
 

 

 

 

 

Chair: Brij Rathor, Vice-Chair: Gerry Stevens 

Secretary: Barbara Stryjak, Treasurer: Ian Speed 

23 February 2017 

Dear Ms Ergen, 

RE. P/2017/0053 - Gillette South 

Summary of OWGRA’s objection to the proposed development 
 

1. Community involvement. The local community has not been involved in the formative stage of the 
proposals but only as an afterthought to tick the engagement box. Poorly publicised exhibitions with 
incomplete information and no presentation were in no sense a consultation. 

2. Context and character. We believe that anyone who knows the area will recognise that the proposed 
building is wildly out of character with surrounding housing in terms of its size, massing and design. 
Visual evidence of this is presented in our photographs and images. 

3. Density. The proposed housing density is massively in excess of both the surrounding housing and the 
London Plan Guidelines (it is more than three times greater). 

4. Site Allocation. This mixed usage proposed is a long way short of the 50/50 mix recommended in the 
Local Plan. The submission ignores previously allocated floor space, the LBH character assessment and 
the designated special character of the area. 

5. Golden Mile. The references to the Golden Mile masterplan are irrelevant: (a) no such plan has yet 
completed consultation/ratification; (b) the development area is residential and beyond the Golden Mile. 

6. Traffic. This site is on a major and heavily congested junction. It is seriously polluted and a development 
on this scale can only add to that. There are traffic queues in every direction and vehicular access to the 
proposed development will be difficult and will add to the problems. 

7. Pollution. The site is in an area of heavy pollution. It is extraordinary than no measurements have been 
made on and around the site. The application is based on computer modelling and also on the idea that, 
whatever the pollution level, “mitigation” measures (e.g. sealed windows and doors) can be found. 

8. Parking & PTAL. Contrary to the developer’s claims, the site does not have good transport access. It has 
a PTAL of 2 (low). This means that 42 parking spaces for 102 housing units and 200-300 residents will be 
inadequate and will add to parking pressures locally. 

9. Impact on neighbouring properties. Apart from the problem of a building of this size and massing, local 
residents have raised concerns about the impact on such things as daylight. The developer’s response 
has only been a general claim that all the BRE standards are met but with no details given. 

10. Loss of visual amenity regarding the landmark Gillette Building. The developer’s treatment of the 
visibility of this landmark tries to show that the Gillette tower is not widely visible from the surrounding 
area. Our photographs suggest otherwise. At night the Gillette tower is a local spectacle. 

11. Employment elements. It is unclear how the servicing units would be accessed and the office space is 
commercially unattractive given the distance from a town centre and the poor transport. The prediction 
that 75 jobs would be created at this site is likely to be a gross overestimate. 

12. Housing needs. The proposed development would only provide for 10 family-sized homes out of 102 
units, none of which would be for sale. Such provision is out of line with the clearly stated paramount 
need in the borough for family-sized homes. 

13. Other Considerations. (a) The scheme is said to be supported by the GLA and CABE but the nature of 
this support is unclear; (b) the viability of manufacturing small and medium enterprises (SMEs) working 
from the site, with its lack of parking, is dubious; (c) inaccurate and contradictory distances to local 
medical practices are given.  



 

P
ag

e 
2
 

OWGRA accepts that the site has to be developed as it has been vacant for many years, however we have 
very strong concerns regarding the current proposal. We wish to object to this development for the reasons 
given below. 

 

1. Community involvement 

According to a document made available on 30 January 2017 at a meeting organised by Cllr. Louki, the 
public relations agent for the developer, stated that their client, who declined to attend the meeting, 
‘organised three separate sessions with residents and local residents’ group around the plans for this site’. 
To be specific two pre-application consultations in October 2015 and October 2016 are mentioned, as well 
as a post-submission presentation in mid-January 2017. 

The facts are that the developer held the following exhibitions (and no public meetings): 
- 20 Oct 2015: exhibition on a 14-storey development 
- 17 Oct 2016: exhibition on the current 11-storey proposed development 
- 18 Jan 2017: exhibition on the current 11-storey planning application (already submitted and ratified); 
many people who attended this exhibition found out about it not from the developer but from an e-mail 
sent to them by OWGRA (Osterley & Wyke Green Residents’ Association). 

The developer presented its plans to Councillors at a pre-application consultation meeting on 20 Oct 2016.  
Councillors posed many questions which the developer was unable to answer and which still today remain 
unanswered. Councillors also requested that a public meeting be organised to give local residents a chance 
to be involved. That suggestion was turned down. As a consequence the Councillors organised a meeting on 
30th January which was attended by over a hundred residents and local planning officers but with no 
representatives from the developer who declined to attend. 

