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Introduction 
 
I am a retired banker and have lived in Kew with my family for over 30 years and am an unpaid committee 
member of the Kew Society, speaking on behalf of its planning team.  I also sit on the Historic Buildings 
Conservation Committee of LAMAS (the London and Middlesex Archaeological Society). 
 
The Kew Society (TKS) was established over 100 years ago, has a fee-paying membership of over 700 and is a 
registered charity, recently incorporated as a C.I.O. 
 
As a matter of record, we wish to object to the proposed development and ally our case to, and support those 
of, Historic England (HE), Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew (RBGK) and other resident groups including Brentford 
Community Council, West Chiswick and Gunnersbury Society and Strand on the Green Association, all of whom 
support the London Borough of Hounslow’s refusals of planning permission. Thus we do not propose to present 
detailed evidence (independent of HE’s) of the adverse impact of the proposals on heritage assets and views 
within Kew, especially its Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas. 
 
This statement of objection will therefore focus on: 
• 1. Key Issues 
• 2. Local Context 
• 3. Pollution 

• 4. Building Height and Massing: effects on Local Heritage Assets 
• 5. Draft Brentford East Supplementary Planning Document 

• 6. Impact on Local Neighbourhood 

• 7. Lack of Infrastruture 

• 8. Public Transport 
• 9. Conclusion 
 
1. Key Issues 
 
1.1. In our opinion, the key issues are: 
• 1.11 The proposed scheme contributes to the massive overdevelopment of this small area of Brentford 

• 1.12 We see little evidence that the aggregate effect of the Citroen Site and other adjacent 

developments has been considered, and think that this needs to be addressed 
• 1.13 This results in a cluster of tall and frankly, in aggregate, unattractive tower blocks 

• 1.14 The prospect of a material and exponential increase in traffic congestion and air pollution where 
the South and North Circular arteries – and the A4 and M4 leading westwards – are already frequently heavily 



clogged. Pollution levels are already in excess of legal limits in the proposed area and the Government has 
recently announced consultation on a new Clean Air Policy likely to lead to adoption of significantly lower 
World Health Organization standards.   Note also that the ULEZ has the potential to increase traffic on the 
North/South circular roads as vehicles use it to avoid entering the ULEZ 

• 1.15 A strain on public transport 
• 1.16 A deleterious effect on vistas eastwards and northwards from Kew Gardens and the historic river 
front 
• 1.17 It seems to us that there has been insufficient attention devoted to the adequacy of health and 
other services given the large proposed increase in local population, particularly the availability of increased GP 
practices 

• 1.18 Are the roads wide enough and safe enough to cater for the anticipated increase in cycle traffic 
from all of the schemes and any changes consequent on Cycle Superhighway 9 
 
1.2 The Citroen Site development as originally proposed in planning application 01508/A/P6 was amended via a 
consultation on revised documents in May/June 2018.  For the record, we do not consider that any of the issues 
we have raised in this Proof of Evidence were addressed in the revisions. 
One of the proposed revisions is actually to increase the height of one of the buildings, Core 3, by two storeys, 
from 15 storeys to 17 storeys, thus from 51.75 metres in height to 58.05 metres.  This will not make Core 3 the 
tallest of the buildings - Core 5 remains the tallest at 61.2 metres - but it adds to our concern over the effect of 
this development on vistas from Kew Gardens and other neighbouring heritage sites.  As noted below, the 
heights of these buildings exceeds the maximum heights proposed in the Brentford East Draft Supplementary 
Planning Document. This is in the context of the other proposed developments nearby which would also 
adversely affect the skyline in this very restricted area, including and in particular the Chiswick Curve 
development. 
 
