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1.0 I hold an M.A. from the London School of Economics and am a Fellow of the Royal 

Institution of Chartered Surveyors (now retired).  As a senior management team member of 

a FTSE 100 property PLC, I had considerable experience of the development and 

management of large shopping centres and other real estate in the U.K.   I am an Honorary 

Associate of Thames Valley Housing Association Ltd, having been a non-executive board 

member for 12 years, latterly as Vice-Chair (Development).  I have lived in Kew with my 

family for over 25 years and am a trustee and unpaid committee member of the Kew 

Society, speaking on behalf of its planning team. 

2.0 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. 

3.0 TKS is mindful of the Inspector’s request to avoid repetition wherever possible and 

therefore at the outset wish to ally our case to, and support, those of the Royal Botanic 

Gardens of Kew (RBGK), Historic England (HE) and other resident groups who support the 

London Borough of Hounslow’s refusals of planning permission.   Thus we do not propose to 

present detail evidence of the adverse impact of the proposals on heritage assets and views 

within Kew though would wish to highlight the importance of considering night time 

impacts.   

4.0 This proof will therefore focus on “the living conditions issue” and “other matters” in 

relation to Appeal A. 

4.1         Appeal B issues are contained in paras 15.0 to 17.0. 

 

5.0   Appeal A General Comments 

These comments relate to the Environmental Statement- volume 2, Chapter 07, Air Quality, 

December 2015, prepared for London Borough of Hounslow by Air Quality Consultants Ltd 

and the revised Environmental Addendum, published in October 2016. The latter differs from 

the original only in Table 7.19 and table 7.21, revisions which relate to proposals for 

increasing the internal floor space, number of dwellings and number of offices in the scheme. 

The conclusions are unchanged. 

5.1 The proposed Chiswick Curve development should be assessed in the context of 

other nearby developments. The Environmental Statement assesses its impact on air quality 

(AQ) as a free-standing scheme. 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 and recent individual planning applications 

have  been judged as though they are standalone projects.  Other residential developments 

within the immediate vicinity of the Chiswick Curve include:- 
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5.1.2 Brentford Football Club Community Stadium (capacity 17,500) and surrounding 

“enabling development” – tower blocks accommodating 910 apartments now under 

construction. 

5.1.3 Wheatstone House at 650 Chiswick High Rd. Redevelopment of the old telephone 

exchange to provide 95 flats under construction 

5.1.4 Capital Interchange Way, Citroen site, – a development of 427 homes [planning 

permission refused by LBH (December 2017)], but currently called in by The Mayor of 

London with a view to increasing the proportion of “affordable” housing]. 

5.1.5  1-4 Capital Interchange Way – a bus garage with “enabling development” of up to 

550 residential units.  Although refused permission by LBH, an appeal or re-application 

remain possibilities.  

5.1.6 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. 

5.2       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 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”. 

6.0 Traffic in the area of Chiswick Roundabout and its impact on Air Quality (AQ).  

6.1 Road traffic emissions are the most important factor contributing to poor AQ in 

London (see TKS/1/C Figure 1).  

6.2 The roads leading onto Chiswick Roundabout, the site of the Chiswick Curve 

development, are already extremely busy. Slow moving traffic and jams are routine on these 

roads during peak periods.  The section of the A406 between Chiswick Roundabout and the 

Hanger Lane gyratory is the most congested road in the UK with more hours being lost in 

traffic jams during rush hours than on any other road (Source: BBC and INRIX Roadway 

Analytics, see para. 12.6 below).  Local traffic data is shown in TKS/1/C Figure 2.  

6.3         The traffic on each of the five roads connecting to Chiswick Roundabout has been 

almost constant over the last 3-5 years (Source: Department for Transport Traffic Statistics).  

The bar chart at TKS/1/C Fig 2 shows averaged AADF’s for the last two years available for 

each road and the total number of traffic movements coming onto and off Chiswick 

Roundabout. Halving the latter indicates daily movements on the roundabout itself of 

65,500 - a traffic load equivalent to the worst locations in Central London.  
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6.4 Given current trends, the traffic at Chiswick Roundabout is unlikely to decrease over 

the next five years. Moreover the Mayor of London proposes to introduce an Ultra Low 

Emission Zone (ULEZ) in October 2019. The current proposal is for an outer ULEZ boundary 

at the North and South Circular Roads (Mayor’s Transport Strategy March 2018). This will 

discourage older more polluting light vehicles (cars and vans) from driving further into 

central London, concentrating them on the Circular Roads. As a result exhaust pollutants 

such as NOx and PM’s are unlikely to decrease and may well increase in the vicinity of the 

Circular Roads, particularly Chiswick Roundabout.  