The sessions held in October 2015 and October 2016 were badly advertised and hardly any households 
were notified in writing of such gatherings. The material brought forward to these exhibitions by the 
developer was inadequate, comments made by the public were rebutted rather than taken as feedback and 
few feedback forms were available to record comments. Only the developer has oversight of the responses 
and the outcome has not been shared. Many residents were surprised by the tone of the consultation and 
the way queries were answered, for example when enquiries were made about the number of family 
homes, the response was that the mix had not been decided and that the site was really for “young 
professionals” and “not suitable for families”. A key concern reported to OWGRA by residents throughout 
the past few months has been the lack of feedback opportunity and dialogue with developer. This concern 
has never been adequately addressed. 

The mid-January exhibition, referred to by the developer as a presentation, was nothing of the sort. 
Exhibition boards were shown, but the development was not presented to the attendees, nor was extensive 
information given. The display boards also portrayed inaccurate views of the area, omitting nearby building 
and watering down colours to minimise the impact of the development. Notwithstanding timely 
communication with the developer’s agents and reassurances received that the leaflets would be dropped 
to all households within an agreed area, very few households were actually notified of a gathering taking 
place.  

The reality is that what should have been a residents’ consultation, with an opportunity for residents to be 
involved in a pre-application two-way exchange, did not materialise. OWGRA maintains that the developer’s 
obligations to engage and consult have not been fulfilled. 

 

2. Context and character 

On various occasions, and in written document such as the Design and Access Statement, the agents for the 
developer seem to suggest that senior LBH officers supported the scheme as proposed and that the 
proposal was policy compliant given that the site was allocated for mixed use. It is not, in our view, right 
that public servants should be supporting a scheme for which the public itself has been given so little 
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chance to influence the concept and design. It is claimed that the design has been modified considerably in 
response to consultations for previous proposals. The reality is almost certainly that officers were of the 
view that the case for rejection could be overwhelming. As a result, the building height has been reduced 
from 14 storeys to 11 storeys, which the officers, apparently, feel would stand a good chance of being 
approved. In all this, the views of the local community are a mere afterthought. This is not public 
engagement but more like its opposite. A 14 storey building was widely inappropriate but that does not 
mean that the same is not true of 11 storeys.  

Justifying tall buildings 

The justification given for the appropriateness of this high-rise, suggests that the LBH planning officers 
support the conclusion that 11 storeys would be appropriate. But, nowhere, are the requirements of Policy 
CC3 addressed or is it explained how they are met. 

There are only a couple of vague sentences in the Design and Access Statement: 

“With reference to the tall building policy, the design team have worked closely with local borough 
to create a massing and elevational treatment which responds to these parameters. 

In addition to this there was the aspiration to create a dynamic scheme which responds to the site’s 
context at the corner of the major road junction.”  (Copied and pasted from the D&A Statement) 

Whether or not it is true that the LBH officers gave the approval implied, the point of a Design and Access 
statement is to give members of the planning committee the grounds to enable them to make their own 
judgement. It is plain this has not been done. Merely asserting that the policy requirements have been met 
is not a justification. Are councillors expected to take the developer’s claim at face value without seeing the 
evidence or supporting argument? 

In stark terms the site is allocated on the local plan for mixed use. The developer states that the only way 
the site could be compliant as a mixed use site was through a tall building. This, however, contravenes the 
context and character studies for the area  The reason given is that the site is next to a ‘motorway’ and the 
air quality is too poor to allow new homes at a lower level than proposed.  While we are no experts in air 
quality, we cannot imagine that this is what was envisaged when the site was proposed for mixed use.  

The proposed development contravenes policies CC1 and CC3 of the local plan. It is not sensitively located. 
It does not relate and respond to the character of the surrounding area. It is not of a scale that reflects 
relevance and hierarchical importance when located within a grouping cluster of high buildings. The Gillette 
Building is often seen as a deftly understated design amidst the elaborate and ornate nature of much else of 
the Great West Road. Part of this understatement derives in large measure from the layout of the area to 
the front of the factory. The importance of the Gillette Factory as a building by the famous architect 
Banister Fletcher is considerable; the current proposal will alter the setting in an unacceptable manner.  