1.3 We note that London Borough of Hounslow have given inter alia the location and scale of both the Citroen 
Site and Chiswick Curve developments as grounds for their refusal of planning permission, and we support 
these grounds. We would refer also to the unwelcome precedent that approval of the proposed Citroen Site 
development would set in considerations of any applications that might arise in relation to the mooted 
demolition of The Brentford Fountain Leisure Centre, located adjacent to the Citroen Site, and its replacement 
with a new leisure centre and residential units; and to any new or revised application in relation to the 
development at 1-4 Capital Interchange Way, Brentford (planning reference P/2016/5244). The latter, which is 
located immediately to the west of the Citroen Site, included 18, 19 and 20 storey tower blocks, and was 
refused by the London Borough of Hounslow on 15th December 2017 inter alia on the grounds that "the 
proposed buildings, by virtue of their location, scale, and design, would cause serious harm to the significance 
of a range of designated heritage assets including listed buildings and conservation areas, as they would appear 
as overly tall and bulky elements that are discordant additions to the existing high quality townscapes, 
adversely affecting their setting." 
 
1.4 We believe also that several issues raised by the GLA in their planning report D&P/4279/01 on the Citroen 
Site development dated 15th January 2018 remain inadequately addressed by the Applicant, unless the issues 
are covered in the "discussions with the GLA" mentioned in the Applicant's Design & Access Statement 
Addendum. For example: 
 
Paragraph 46: "The carbon dioxide savings fall short of the zero-carbon target within Policy 5.2 of the London 
Plan and Policy SI2 of the draft London Plan for the residential element of the scheme. The applicant should 
address the detailed comments that have been provided, and once all measures to minimise on-site carbon 
savings have been exhausted, an appropriate contribution to the borough’s carbon offset fund should be 
secured." 
 



Paragraph 47: "The site is located close the elevated M4 motorway and other busy roads, so it will be important 
that the scheme is designed to safeguard the health of future residents. The applicant’s Air Quality Assessment 
confirms that there would be some exceedance of air quality objectives at ground and first floor levels. A 
scheme for filtration within the plant design for the mechanical ventilation system and enhanced air tightness 
should be secured by condition, in order to comply with London Plan Policy 7.14 and draft London Plan Policy 
SI2". 
 
Paragraph 48: "The development would not result in a strategic highways impact, but trips associated with the 
scheme could impact upon station capacity; Gunnersbury Station is already suffering from overcrowding at 
peak hours and there are a number of developments coming forward in addition to this scheme which 
cumulatively will add further pressure. The Transport Assessment shows that the development would generate 
a significant number of passengers using Gunnersbury, notwithstanding the proximity of Kew Bridge National 
Rail station. A financial contribution may therefore be required to mitigate this impact and further discussions 
are required to confirm the impact and required contribution" – see also our comments in section 8 “Public 
Transport” below. 
 
2. Local Context 
 
2.1 The proposed Citroen Site development should be assessed in the context of other nearby developments.  
However the development site is in an area of massive redevelopment and is only one component of this 
redevelopment contributing potential adverse environmental effects on the whole area. These include 
additional traffic generation in its own right as well as further slowing existing traffic, compounding its pollution. 
Unfortunately London Borough of Hounslow (LBH) was slow to produce an overarching strategy for the 
redevelopment area (although this is being redressed by the publication of the draft Brentford East SPD which 
is referred to below) and recent individual planning applications have been judged as though they are 
standalone projects. We see little evidence that the aggregate effect of these developments has been 
considered, and think that this needs to be addressed. Other residential developments within the immediate 
vicinity of the Chiswick Curve include:- 
 
• Brentford Football Club Community Stadium (capacity 17,500) and surrounding “enabling development” 
– tower blocks accommodating 910 apartments now under construction. 
• Wheatstone House at 650 Chiswick High Rd. Redevelopment of the old telephone exchange to provide 
95 flats under construction 
• The “Chiswick Curve” development which as proposed would be a 32-storey, 120 metre tower block on 
Chiswick Roundabout. Having been turned down by LBH, it was appealed by developer Starbones and was the 
subject of a public inquiry whose closing remarks were made earlier this month. A decision by the Secretary of 
State is expected in due course. 

• 1-4 Capital Interchange Way – a bus garage with “enabling development” of up to 550 residential units. 
Although refused permission by LBH, a re-application remains a possibility. 
• Hudson Square – currently the site of a B&Q superstore, immediately behind the Chiswick Curve site. 
Reef Estates propose to develop 6 blocks of up to 20 stories for 200-300 flats, a hotel and student 
accommodation. 
 
