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SPRING GROVE CAA REVIEW - OWGRA comments November 2018 

[Drafted by Sheila O’Reilly, Planning Officer, reviewed by Laurence Hawcroft, Vice Chairman.] 

Essentially, the conservation area assessment appears to be good and OWGRA support it 
subject to the following comments: 

1. OWGRA note that there are no plans to enlarge or reduce the size of the 
conservation area since its original designation in 2002.  We believe this is right as 
it includes the historic and architectural characteristics of the area.  However, our 
understanding is that Spring Grove is not an urban area, rather more suburban in 
classification, given the nature of much of the residential development being houses 
with gardens or groups of mostly low-rise flats or conversions of larger homes, some 
original Davies buildings, with good open space provision.  There is a school and 
college, both of which have good open space, plus several sports facilities. There is 
no industrial, office or warehousing in the conservation area. 
 

2. We would be pleased if the Campion House statue of ‘The Descent from the Cross’ 
were reinstated within the Marbaix Gardens, Tigar Lodge, Blumenthal Close and 
Campion House development to acknowledge the 20th century history of the site in 
this well designed new development. 

 
3. Spring Grove has very little publicly accessible open space, but the main benefit 

of building mini estates on the former Davies sites is that they are mostly well set 
back from the road, giving the impression of spaciousness, e.g. Aplin Way.  OWGRA 
is keen to retain all this open space and pleased that it remains within the 
Conservation Area. 

 

4. OWGRA agrees with the assessment of a ‘more appropriate redevelopment of the 
judiciary buildings’ i.e. the Crown Court being needed.  It is a disjointed mix of the 
retained 1960s ‘minimalist’ entrance way on Ridgeway Road and stark vertical, more 
modern block added facing The Grove with the loss of mature trees and shrubs.  We 
look forward to seeing the planting grow and mature to help soften its appearance as 
its bulky built form is out of character in its prominent position in the conservation 
area. 

 
5. Traffic noise and pollution on the A4 and London Road:  given that vehicles 

currently have priority over pedestrians on these roads, OWGRA recommend a 
conscious traffic management scheme to improve pedestrian access and minimise 
harmful noise and pollution, though we appreciate there should be some 
improvement in the future with the introduction of electric-powered vehicles. 
 

6. While this is not included in the CA assessment, of similar concern is the noise and 
pollution generated by air traffic: it is especially important that the current air traffic 
is limited by the alternation policy so that at least one part of the day is relatively 
noise-free within the Spring Grove area, directly under the northern flight path.  It 
would be a source of great concern should flight patterns change to residents’ 
detriment, particularly with the proposed third runway. 
 

7. Suburban roads, particularly those linked to/parallel to the A4: we would support 
traffic management focused on discouraging their use to bypass the A4, Thornbury 
Road or Wood Lane and enforcement of 20mph limits.  Osterley Road and Ridgeway 
Road are prime examples where this would be beneficial. 
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8. OWGRA supports planning enforcement to reduce front-facing satellite dishes. 
Street furniture makes a material contribution to the appearance of the 
Conservation area and we believe the design, installation and management of these 
need to be improved. All planned installation of new furniture, and its ongoing 
management, should be assessed as to whether it contributes to, and enhances, the 

Conservation Area 

 

9. We agree with the statement about poor quality shop fronts especially on London 
Road.  All such shops should be tested against their ability to contribute to the 
ambience of the London Road as a local town centre, with signage and usage 
controls appropriate for the maintenance of this. This should include  

a. sensible limits over street signage (to reflect that this is a Conservation Area) 
to ensure they are in keeping with other signage and appropriate for the area 
in terms of style, size, etc. (e.g. no 6-foot high flashing neon signs) 

b. guidelines to encourage usage of these facilities by businesses which both 
support the local neighbourhood as well as bring in customers from further 
afield (e.g. no businesses solely focused on serving customer from outside 
the area or over-supply of e.g. betting shops) and 

c. limits over opening hours to reflect the residential and local nature of the area. 