6.5 The Mayor of London has also proposed the introduction of Cycle Superhighway 9 in 

West London. Whilst we are in sympathy with actions to promote cycling and acknowledge 

that such actions aim to help improve air quality by reducing road traffic, we propose that 

Supercycle Highway 9, if introduced  , may have adverse effects on traffic flow and promote 

further air pollution in the area around Chiswick Roundabout. This is because, inter alia, it 

aims to “reduce through traffic and rat-running in residential roads by restricting access to 

the South Circular from Wellesley Road and Stile Hall Gardens for motor vehicles, making 

these streets more appealing places to walk and cycle” (TfL). However, in achieving the 

latter aim all the south and southwest-destined traffic which currently avoids Chiswick 

Roundabout by driving via Wellesley Road etc. will be forced to use the Roundabout.  This 

increased load on the roundabout will further promote slow moving and jammed traffic at 

that site, increasing the already toxic air pollution. 

6.6 The Environmental Statement for the Chiswick Curve Development examines two 

scenarios in analysing traffic pollution: (i) assumes that road traffic emission factors remain 

the same in future years as in 2011 and (ii) assumes that they decrease in future years as 

was forecast earlier by DEFRA. We submit that the latter assumption should be ignored 

since they have not reduced in line with this forecast and, indeed are likely to rise with the 

introduction of the ULEZ and Super Cycle Superhighway  9. 

6.7 Para 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.”   

6.8 Para 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 Inquiry Inspector to give considerable weight to the NPPF policies in his 

recommendations to the Minister. 

6.9         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 
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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 plan-

making 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 Para 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;” 

7.0 Predicting future traffic emissions.    

7.1   Predicting future NOx and PM levels is technically difficult and has sometimes resulted 

in “discrepancies”, as acknowledged in the Environmental Statement.  DEFRA has addressed 

this problem by frequently updating its “Emission Factor Toolkit”, used by Local Authorities, 

developers, etc., for making predictions. The results presented in both the original 

Statement (December 2015) and in the revised version (October 2016) were calculated 

using the vs6.0.2 of the Toolkit which was published in November 2014. Vs7.0 of the Toolkit 

was published in June 2016 and could have been available for the revised Statement. DEFRA 

advises Local Authorities to always use the latest version of the Toolkit. The vs 7.0 user 

guide indicates that this version fixed several “bugs” in vs 6.0.2. It may be argued that using 

the latest Toolkit would have had little or no effect on the results published in the revised 

Statement, but we propose that the failure to use vs7.0 for it is regrettable. 

8.0  Specific Comments relating to Environmental Statement 

8.1 Baseline Environment 

8.2 Para 7.17 We note that mean annual NO2 concentrations have consistently 

exceeded the UK objective in the study area 2010-2014 and that the 1h mean objective was 

exceeded at the Gunnersbury Avenue automatic monitor in 2014 (table 7.3). We add that 

the 1h mean objective was also exceeded at this monitor in 2016 (LBH AQ Report 2017). The 

PM10 annual mean objective at Gunnersbury Avenue automatic monitor was within the 

UK/EU objective (40μg/m3)for 2013-2014 (table 7.4). However if WHO reference standards 

were used (20μg/m3) it would have exceeded them in these years and also more recently in 

2016 (LBH AQ Report 2017).  Although the UK objective for PM10 has been held at 40 

μg/m3, in line with the EU directive, it is noteworthy that the WHO Air Quality Guidelines 

(2005) advise that reducing the level to 20 μg/m3 would cut air pollution -related deaths by 

15%. Section 2.5 of the Air Quality Action Report (2017) for London Borough of Hounslow 
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(LBH) reports estimates of over 100 premature deaths p.a. due to PM2.5 (PM2.5s are a 

fraction of small particles within PM10s) and over 1500 lost life hours. Three LBH wards, of 

which Brentford was one, had the highest level of deaths in the Borough from this cause.  

Thus we submit that it is important for residents’ health and mortality in Brentford to 

consider whether PM10 concentrations comply with the lower WHO objective. 

8.3  Collectively, these results confirm that the area around the Chiswick Curve 

development already has very poor air quality.  