3. Pollution 
 
3.1 In assessing the impact of the Chiswick Curve, the collective and cumulative effects of all these large 
residential developments (alongside the commercial redevelopments in the area) should be kept in mind, 
particularly the fact that they will generate more traffic and therefore more pollution. The draft Brentford East 
Draft SPD, para 3.8 (December 2017) states that the area “has environmental constraints that will need to be 
taken into account in new developments. Air quality is a particular constraint – the whole borough is designated 



as an Air Quality Management Area and parts of the Great West Road exceed European Union limit values on 
nitrogen dioxide and particulate matter, which can be harmful to humans, causing respiratory illnesses and 
other adverse health effects”. 
 
3.2 Paragraph 120 of The National Planning Policy Framework (2012) states that “To prevent unacceptable risks 
from pollution…..planning policies and decisions should ensure that new development is appropriate for its 
location. The effects, including cumulative effects of pollution on health…… and the potential sensitivity of the 
area, or proposed development to adverse effects from pollution, should be taken into account.” 
 
3.3 Paragraph 124 of the NPPF (2012) states that “Planning policies should sustain compliance with and 
contribute towards EU limit values or national objectives for pollutants, taking into account the presence of Air 
Quality Management Areas and the cumulative impacts on air quality from individual sites in local areas. 
Planning decisions should ensure that any new development in Air Quality Management Areas is consistent 
with the local air quality action plan”. We ask the Mayor to give considerable weight to the NPPF policies in his 
consideration of the Citroen Site development. 
 
3.4 Importantly, the most recent updated (March 2018) draft NPPF also proposes: “Planning policies and 
decisions should sustain and contribute towards compliance with relevant limit values or national objectives for 
pollutants, taking into account the presence of Air Quality Management Areas and Clean Air Zones, and the 
cumulative impacts from individual sites in local areas. 
“Opportunities to improve air quality or mitigate impacts should be identified, such as through traffic and travel 
management, and green infrastructure provision and enhancement. So far as possible these opportunities 
should be considered at the planmaking stage, to ensure a strategic approach and limit the need for issues to 
be reconsidered when determining individual applications. 
“Planning decisions should ensure that any new development in Air Quality Management Areas and Clean Air 
Zones is consistent with the local air quality action plan.” 
Further, at Paragraph 168 it is emphasised: “Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance 
the natural and local environment by...preventing new and existing development from contributing to, being 
put at unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by unacceptable levels of soil, air, water or noise 
pollution or land instability. Development should, wherever possible, help to improve local environmental 
conditions such as air quality.” 
 
3.5 We would draw the Hearing's attention to the Mayor of London’s Policy SI1 in the current draft London Plan 
(2017): “London’s air quality should be significantly improved and exposure to poor air quality, especially for 
vulnerable people, should be reduced: Development proposals should not: (a) lead to further deterioration of 
existing poor air quality, (b) create any new areas that exceed air quality limits, or delay the date at which 
compliance will be achieved in areas that are currently in exceedance of legal limits, (c) reduce air quality 
benefits that result from the Mayor’s or boroughs’ activities to improve air quality, (d) create unacceptable risk 
of high levels of exposure to poor air”. 

 
3.6 We would also highlight the Hounslow Local Plan Policy EQ4 - Air Quality: 

◦ (c) Ensuring that development does not exacerbate existing air pollution 

◦ (d) We will expect development proposals to carry out air quality assessments where major 
developments or change of use to air quality sensitive uses are proposed, considering the potential impacts of 
air pollution from the development on the site and neighbouring areas, and the potential for end users to be 
exposed to air pollution, consistent with requirements established in the Air Quality SPD, the London Plan and 
in government and European policy are met; and 

◦ (e) Incorporate mitigation measures where air quality assessments show that developments 
could cause or exacerbate air pollution, or where end users could be exposed to air pollution 
 



3.7 We contend that the proposed Citroen Site development, viewed in the context of the other nearby 
developments, whether they are currently at proposal stage or underway, fails to meet every one of these 
policies. In addition, the consequences of  (a) Cycle Superhighway 9, (b) the recent decision by the Mayor to 
extend the ULEZ to the north/south circular roads, and (c) the recently approved third runway at Heathrow, 
with the increases in vehicles needed to service increased  demands,  can only exacerbate existing pollution. 
  