 

10. It seems to OWGRA that many of the recent developments in the area have caused 
the damage highlighted in the report, of tall blocks of flats on the London Road, 
though some copy architectural detailing of nearby buildings, e.g. Odeon Parade at 
the former film studio and the new development at the former DHSS office opposite. 
Others are outside the conservation area but clearly visible, e.g. Pears factory site 
and site of former Skoda garage, not awful but in a modern style.  They have all been 
built since the original 2002 designation and most at least 6 storeys, but could have 
been worse, creating a tunnel effect along the London Road. 

 

11. Many street trees have already disappeared especially on the London Road, 
Thornbury Road, College Road and Osterley Road, and have not been replaced as 
they conflict with vehicle crossovers etc.  Nevertheless, most streets still have trees, 
some spectacular, e.g. in front of Campion House.  Better management and 
replacement of street trees is necessary from LBH, in OWGRA’s view. 

 
12. Before the Residential Extension Guidelines (REGs) and the original conservation 

area designation, there were some badly designed roof and side extensions to 
dwellings causing a terracing effect plus loss of vegetation in front gardens with 
vehicle crossovers.  Some more recent extensions and loss of gardens to vehicles 
have been much better managed and add to the street scene; OWGRA supports the 
Conservation assessment and the continuation and improvement to the REGs to that 
purpose. 
 

………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 

To help OWGRA members respond to the consultation, below is a summary of the CAA 
strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats, taken from pages 38/39 of the review.  
These are used as parameters in planning application decisions; they are reactive, but the 
assessment is an opportunity to provide proactive guidance.  

Extract from CAA assessment: 

1. Strengths 



Page 3 of 4 
 

i. A strong architecturally characterful nineteenth century core. 
ii. Surrounding this is a diverse architectural range arising from the 

meeting point of Osterley’s interwar southern expansion and 
Isleworth’s steadier northern expansion from London Road. 

iii. The layout of the original Davies Estate and plot forms are essential to 
the character. 

iv. The earlier buildings are of special interest in form and materials. 
v. Later twentieth century infilling on the whole has been carefully 

planned and is in keeping. 
vi. Spatial quality and boundary treatment form an essential element to 

the area. 
vii. Mature trees are part of the original design and present character. 

viii. Wide tree-lined streets. 
ix. St Mary’s Church is a key landmark. 

x.  

2. Weaknesses 

i. Hostile pedestrian and acoustic environment of the Great West Road 

ii. Poor quality of shopfronts on London Road. 
iii. Satellite dishes could often be less obtrusively positioned. 

3. Opportunities 

i. Improvement of quality of shopfronts. 
ii. Reinstatement of statue of Descent from the Cross at Campion 

House. 

iii. Repair of early buildings following dilapidation or extension (especially 
idiosyncratically used terracotta faced blocks to simulate ashlar, 
characteristic to the early buildings). 

iv. Repair and improvement of the later modernist buildings: shell 
improvement, replacement of early twentieth century steel windows. 

v. More appropriate style redevelopment of the judiciary buildings. 

vi. To rework the scale and continuity of buildings during development of 
former piecemeal development. 

vii. To make good use of relocated open space without losing its benefit. 
viii. To undertake good tree survey and planting. 

ix. Redevelopment should be of good and compatible quality and style. 
x. Focal points and elegant buildings with a spaciousness nature are 

necessary to remain in character. 
 

 
4. Threats 

i. Taller buildings in the shopping parades being used as a precedent 
for increasing the height of residential buildings in areas where such 
height is uncharacteristic. 

ii. Loss of architectural detailing and original materials.  

iii. Loss of trees. 
iv. Enlargement of the remaining buildings leading to intensification of 

development over historic plots/increased site usage. 
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v. For dwellings, due to the value of the area and its properties being 
high, there is demand for enlargement, especially roof extensions, and 
redevelopment to greater intensify site coverage. 

vi. Loss of access to Thornbury Park through its namesake development. 

vii. Parking needs of subdivided and areas of intensified dwellings 
eroding the verdant edges, and trees threatened by crossovers. 

viii. Large dormers are likely to be obtrusive. 
ix. The gaps between buildings make up part of the character and should 

be considered. 


