
1

Dear London Plan team, 

The following comment are submitted on behalf of the West Chiswick and Gunnersbury Society.  

As a society, WCGS tries to protect and enhance the quality of life for those who live in this area and for 
future residents. We also take a lively interest in the broader community and our shared environment. We 
love our part of London and wish all those who live and work here or visit to be able to enjoy and celebrate 
its rich heritage and natural assets which are of immense architectural and historic significance. These assets 
include the River Thames and its environs, the World Heritage Site at the Royal Botanic Gardens Kew, 
Listed parks and buildings and several Conservation Areas in both the London Borough of Hounslow and 
the London Borough of Richmond. They contribute enormously to the cultural richness and quality of life of 
this part of London . They are valued and enjoyed by large numbers of people including local residents and 
visitors from other parts of the borough, London and further afield. These are precious, irreplaceable assets 
to be treasured, protected and enhanced. 

The Society wishes to support and endorse the comments submitted on the Draft New London Plan by the 
Brentford Community Council (BCC 829 of 28 February 2018) and by The Kew Society (28 February 
2018).  

With respect to the Comments from the BCC, we would wish to highlight those relating to: 

Opportunity Areas We strongly support the request to remove OA6 from the list of OAs set out in fig 2.10 
for the reasons given by the BCC. In responding to LB Hounslow's Preferred Option Consultation on the 
Great West Corridor in December 2017 we stated: 

We object strongly to the designation of the Great West Corridor (GWC) as an Opportunity Area as 
we do not believe that it can sustain the quantum or type of development such a designation entails. 
This objection is strengthened by the inclusion within the Brentford East section of peripheral areas 
not part of the core corridor. While some of the sensitivities of these peripheral areas are addressed 
within the draft Brentford East SPD, we fear that such distinctions would be overridden by the 
Opportunity Areas imperative to deliver very high levels of development and its promotion of tall 
buildings. 

We believe strongly that the very high levels of noise and air pollution make much of this area 
totally unsuitable for residential development. We do not agree that design “mitigation” such as 
sealed windows, mechanical ventilation, winter gardens and locating residential uses above a certain 
height offers an acceptable solution. We believe that the housing targets of the draft New London 
Plan are unrealistic for boroughs where potentially available brown-field sites are located n heavily 
polluted areas. We would therefore also strongly support the amendment to Policy SI 1 Improving 
Air Quality requested by the BCC. 



2

The topography of the area and the open nature of the surrounding historic landscapes means that, although 
the GWC may sit in the backdrop, tall buildings are highly visible and their impact felt over wide areas. See 
comments below under Policy HC 1. 

Policy HC 1 Heritage Conservation and Growth As BCC we consider it imperative that development 
should be heritage-led.  

It is essential to consider the impact of development on important site lines and vistas from major historic 
open spaces, but consideration of impacts should not be confined to these. Part of the value of the built and 
natural heritage is in the assemblage. Views assessed with respect to a particular site-line or vista provide 
snap-shots from a specific point but the impacts of tall buildings are felt over a wide area.  People move and 
how they experience their surroundings is dynamic; a tall building will not suddenly disappear as people 
move from the chosen view point to walk down their street, stroll through the park, across the green, along 
the river tow-path or visit the cemetery. 
In responding to LB Hounslow's Preferred Option Consultation on the Great West Corridor in December 
2017 we stated: 

We recommend the addition of “Developers should be expected to engage positively with the 
purpose and core principles of chapter 6 of the Local Plan as articulated in Our Approach to Policy 
CC1 and to Policy CC4 and in paragraphs 6.1, 6.12 and 6.13.” 

With respect to our part of West London so much damage has already been done or is “consented” by 
granting permission for  tall buildings, that there needs to be a recognition that we are at a “tipping point”. 
Without a strong commitment to valuing and protecting the surrounding heritage assets, irreparable harm 
will be inflicted on them to the impoverishment of our lives and those of future generations. 

 The big attraction of the wider area for visitors as well as those who live and/or work here is that, while 
easily accessible from Central London, it has significant heritage landscapes and a beautiful stretch of the 
Thames which, together with its predominantly low-rise buildings give much of it a generous, open, almost 
rural feel. This is complemented by its compact townscape of predominantly Victorian and Edwardian 
terraces, providing homes to its well-established, thriving residential communities. The special appeal of 
both is that they provide respite and retreat from the urban environment. 

With respect to the Comments from The Kew Society, we share their major concerns namely: 

 The overemphasis on growth in the South–East rather than a wider look at sustainable
growth in the UK as a whole;

 The weakening of protection of our green spaces and Metropolitan Open Land, including for
the river Thames;

 The protection of the World Heritage status of the Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew;
 The need to identify funding, particularly for the necessary infrastructures to support housing

growth, and
 An erosion of localism with insufficient flexibility left to Boroughs to achieve agreed overall

aims.