4. Building Height and Massing: effects on Local Heritage Assets 
 
 4.1 We consider that the aggregate effect of these schemes contravenes both the current NPPF and the 
Hounslow Local Plan, for example: 

• NPPF Clause 132: Significance [of a heritage asset] can be harmed or lost through alteration or 
destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting 

• NPPF Clause 137: Local planning authorities should look for opportunities for new development within 
Conservation Areas and World Heritage Sites and within the setting of heritage assets to enhance or better 
reveal their significance 

• Hounslow Local Plan paragraph 2.8: There are however constraints on the corridor’s potential, 
including poor public transport connectivity and environmental challenges arising from the transport function 
of the A4/M4, whilst the proximity of heritage assets places limits on building heights 

• Hounslow Local Plan paragraph 6.10: Due to the relatively flat topography of the borough and its low, 
open landscape, tall buildings are generally inappropriate as they can dominate the skyline over a very wide 
area   

• Hounslow Local Plan paragraph 6.11: The borough has a number of tall buildings that do not positively 
contribute to the townscape and their existence should not be grounds for the provision of more. The council 
also recognises that creating successful, vibrant urban environments is about compactness and density, not 
necessarily about height of buildings. The density and spacing of buildings and their architectural quality are 
important factors in creating well used public spaces and a coherent, attractive townscape 
• Hounslow Local Plan Policy CC4 - Heritage: 

◦ (b) Conserving and taking opportunities to enhance the significance of the borough’s network of 
designated and non-designated heritage assets and their settings, identifying new assets where appropriate 
and recognising the cumulative positive impact of heritage assets in a given area in consultation with the 
borough’s local history societies and residents 

◦ (q) Conserve and enhance the internationally recognised Outstanding Universal Value of the Royal 
Botanic Gardens Kew World Heritage Site, its buffer zone and its setting, including views to and from the site 

◦ Paragraph 6.13: The protection and enhancement of the historic environment is a core principle that as 
well a legal duty underpins sustainable development, as outlined in the NPPF. The borough’s heritage assets are 
irreplaceable resources and are particularly sensitive to change and development, requiring special protection 
and careful treatment to sustain their value and importance for future generations. Development can impinge 
on the settings of the most important assets, whilst the value of lesser ones can be whittled away through 
attrition and incremental change 

• Hounslow Local Plan Policy SV1 - Great West Corridor Plan: (i) Explore opportunities for mitigating and 
reducing the impact of noise and air pollution for existing and future residents 

 
• Hounslow Local Plan Policy CC3 Tall Buildings: 
◦ (d) Supporting tall buildings along sections of the A4 Golden Mile frontage. Specific sites will be 
identified in the Great West Corridor Plan subject to the delivery of strategic public transport improvements. 
These should be carefully placed so as not to create a wall of tall buildings, ensuring they relate sensitively to 
surrounding residential areas and do not have a significant adverse impact on the setting of, or views from 
heritage assets including Gunnersbury Park, Royal Botanic Gardens Kew World Heritage Site, Syon Park and 
Osterley Park 



 
• We will expect tall building development proposals to 

◦ (l) Be designed to give full consideration to its form, massing and silhouette, including any cumulative 
impacts, and the potential impact of this on the immediate and wider context 

◦ (p) Take opportunities to enhance the setting of surrounding heritage assets, the overall skyline and 
views 
 
4.2 We note also paragraph 157 of the Planning Inspectorate's Report on the Hounslow Local Plan dated 31st 
July 2015 , which states: 
 
Whilst the revised policy provides improved clarity on where tall buildings may be acceptable, and they 
acknowledge that not all locations within the defined town centres will be suitable, the precise extent of the 
Great West Corridor is not yet defined. Neither do the policy criteria in the Examination Plan provide sufficient 
assurance that tall buildings will not be permitted in locations within those areas where they could still have a 
significant adverse impact on heritage assets. Representors are particularly concerned about the potential for 
harm to the setting of the Royal Botanic Gardens Kew World Heritage Site from inappropriately sited tall 
buildings in Brentford Town Centre or along the Great West Corridor. Whilst the evidence does not support a 
ban on tall buildings in these locations, the sensitivity of the setting of the world heritage site, and that of other 
nearby heritage assets including Syon Park and Gunnersbury Park means that the policy as worded in the 
Examination Plan would not be adequately justified or effective for their protection as required by national 
policy. Neither would it provide the most appropriate strategy unless the criteria are strengthened and unless 
the references to the Great West Corridor are modified. 
 