9.0       Future Air Quality      

9.1       The Environmental Statement acknowledges that the National Map of roadside 

annual mean nitrogen dioxide concentrations identified that UK/EU limits were exceeded on 

all roads leading to Chiswick Roundabout in 2014.  The London Atmospheric Emissions 

Inventory (LAEI) indicates that this will continue to be the case in 2020 (See TKS/1/C Figure 

3).  

9.2 The Mayors ULEZ and Cycle Superhighway 9 proposals (see above) may make the 

situation even worse than that modelled in the LAEI for 2020. Moreover the LAEI predictions 

around Chiswick Roundabout would not have included further air pollution arising from 

actual and proposed regeneration projects in Brentford.  

9.3 NO2 concentrations have been modelled for 2020 for each of the existing receptors 

near the development, R1-R4 (table 7.6 and see TKS/1/C Figure 4).  As proposed earlier 

predictions “with official emissions reduction” should be ignored since the evidence is that 

such reductions will not occur. The “without emissions reduction” predictions are that NO2 

annual mean values will be between 51.7- 64.0 μg/m3, far exceeding the objective of 40 

μg/m3.  Moreover, one of the receptor sites (R2, at Swallow Crescent on the SE corner of 

Chiswick Roundabout) is predicted to have an annual mean PM10 concentration of 32.2 

μg/m3 which, although within the UK/EU objective, is above the mean concentration (32 

μg/m3) at which exceedance of the 24h mean concentration is possible, as outlined in the 

Local Air Quality Management Guidance (DEFRA). Receptor sites R1, R3 and R4 are only just 

below this level and all would fail the WHO guidelines for PM10 limits.  

9.4 All these modelling results point to appallingly toxic air quality around the Chiswick  

Roundabout, adjacent to the Chiswick Curve site. The predicted baseline pollution levels for 

2020, the proposed completion time for the Chiswick Curve, are those to which future 

residents and those who live and work nearby already, would be exposed when they went 

out on the street.  They are damaging to health.  

9.5        We emphasise that two schools, Kew House School (registered for 600 students) and 

The International School of London (400+ students) both lie within 350 metres of The 

Chiswick Curve site (Figure 7.3). The current policy in all schools is that students should 

arrive and go home by sustainable transport – with particular emphasis on walking and 

cycling. Thus a significant proportion of these 1000 + students will be exposed on a daily 

basis to this toxic atmosphere. Bad air quality is particularly damaging to the health of 

children and young people, inducing new onset of asthma, provoking asthmatic attacks in 
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those having the disease, and retarding lung growth in those living beside such polluted 

roads (“Every breath we take. The lifelong impact of air pollution”, Royal College of 

Physicians Report, 2016).  

9.6       There are more than 100 residential properties within 350 metres of Chiswick Curve 

(Environmental Statement, para 7.91) and over 1000 new properties are under construction 

within this distance at the Brentford Community Stadium Enabling Development and 

Wheatstone House. Elderly people, the infirm and the young living in these residences will 

be particularly adversely affected by this toxic air and are likely to be amongst the 9000 

Londoners who die prematurely as a result of chronic exposure to air pollution (Mayor of 

London).  

9.7 Additionally over 9000 people work at Chiswick Business Park, located just over 350 

m from Chiswick Roundabout. There are also hundreds of other office workers in the 

immediate area, e.g. at Chiswick Tower (BSI), Vantage West, Volkswagen Brentford, etc. 

Many of these employees too are exposed to air pollution on the streets as they come and 

go to work every day.  

10.0 The London Plan 

10.1      We draw the Inspector’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”.  

10.2     We assert that the Chiswick Curve development proposal fails to meet every one of 

these policies. 

11.0      Implications for this Appeal 

11.1 We propose that in view of the evidence summarized above and to protect human 

health, no further residential development should take place in the Chiswick Roundabout 

area until after radical steps have been taken to clean up the atmosphere so that it at least 

complies with UK air quality objectives. 

12.0 Operation (as referred in Environment Statement) 

12.1 Table 7.103 and associated text predict the NO2 concentrations in 2020. We accept 

that the energy plants (gas boilers and CHP unit) are efficient and will have an insignificant 

effect. Their contribution is modelled together with the impact of development road traffic 

and the total is shown to be negligible in any of the various scenarios (table 7.13).  This is 

not surprising given the very high background NO2 levels on which we have commented 

above. It is comparable to measuring the effect of a drop (site operations) in the ocean 



9 
 

(background level). The same comment applies to predicted operational impacts on 

particulate concentrations (table 7.14), also found to be negligible. 