We would wish to highlight TKS comments relating to:  

Chapter	1	We	consider	that	rebalancing	growth	across	the	UK,	beyond	London	and	the	South	East	is	
the	key	to	enabling	the	provision	of	a	satisfactory	quality	of	life	for	all. 
	Policy	GG2	We	strongly	support	TKS	comments	on	intensification	and	the	value	of	gardens.	Domestic	
gardens	are	not	only		important	wildlife	havens	per	se	but	also	vital	corridors	between	larger	green	
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areas	such	a	parks	and	nature	reserves.	Wildlife	corridors	are	of	increasing	importance	in	improving	
resilience	to	climate	change.	In	areas	of	dense	urban	grid,	gardens	may	be	the	only	green	spaces.		As	
TKS,	we	support	the	concept	of	London	as	a	National	Park	City	and	agree	that	the	London	Plan	should	
emphasise	that	good	architectural	design	can	achieve	high	densities	without	building	high	rise.	

Policies	SD6	and	SD8	We	strongly	agree	with	this	section	of	TKS	comments,	especially	that: 

More	flexibility	should	be	incorporated	in	the	London	Plan	to	allow	Boroughs	to	identify	the	best	
approach	to	growth	in	their	area	which	they	will	know	in	detail	best.	Protection	of	valued	local	
character	should	be	a	prime	consideration	so	that	development	is	undertaken	in	a	way	that	preserves	
what	is	most	valued	by	those	who	live	and	work	in	the	area,	both	now	and	for	future	generations.	

Policy D6 Optimising Housing Density We strongly support TKS comments in relation to the damaging 
impact of "optimising" density on local character and existing transport facilities.  
In responding to LB Hounslow's Preferred Option Consultation on the Great West Corridor in December 
2017 we stated: 

The cumulative amount of recently built and consented development in and around the 
Brentford East area is very significant and has taken place without any real infrastructure 
improvements. This lack of essential infrastructure, especially transport, already has a 
negative impact on the quality of life of those living and/or working in the area. The 
completion of the consented schemes will worsen this impact. 

The Council must desist from yielding to the temptation to put the cart before the horse. 
Early development is not supported. Any more major development in this area will be 
unsustainable unless and until the necessary infrastructure has been delivered. 

 Policy IMP3 (h) states “ensuring that development does not proceed unless the delivery of 
critical and necessary infrastructure to support that development is assured”. Without such a 
commitment, development on the scale envisaged will be unsustainable. It certainly will not 
support “vibrant and healthy communities” (2.2) within the new developments. Moreover, it 
will undermine these attributes of the established communities in the surrounding area and 
their ability to enjoy the “natural, built and historic environment”.  

Policy D8 Tall buildings We fully endorse TKS comments on this policy. In commenting on LB 
Hounslow's Brentford East draft SPD in December 2017 we stated: 

We fully endorse the Key Townscape Issues spelt out under Building Height Approach in the 
Brentford East Capacity Study Report [box on page 67] and recommend that they are reproduced in 
full within the SPD.  

We also fully support the conclusions in the section of this Report on the Sensitivities to Tall 
Buildings, for example (1) “Given the world importance of The Royal Botanic Gardens, it is 
unacceptable that tall or over-scaled developments should continue to invade the setting through a 
process of accretion following “one off” decisions.” and (2) “continued building at such a scale, 
adding to the Brentford Stadium bulk would be extremely damaging. It would threaten to swamp the 
delicate relationship of water, buildings and sky. Future development should allow the [Strand on 
the Green] Conservation Area to retain this lyrical relationship.”  

Policy H2 Small sites We share TKS serious concerns that this "top-down" policy will be unworkable and 
highly damaging. We agree that: 
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The	new	policy	focusing	on	small	sites	and	on	the	outer	Boroughs	risks	being	undeliverable	
and	needs	full	local	engagement	so	that	practical	ways	of	achieving	“good	growth”	can	be	
identified	taking		account	of	the	character	of	the	local	area. 

We	strongly	endorse	the	comments	on	paragraphs	4.2.7	and	4.2.8. 

Chapter 7 Heritage and Culture We agree strongly with  TKS comments. See also our comments above 
on Policy HC 1. 

	Policy	SI	1	Improving	Air	Quality	We	strongly	agree	with	this	section	of	the	comments,	especially	
those	relating	to	Paragraph	9.1.9.	See	our	comments	above	on	Opportunity	Areas. 

Policy	SI	14	Waterways‐strategic	role		We	strongly	agree	that		Paragraph	9.14.2	should	also	refer	to	
the	need	to	protect	the	Thames	from	inappropriate	high	or	medium	rise	developments,	and	that	in	
Paragraph	9.14.8	the	removal	of	Metropolitan	Open	Land	(MOL)	protection	for	the	River	Thames	is	
not	acceptable.	Full	weight	should	be	given	to	the	Thames Landscape Strategy for the Arcadian Thames, 
a major jewel in London's crown:  

Today, the Arcadian Thames offers unrivalled public open access and recreational opportunities and 
collectively contains more listed buildings, conservation areas, wildlife sites and registered parks and 
gardens than in any other comparable location in the UK. The river meanders through the largest connected 
open space in the capital – a landscape of parks, palaces, towpath walks, wild open spaces, working 
communities and places of cultural importance that still has the capacity to inspire. 
Above all,  London’s Arcadia is a place where humans can get close to wildlife and water within the 
confines of Europe’s largest metropolis. 

Yours sincerely, 

Marie Rabouhans 
Chairman, WCGS 