5. Brentford East Draft SPD 
 
5.1 The application does not conform with the strategic planning principles in  the Brentford East Draft SPD 
(“BEDSPD”), which the Council has recently adopted for consultation, nor does it make provision for the 
necessary infra-structure. If this scheme is approved the draft SPD proposals would be jettisoned before they 
were formally adopted. For example,: 

 
Paragraph 4.26 of the BEDSPD states that “In Brentford East, building heights for both residential and 
commercial development should not exceed 24 metres which is equivalent to 6 commercial storeys or 8 
residential storeys, other than for particular sites as identified in the following principles below. Solutions at the 
lower end of this height scale are preferred, however, heights that meet this threshold would be permissible in 
locations that pose limited or no impact on their surroundings”.  Thus the guidance would suggest that 
residential development on this site should be 8 or less floors. 

 
Paragraph 4.49 states  that “Tall buildings should generally only be promoted in places where it can be 
demonstrated that they help to enhance the legibility of their surroundings, assist in place making by adding 
meaning to a place, integrate with the townscape and its character and do not have a detrimental impact or 
detract from the surrounding local heritage context”. 

 
Paragraph 4.50 states  “Potential tall buildings are only one aspect of new development in Brentford East. They 
should be the exception rather than the norm when considered in the predominantly low to medium rise fabric 
of Brentford East and its surroundings.” 

 
Paragraph 5.13A states that “This new route should provide an attractive pedestrian link, connecting 
developments around Capital Interchange Way, Larch Drive (north of Chiswick Roundabout) and Power Road. 

 



Paragraph 5.29 states that development of land NW of the South Circular (including Capital interchange Way) 
“should take the form of urban scale perimeter block development establishing clearly defined streets and new 
internal public open spaces at the interior of both, with direct, open and accessible routes leading to these 
spaces and extending beyond to connect each parcel with one another and improving permeability “. 

 
Paragraph 5.33 states that new public squares in these areas “will need to establish respite from the noise and 
activity of the busy A4, M4 and railway corridors through appropriate landscaping, amenity, shading, lighting 
and greenery”. 

 
 5.2 In our view this application is contrary to the above clauses and ignores ALL the precepts in the SPD 

and if allowed, would prejudice  LBH's initiative to plan comprehensively for this area. Not only is the 

height unacceptable but so is the footprint. The site lies between the proposed Capital Interchange Way 

development, which was refused by the Council without the Mayor intervening, and the Fountain Centre. 

The latter building is now known to have a short life and will need to be re-built. Together these three sites 

represent an important opportunity to provide the new public open space which has been looked for in all 

the vision statements which the council have canvassed to encourage new investment in the proposed 

Great West Corridor Opportunity Area 6 in the draft London Plan 2017 see fig 2.10 page 52.    
 
6. Impact on Local Neighbourhood 
 
6.1 The proposed residential towers are totally out of character with the townscape to the east and south east 
in terms of scale, form, massing and density. The change in scale from the 2-3 storey buildings of this existing 
townscape is brutal.  In these areas much of the local townscape comprises the residential streets of the several 
Conservation Areas. The proposed development should seek to mitigate not increase and intensify the 
influence of the consented Brentford Football Club Community Stadium scheme. Instead it introduces 5/6 more 
towers ,of similar heights to those in the latter scheme, into the settings of these Conservation Area. The 
towers, by virtue of their height and bulk, would be highly visible from many locations within these areas and 
would impinge on views from well beyond them. The towers would be visible from many locations in the 
Wellesley Road Conservation Area, including homes, gardens and streets within this residential area of 
predominantly 2-storey Victorian houses. They would demean and belittle the intimate, human scale of our 
neighbourhoods and destroy our sense of place. 
 
