowing of
their gardens and having to face a large expanse of blank brickwork rising to 4-storeys (see
above picture). There is also great concern regarding the significant loss of direct sunlight
(20% or more in some cases) to the properties in Warkworth Gardens (using data from the
developer’s submission). In a letter to the applicant on 12 April 2017, Robert Coomber wrote:
… the proposed four-storey building should not overshadow the neighbouring existing
and proposed dwellings.
The developer has not provided sufficient images to give an accurate impression of the visual
impact of the proposed buildings.

10. Old brick wall
There are different views on the retention of the old brick wall along Northumberland Ave. It
is in bad condition and will need to be knocked down and rebuilt. Our view it that the wall
should be removed and replaced with a line of semi-mature trees which would improve both
the frontage from the street and the prospect of the new owners/tenants, considering how
close the new block of flats it to the boundary.
11. Lack of information on affordable housing
The developer has declined to say whether the flats would be for rent or for sale and whether
any of them would be affordable on the grounds that such commitments would be down to
whoever buys the site after approval is given. We believe that this should be regarded as
unacceptable practice. The intention is clear. The present owner wants to sell off part of the
site and wants to get planning permission in order to sell the land at the highest possible
price. This means that the Planning Committee is being used as an instrument to maximise
land value before sale. Approval for a housing development should include approval of all its
salient features. This includes such things as the number of dwellings, the size of the rooms,
the number of affordable homes, housing density. Without such information we do not see
how approval can legitimately be given.
12. Density of flats is too high for this suburban area
The current London Plan contains the following matrix of housing density guidelines
Setting

Public Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL)
0 to 1

2 to 3

4 to 6

150–200 hr/ha

150–250 hr/ha

200–350 hr/ha

3.8–4.6 hr/unit

35–55 u/ha

35–65 u/ha

45–90 u/ha

3.1–3.7 hr/unit

40–65 u/ha

40–80 u/ha

55–115 u/ha

2.7–3.0 hr/unit

50–75 u/ha

50–95 u/ha

70–130 u/ha

150–250 hr/ha

200–450 hr/ha

200–700 hr/ha

3.8 –4.6 hr/unit

35–65 u/ha

45–120 u/ha

45–185 u/ha

3.1–3.7 hr/unit

40–80 u/ha

55–145 u/ha

55–225 u/ha

2.7–3.0 hr/unit

50–95 u/ha

70–170 u/ha

70–260 u/h

Suburban

Urban
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The difficulty with using this matrix is that there is no clear definition of a habitable room.
Most of the flats have a combined living area in which, for example, a kitchen is combined
with a living room. Does that make it one or two rooms. We think that logic dictates that it
should be two. Without that there would be a clear pressure on developers to combine
kitchens and living rooms not for any design reasons but because this will bring down the
number of habitable rooms and enable them to justify a higher density.
That said, we have the developer's own calculation of density in the Planning Statement for
the flats
6.6 The application site measures approximately 0.08 hectares (ha) and is located in an
urban area with a PTAL of 2. Table 3.2 of the London Plan identifies a density of 70-170
units/ ha based on the mix proposed, which equates to three habitable rooms per unit.
The application proposes 16 residential units with a total of 48 habitable rooms which
equates to a density of 200 units/ha. Whilst the proposed development is slightly above
the indicative density range it makes efficient use of the land and provides a high quality
design and standard of accommodation whilst satisfying all other planning policies in
accordance with HLP Policy SC4 and London Plan Policy 3.28.
The flaw in this analysis is that the location is quite clearly sub-urban. The London Plan
(January 2017) defines the areas to which its housing density matrix applies as follows:
Central – areas with very dense development, a mix of different uses, large building
footprints and typically buildings of four to six storeys, located within 800 metres walking
distance of an International, Metropolitan or Major town centre.
Urban – areas with predominantly dense development such as, for example, terraced
houses, mansion blocks, a mix of different uses, medium building footprints and typically
buildings of two to four storeys, located within 800 metres walking distance of a District
centre or, along main arterial routes
Suburban – areas with predominantly lower density development such as, for example,
detached and semi-detached houses, predominantly residential, small building footprints
and typically buildings of two to three storeys.
This leaves no room for doubt as to the suburban nature of the area. This is also confirmed in
the Council's context and character study of the area.
Even if we accept the figure of 48 habitable rooms this would make the density more than
double the upper bound of the London Plane guidelines.
The Draft London Plan is less prescriptive about density ranges but points out nevertheless
that
The optimum density of a development should result from a design-led approach to
determine the capacity of the site. Particular consideration should be given to:
1. the site context
2. its connectivity and accessibility by walking and cycling, and existing and planned
public transport (including PTAL)
3. the capacity of surrounding infrastructure.
Neither the Design and Access Statement nor the Planning Statement offer any discussion of
the housing density of the proposed development.
The Draft London Plan also says
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The following measures of density should be provided for all planning applications that
include new residential units:
1. number of units per hectare
2. number of habitable rooms per hectare
3. number of bedrooms per hectare
4. number of bedspaces per hectare.
Not all of these metrics have been provided .
We believe in the light of the above that the application does not meet the requirements of
either the existing London Plan or the Draft London Plan. There are many other
considerations which lead to the same conclusion.
13. Conclusions
We believe that this planning application should be refused for the following reasons:
1.

The massing and height of the proposed buildings, particularly the block of flats, are
inappropriate for this suburban location of two-storey residential properties.

2.

The design of the buildings is unsympathetic to the strong character of the adjacent area
which is designated as one of special interest.

3.

The density of the proposed flats is considerably in excess of the both the London Plan
guidelines and far greater than that of the surrounding housing.

4.

The developments would result in loss of sightlines to the grade 2 listed Gillette building
and tower and also the landmark Homebase suspension tower.

OWGRA, 25th January 2018
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