12.2 Para 7.110 acknowledges that residential areas will be exposed to emissions from 

road traffic from surrounding roads. Predicted NO2 and Particulate concentrations are 

reported in table 7.15.  We stress again that annual mean NO2 predictions with ”official 

reductions” are irrelevant for reasons discussed above. The NO2 concentrations predicted 

for the “without emissions reduction” are modelled for five locations (N1-N5) (see TKS/1/C 

Figure 4) around the Chiswick Curve development for the 6th floor and for N3 and N4 on the 

31st floor. Residential property begins at the 6th floor where NO2 concentrations at all 

receptor sites N1-N5 are forecast to be ~36 μg/m3.  The Statement concludes that the air 

quality for future residents will be acceptable (para 7.111) as this is below the 40 μg/m3 

UK/EU objective. This conclusion fails to take into account the important point that the level 

of response to a specific dose of a drug, or concentration of an inhaled toxin, etc., is not 

precisely the same for every individual in a population. Thus it is not the case that all 

individuals will have no health effects below 40 μg/m3NO2, whilst all have adverse health 

effects above 40 μg/m3NO2. In practice biological responses follow a Normal  Distribution 

curve, sometimes skewed to the left or the right.   So whilst some individuals will remain 

healthy at 35 μg/m3NO2, others will respond with asthma attacks at this concentration.  

Conversely, some individuals will remain healthy at 45 μg/m3NO2 whilst others will develop 

respiratory problems. Thus it is not correct to conclude that with ~ 36 μg/m3NO2 

concentration on the 6th floor, air quality will be “acceptable” for future residents. This 

concentration is only just below the UK/EU objective and some residents are likely to 

respond by developing adverse health effects, whilst others will not. 

12.3 Similar modelling was carried out for particulates at the N1-N5 sites (table 7.15). In 

all cases the annual mean PM10 concentration was over 23 μg/m3. This level is above the 

WHO objective of 20 μg/m3 which, as argued above, should be considered since fewer 

people will suffer ill health or premature death at this level of PM10. We conclude that 

adverse health effects should be anticipated in some individuals exposed to 23 μg/m3. We 

stress again that the cumulative effect of the Brentford redevelopment projects listed above 

is likely to lead to higher levels for both NOx and PM10 in the area than are forecast for the 

Chiswick Curve and that the environmental effect of the latter should not be considered in 

isolation. 

12.4 The Atrium door opens to the outside atmosphere.  In 2014, Receptor R2 (HS33) on 

the opposite side of Chiswick Roundabout had a predicted annual mean NO2 concentration 

of 64 μg/m3 (table 7.6), a concentration at which there is a risk of the 1h mean objective 

being exceeded. Paras 7.112 and 7.113 consider whether the 1h mean objective could also 

be exceeded in the nearby Atrium and conclude that it is unlikely. This is debateable since 

there will be many visitors and office workers constantly coming and going with consequent 

seepage of the toxic air of the roundabout into the Atrium. Moreover whilst most of them 

will not spend one hour in the atrium there will be others who do such as receptionists, 

cleaners and other staff. 



10 
 

12.5 The internal and external Playspace is located on the 5th floor. Table 5 models the 

NO2 and particulate concentrations for the Playspace  at  sites N1-N5. Results for “with 

emissions reduction” can be ignored, as discussed above. The annual mean NO2 (without 

emissions reduction) at all five sites (36.9- 38.2 μg/m3) is  perilously close to the 40 μg/m3 

objective. Moreover the annual mean for PM10 (23.6- 24.0 μg/m3), whilst compliant with 

the UK objective, is above the WHO objective, with consequent risks to health. However, 

based on these results, para 7.115 concludes that the AQ for users of the playspace will be 

acceptable. We strongly disagree, especially since the space will be used by children who 

are particularly vulnerable to toxic air. Second, as discussed above, some individuals in a 

population will respond to poor air quality with adverse health effects at lower 

concentrations of toxins than others. It is very likely that some children will suffer adverse 

respiratory problems at these concentrations of NO2 and PM10. 

