
408-430 Chiswick High Road, Chiswick, London W4 5TF 

 

[00248/408-430/P2; P/2016/0718] 

 

Comments from the West Chiswick and Gunnersbury Society 

 

Introduction The applicant’s Planning Statement makes it clear that the new 

application seeks consent for essentially the same development as that for which 

consent was granted in April 2015 with “only minor internal changes, … a very 

marginal increase of 300mm in the building envelope on the southern elevation of 

Block B… and a minor adjustment to the Block A refuse store”. Such changes would 

not necessitate a new application. The Planning Statement refers to the ongoing 

challenge for judicial review and states “this application is therefore made to seek to 

provide an implementable planning permission, in the event that the claimant's 

judicial review claim remains in the Higher Courts throughout 2016. 

 

Since the proposals in application 00248/408-430/P2 are unchanged materially from 

those of application 00248/408-430/P1, the Society’s objections submitted on the 

latter are, in essence, unchanged. We therefore request that our comments submitted 

in October 2014 and the joint* comments submitted in advance of the Planning 

Committee in January 2015 are taken fully into account in relation to the new 

application and are fully reflected in any report prepared for the Planning Committee. 

[They are attached to the covering e-mail for convenience.] We would point out that 

section 5 of the Report presented in January 2015 failed to indicate the nature and 

depth of the objections to the scheme. 

 

* from the following resident and amenity groups 

Acton Green Residents Association (AGRA) 

Chiswick High Road Action Group (CHRAG) 

Friends of Turnham Green (FOTG) 

West Chiswick and Gunnersbury Society (WCGS) 
 

 

Local Plan In considering the new application full weight should be given to the 

policies of the Local Plan, as adopted in September 2015 and to the corresponding, 

underlying policies of the London Plan and the NPPF. The Local Plan was only draft 

at the time of the determination of the previous application and the change in the 

policy framework requires full reconsideration of the proposals against the current 

proposals. 

 

 

The proposals are a major deviation from the Site Allocation (03) in the Local Plan, 

namely “hotel or office use with retail and residential with 50:50 residential to non-

residential”. The applicant maintains that office use is unviable but on what basis has 

hotel use been dismissed?  Such use would support Policy TC2 (Ensuring the vitality 

of town centres) and “strengthens the wider role of town centres, providing a range of 

employment opportunities, and allows visitors to easily access other town centre 

facilities such as retail…” as stated in Policy ED3 (Hotels and visitor accommodation) 

paragraph 4.8. The Local Plan’s Spatial Strategy for Chiswick calls for the delivery of 

housing and jobs. The Council’s concern over loss of employment floor-space and 



local jobs in Chiswick is reflected in the inclusion of Chiswick Town Centre in the 

sites to be covered by the non-immediate Article 4 Direction adopted by Council in 

November 2015.  

 

The policies in Local Plan Chapter Six, Context and Character are especially relevant 

to this development which is within or adjacent to the Turnham Green Conservation 

Area.  The proposed development conforms neither to the letter nor to the spirit of 

these policies, in particular CC1, CC3 and CC4. Please see paragraphs 12 – 15 and 3 

of the Joint comments submitted in January 2015. 

 

Community Engagement WCGS engaged with the applicant’s team throughout the 

process with respect to the previous application. At the start, we enthusiastically 

welcomed the opportunity to rectify one of major mistakes of the past and to work 

with the developer and the Council to achieve an exemplary scheme for the centre of 

Chiswick. We were, however, deeply disappointed that the final scheme, as presented 

in January 2015, reflected none of the feedback we and other resident groups had 

provided. We deplore that approval was given for a scheme for which no substantive 

changes had been made to the developer’s original proposals.  

 

The current application re-presents essentially the same scheme. Knowing the depth 

of local feeling, one might have expected an enlightened developer to take the 

opportunity of a resubmission to make some small concessions. Lend Lease could 

have attempted to address some of the local concerns by proposing certain 

modifications. By way of an example, the entrance to Empire House could have been 

redesigned to be more sympathetic to the surrounding heritage buildings. But no, we 

are confronted with the same over-bearing, insensitive scheme -  “nestled in the leafy 

setting of Chiswick” (Lend Lease “The Opus Collection”). 

 

 

WCGS, 7 April 2016 