The size and position of the various elements of the development are overtly dominant in appearance and, 
cumulatively, they appear as visual clutter which detracts from the character and appearance of the street 
scene (these same reasons were given by LBH when enforcing building control measures on Shell Garage, 
Twickenham, ADV/2016/0074). 
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The inappropriateness of massing and size of the proposed development against existing housing is clear. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The design of the frontage is wildly out of context with the surrounding area. 
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PROPOSED HIGH-RISE DEVELOPMENT (image from the Design and Access Statement) 

 

 

 

CURRENT SITE VIEW AND LOW-RISE SURROUNDING AREA 

 

 

3. Density 

The height and extent of the proposed development are entirely out of keeping with the surrounding area 
which is predominantly low-rise residential. The density of the residential part of the development is over 
three times higher than the recommended maximum for the immediate area.  

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. 
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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. 

The area for this development is very clearly, on this basis, suburban. 

In a Suburban area with PTAL 2 (same as the application site), the maximum number of units is 80 per 
hectare (see relevant reference highlighted in London Plan Table 3.2 below). Given that this site is only 0.39 
hectares, we conclude that the maximum number of units consistent with the London Plan would be 32. 
This development proposes 102 units. 

Table 3.2 Sustainable residential quality (SRQ) density matrix (habitable rooms and dwellings per hectare) - 
London Plan (January 2017). 

 

Setting Public Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL) 

 0 to 1 2 to 3 4 to 6 

Suburban 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 

Urban 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/ha 

 

4. Site allocation 

The site is allocated for mixed use in the new development plan, but the requirement is 50/50 
employment/residential split, which this proposal exceeds. We also think it is important that the allocation 
is viewed in its context. 

A. At the time the allocation was drafted, the site had previously held planning permission for 
much less space (10,598 sqm).  

B. The Borough Character Assessment (2014) cited as evidence supporting the recent 
development plan, concluded that the area was not suitable for tall buildings.    

C. The site is within an area designated in the recent plan as an “area of special character” (so 
Policy CC4 should apply) 

The supporting statements do not appear to address the imbalance in the mix proposed.  Nor do they 
appear to address either the Borough Character Assessment, or the allocation of the site within an “area of 
special character”.  In our view the proposals cannot be considered as reflecting the “special character of 
the area” and we note that there are NO tall buildings within this designated area.  Nor does the proposal 
address the conclusion, from the Character Assessment, that tall buildings are not appropriate in this 
location. 
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5. Golden Mile 

Play is also made of the fact that the development complies with the Golden Mile vision and masterplan. 
However, the Golden Mile document is wholly irrelevant since no local plan for the Golden Mile has yet 
been approved, let alone adopted, therefore this application could legally only be considered against the 
current local plan. Furthermore, we ought to point out that this site would not in any case be part of the 
Golden Mile since the Golden Mile is accepted to end on the East side of Syon Lane. As to the reference that 
the developer makes to this development being the "gateway" to the Golden Mile, this is completely 
inaccurate for the reasons given above considering that the listed Gillette building serves this purpose 
admirably and has done for many years.  

It is also clear from the pictures below that the ‘gateway’ to the Golden Mile is already demarcated by the 
Gillette tower on one end and the Homebase pinnacle on the other, thus negating the need of any other 
‘landmark element’, which would spoil the existing iconic landscape.  

 

Views from the Great West Road (A4), West to East 

 

 

Views from the Green School for Girls 

  

 

6. Traffic  

Vehicular access to and from the site will simply add to the traffic volume already experienced. The A4/Syon 
Lane/Spur Road junction is one of the busiest and most dangerous junctions along the A4. The junction is 
already seriously polluted, especially during the peak hours. Traffic queues in every direction are the norm. 
The developer states that all existing standard requirements will be met provided their projections are 
correct and everything else remains the same. Will the number of cars on Syon Lane and GWR remain the 
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same (there are three major schools planned within the vicinity, the expansion of the SKY headquarters, the 
redevelopment of the Gillette building)? 

 

7. Pollution  

The applicants have not conducted any on-site pollution measurements and have thus far relied on 
computer models. As far as noise and air pollution are concerned the applicants claim all existing standards 
will be met, but the contradiction is that the model of the residential development already admits that 
pollution levels are too high for the flats to be placed at lower levels and concedes that, even as planned, 
many bedroom windows will have to be sealed and corridors will not benefit from direct sunlight. 

The reality is that the number of residents is expected to be in the region of 200-300 and they will be living 
in a highly polluted area, with the outlook of having to live in a cocooned atmosphere. 

We cannot as yet estimate what impact the commercial activities of the site will have on the surrounding 
area. Apart from the Access Company storage facility, there will be small-size commercial outlets with 
attendant vehicles and deliveries etc. 