7. Lack of Infrastructure 
 
7.1 A mixed-use development of the scale proposed would add unacceptably to the pressure on infrastructure 
– health, education, community/social and transport. So much major development has recently been built, or is 
in the pipe-line in Brentford and Chiswick, that no more should be built until the necessary community and 
transport infrastructure is in place. There is a now a critical need for an “infrastructure catchup” before any 
more development is allowed.  In assessing infrastructure needs, it is essential to consider the cumulative 
deficit arising from all the relevant developments in the area. 

 
8. Public Transport 
 
8.1 Adding more vehicles to the strategic and local road network and more users to the local public transport 
system will have significant negative economic, social and environmental impacts. The Council is well aware of 
the negative impact on the local transport system arising from the increase in commuters in recent years and of 
the pressure that will be exerted by other major developments in the pipeline, in particular the Brentford 
Football Stadium and its 910 residential units. Despite the very large amount of committed development in the 
area (recently completed, under construction and in the pipeline), no significant transport improvements have 
been obtained. Existing local residents and businesses on the Great West Road are already struggling with the 



inadequacy of the existing transport network. This issue also affects other local businesses, including many 
SMEs, major employment sites such as the Chiswick Business Park and major visitor attractions including RBGK 
and the London Museum of Water and Steam. 

  
8.2  The severe traffic problems in the area are such that the applicant is expecting a high proportion of the 
residents to rely on local public transport. The applicant makes reference to the proximity of various means of 
public transport such as rail and underground stations. However, the PTAL of the site at 3 is only moderate and, 
in any case, PTAL values only reflect proximity and frequency of service. Station access and capacity are of equal 
importance. The nearness of a station is immaterial if it cannot cope with demand. Both Gunnersbury Station 
and Kew Bridge Station have significant access problems and Gunnersbury Station also has severe capacity 
problems.   
  
8.3 As the Council is well aware, the use of Gunnersbury station has increased significantly in recent years due 
to the Chiswick Business Park (currently approx 8,000 workers rising to approx 10,000 on full occupation of 
Building 7) and other significant developments in the area. These numbers will be augmented by residents from 
other consented developments including the 910 units in the Brentford Football Stadium scheme and the 
station is also expected to handle large numbers of football and rugby supporters from the new stadium. 

  
8.4 The overcrowding at the station is such that TfL currently operates crowd control measures during peak 
hours. This is necessary because of the conflicting movements of local residents entering the station and local 
business employees leaving the station during the morning peak and vice versa in the evening. The conflict is 
caused by the constricted size and shape of the ticket hall, the limited number of ticket gates and, especially, 
the narrow, two-way stairway to the single island platform, serving both Underground and Overground trains. 
 
8.5 The West Chiswick and Gunnersbury Society has been campaigning for improvements to Gunnersbury 
Station since the Chiswick Business Park was proposed over 20 years ago. The Society is a member of the 
Gunnersbury Station Action Group, set up at our request and now chaired by our MP, Ruth Cadbury. All major 
stake-holders are represented including TfL. It is recognised by the Group that what is required to overcome the 
serious access and capacity issues at the station is to provide a second means of access to the platform. 
Providing TfL with the financial resources to apply additional control measures will not provide a satisfactory 
solution. Holding more residents at the gate will mean longer queues and exacerbate an already unacceptable 
situation. 
 
9. Conclusion 
 
TKS and its neighbouring local societies (Brentford Community Council, West Chiswick and Gunnersbury Society, 
and Strand on the Green Association) fully support the case of HE  and RBGK with regard to the adverse visual 
and other impacts of the proposal on local heritage assets, including RBGK and other local conservation areas 
but, to avoid repetition, has presented limited evidence on these matters.  We believe that the benefits of  441 
additional residential accommodation units do not outweigh the adverse implications for local residents of 
the Citroen Site development with regard to traffic, congestion, pollution and the other issuers addressed in 
this statement, and asks that the application as amended should be rejected or referred to the Secretary of 
State for an independent decision to be made. 