The conclusion is that the site is heavily polluted and therefore not suitable for residential development. 

Given rising concern about the levels of pollution in London and the London Mayor’s commitment to lower 
those levels, it is extraordinary that a major junction as Gillette Corner is not being monitored and that, 
more generally, there are no monitoring stations in the whole area of Isleworth and Osterley. 

It is therefore striking that the report on air pollution contains no actual measurements of air pollution in 
the vicinity of the proposed development and all the figures used are produced by computer models. The 
air pollution report itself points out how wrong the data produced by these models can be and we do not 
think that a major development should proceed without a careful analysis of actual pollution levels. 

Further analysis on air quality is attached as a Paper produced by David Pavett. 

 

8. Parking and PTAL 

The developer suggests that the site has very good public transport access; however, this statement is 
contradicted by the reality of a PTAL 2 where the site is located. The area is badly served by public 
transport. At 42 spaces for 200-300 residents, the car parking provision is inadequate and whilst residents 
will not be able to apply for off-site parking permits, there can be no restriction on their possessing cars 
resulting in ad-hoc parking in the surrounding area where CPZs do not already exist (e.g. Great Western 
Road and Syon Park Gardens). Car parking in the entire area is already at breaking point, with three new 
schools planned in the immediate vicinity, the expansion of the SKY headquarters and the redevelopment of 
the Gillette Building. 

 

9. Impact on neighbouring properties 

The daylight sundial effect is not quantified by the developer, however many residents on Syon Lane, Great 
West Road and the Northumberland estate have consulted the tables in the daylight documents and are 
concerned about the effect the proposals will have on individual properties. All the applicant claims is that 
BRE standards are met. 

 

10. Loss of view of the landmark Gillette Building 

Vistas from far around are important with the Gillette Tower as the predominant landmark. These views will 
be adversely affected by the proposed scheme. The Gillette Building is a listed building and many properties 
enjoy views of it, and they will be deprived of this visual amenity should the development be allowed to go 
ahead. 
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Below are the roads that will be impacted by the development and will lose sight of the Gillette Tower. We 
also attach some images sent in by residents from nearby roads, showing the view from properties in the 
streets that will be affected. 

Streets affected: 

Northumberland Avenue, 
 Northumberland Gardens,  
Redesdale Gardens,  
Hexham Gardens,  
Otterburn Gardens,  
Warkworth Gardens,  
Rothbury Gardens,  
Roxborough Avenue,  
Harewood Road,  
Campion Road,  

Albury Avenue,  
Parkwood Road,  
London Road,  
Hartham Road,  
Finney Lane,  
Jodrell Close,  
Downs View,  
Blenheim Way,  
Deepwell Close. 

 

Some examples: 

Views from the playing fields of the Green School for Girls 

 

Views from 60 Albury Avenue                                Views from 22 Otterburn Gardens 
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11. Employment elements 

Poor quality and inflexible design of the employment units. 

Smaller units: 

With no access or servicing arrangements, it is unclear how the units can be occupied as the application 
material suggests. We cannot see how these units would appeal to small manufacturing firms which the 
developer suggested would take the space. Without access or service arrangements, the units would be 
unattractive to SMEs requiring flexible workshop or employment space. Indeed, a lack of access and service 
arrangement is frequently cited by developers seeking to remove employment space from the portfolio.    

Regarding office use (which does not require access and servicing to the units), the site would not appear 
suitable for new offices.  It is outside any designated town centre (or any other designated centre in the 
Borough plan) and Policy ED1 focuses new office space into the four town centres.     

Also the Borough’s recent Employment Land Review (ELR), prepared with full knowledge of the Borough 
Permitted Development Right Losses, noted that the town centres had an oversupply of vacant small and 
cost efficient office space, exactly the size and type of units being promoted here. In relation to the wider 
Great West Road area, and its attractiveness for office occupiers the ELR noted:   

“Although the Great West Road has attracted major businesses such as GlaxoSmithKline in the past, 
many potential occupiers view the offices and infrastructure as outdated. More specifically, access 
poses a problem. The area has poor public transport connections, and access to many offices is 
difficult without the use of a car. SKY chooses to combat poor accessibility by running shuttle buses 
between its campus and tube and rail stations. Another issue is lack of availability of amenity and 
servicing space in the area” (Para 4.34) 

So for any new office space the plan priority directs development, and occupiers, into the town centres. 

And, in this area, Brentford town centre would clearly be the priority location. 

Calculation of Gross Direct Employment (and other economic benefits of the proposal): 

The application material estimates that the scheme will generate 75 jobs.  The source is cited as the site 
promotor, and the material claims that this has been checked against the HCA Employment Densities Guide.  
But this appears to be an inflated estimate.  

The HCA guidance provides no estimate for Self-Storage uses and so cannot be cited as a source. However, 
we are aware that this type of use is unlikely to employ more than 5 FTEs (Full Time Employees).  For 
example, Shurgard Ltd (a similar storage operator) made representation to the recent Lewisham 
Examination in Public citing that a self-storage facility employs as few as 4-5 FTEs. 

For the office elements, the developer suggests that the space is targeted at the small creative, SME, 
occupiers (as opposed to main offices – for which the ELR recognises there is an oversupply).  This was 
certainly the target market promoted at the consultations.  

Assuming an end user such as an SME/creative firm, the most appropriate density would appear to be ‘studio 
spaces’.  The HCA guidance cites 1:20 – 1:40sqm as being appropriate to this type of occupier.  So this suggests 
the 731sqm of space could only accommodate between 18 and 35 jobs.  Given self-storage is unlikely to 
employ many people, this puts into question the 75 jobs the economic case scheme relies on. 

 

12. Housing needs 

The LBH Housing Strategy 2014 – 2018 makes clear that Hounslow greatest need is for family-sized homes.  

“We expect an increased demand for homes in Hounslow, particularly larger family-sized homes” 

Only 10 out of the 102 proposed housing units are family-sized homes (i.e. 3 minimum bedrooms). 

The same LBH document also predicts a decrease in the need for flats in the private rented sector, which is 
contrary to what this development proposes. 

https://www.lewisham.gov.uk/myservices/planning/policy/LDF/development-policies/Documents/CgMsForShurgardDMLPModifications.pdf
https://www.lewisham.gov.uk/myservices/planning/policy/LDF/development-policies/Documents/CgMsForShurgardDMLPModifications.pdf
https://www.hounslow.gov.uk/downloads/file/258/housing_strategy_2014-2018
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“The changing age structure of residents will generate further housing needs within the borough: an 
increasing number of children and middle aged adults (30-59) will create demand for larger family 
homes; and a decreasing number of young adults (18-29) could potentially create less demand 
within the borough for smaller properties with highly mobile tenure types (e.g. flats in the private 
rented sector).” 

The LBH Housing Market Assessment of June 2016, produced for LBH by COBWEB Consulting, also makes 
clear that Hounslow’s paramount housing need is for family-sized homes. 

In the section on Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) for housing we read: 

“The dwelling size breakdown of the OAN is dependent on assumptions about future occupancy rates. 
Assuming that private sector occupancy rates (which include significant levels of under-occupancy) remain 
as at present, the required size breakdown of new dwellings over the 2015 to 2035 period will be 20% one 
bedroom dwellings, 31% two bedroom dwellings, 34% three bedroom dwellings, and 16% four bedroom 
dwellings. Future trends such as worsening affordability, changes to housing benefit, or planning policies 
might impact on this and produce a greater demand for smaller dwellings.” 

 

13. Other considerations 

 The developer went to great lengths to suggest that, prior to the application being submitted, the 
scheme was already supported by the GLA, CABE, TfL and Historic England. Given that detailed designs  
without providing any evidence.  We would be surprised that these bodies would reach a definitive 
view about this development without seeing the final plans submitted. 

 The applicant suggests that the small employment units would serve SME manufacturing firms, but we 
find it hard to see how this type of occupier would benefit from this use, given the lack of loading, 
parking and suitable access proposed (there is none!). 

 There is a classic error in the application - which is serious because it highlights a lack of facilities. The 
application shows the distance to nearby doctors’ surgeries as being 1.7km to Thornbury Rd Centre for 
Health and 1.4 km to Spring Grove Medical Practice. Since these surgeries are co-located in the same 
building, the information is inaccurate and misleading. Furthermore, neither facility is very accessible from 
the site of the proposed building.  

14. Conclusion 

Having carefully reviewed the application to develop this site, and having discussed it with planning 
professionals it is our considered opinion that the application should be refused. We believe that many of the 
above points would, by themselves, be sufficient grounds for refusal. When taken together we believe that the 
case for refusal is overwhelming. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

 

Brij Rathor 

Chairman, OWGRA 

https://hounslow.box.com/s/po01wqm4qc31hy7g9gpnp3x92130boyc