12.6 The Statement estimates that the Chiswick Curve will generate 111,390 additional 

road trips per year from residents and 187,975 additional road trips per year from office 

workers (total 299,365 trips) (para 7.131). We have argued above that the roads around 

Chiswick Roundabout are already extremely busy. INRIX Roadway Analytics, which provides 

traffic data and flow analysis worldwide, reported in February 2017 that Gunnersbury Ave 

northbound (A406, Chiswick Roundabout – Hanger Lane) is the most congested road in the 

UK, with more hours being lost in traffic jams during rush hours than on any other road (see 

table 2, http://inrix.com/press-releases/traffic-congestion-cost-uk-motorists-more-than-30-

billion-in-2016/).  Apart from the unacceptable levels of exhaust emission pollution 

generated, the financial costs to private motorists, companies and the national economy of 

such delays are very high. We propose that adding an extra 299,365 trips p.a. on the roads 

around Chiswick Roundabout will have catastrophic results for traffic flow in this area.  

12.7      Further, the implications for air quality of the use and operation of the building 

design in practice need to be considered.   Modelling of the vehicular flows in to and out of 

the barrier-controlled underground and ‘automatic’ lift-serviced car park need to be 

demonstrated as having no adverse air quality implications, particularly during peak times, 

for Larch Drive and Chiswick roundabout in terms of increasing vehicle queues because of 

the need to enter or leave traffic flows.    As Larch Drive has been the location of a recent 

serious Road Traffic Accident, highway safety should also be examined.     Similarly, the lift 

access arrangements for the underground bicycle park should be demonstrated to be 

practical and without adverse implication for traffic flow around the development. 

12.8 We draw the Inspector’s attention to the fact that the forecast 299,362 extra road 

trips p.a. around Chiswick Roundabout will not be evenly distributed throughout the day, or 

the weeks of the year. For example, traffic will be particularly heavy at peak periods when 

office workers at Chiswick Curve are arriving or leaving for home.  Similarly during school 

term time these peak periods will be exacerbated by some residents using cars to deliver or 

pick up children from school. Even greater jams (and therefore exhaust emission pollution) 

are predicted in the area at these times. Why was this scenario not modelled?  Traffic 

already backs up from the roundabout along Chiswick High Rd, onto its junction with Kew 

Bridge, and over the bridge to Kew Green and beyond during peak periods. With 299,362 
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extra trips p.a. at the Chiswick Roundabout it is likely that the traffic on the South Circular 

and Kew Roads, heading through Kew towards the roundabout, will be even further backed 

up, clogging these major roads and adding to the pollution already present adjacent to the 

World Heritage Site of the Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew. 

12.9 Table 7.20 reports NOx and PM10 transport emissions calculated for these road trips 

generated by the development. Table 7.21 calculates the allowed Transport Emission 

Benchmarks.  This shows that the total transport emissions are greater than the 

Benchmarks for both NOx and PM10.  This is of course totally unacceptable and must not be 

allowed to happen. Transport emissions in this area are already toxic and illegal, as argued 

above. 

13.0    Additional matters 

13.1    Anticipating emergency eventualities is not usually part of Town Planning processes 

but the recent Grenfell Tower tragedy elsewhere in West London might suggest that easy 

access for emergency vehicles should be reviewed for Chiswick Curve, not only because of 

the extreme difficulty in getting access to the site in most traffic conditions but also because 

of the very limited site at ground level from which rescues could commence. 

13.2    Premature in local plan context and infrastructure provision, this excessive 

overdevelopment of a tiny 0.28 hectare site has failed fully to consider the potential 

“Hudson Square” site combination opportunity whilst the Highway Authorities may not have 

fully explored highway improvement opportunities to ease traffic flows at Chiswick 

Roundabout and the roads leading to it. 

14.0    Conclusion 

14.1    TKS fully supports the cases of RBGK and HE with regard to the adverse visual and 

other impacts of the proposal on the World Heritage Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew and its 

Conservation Areas but, to avoid repetition, has not presented evidence on these matters. 

14.2    TKS believes that the implications of the Chiswick Curve development are severely 

adverse for local residents with regard to traffic, congestion and pollution and asks the 

Inspector to recommend to the Secretary of State that this Appeal should be refused.  

 

 

Appeal B General Comments 

15.0     The advertising panels are very large, being some 168 sq m, 78 sq m and 78 sq m in 

area.   These are excessive, will be obtrusive and would constitute an inappropriate 

precedent. 

16.0     Public Health England has recently (April 2018) issued advice that LED lighting can 

have harmful health effects and that local authorities should review carefully installation or 

replacement of street lighting with LED systems.   Further, research published in the April 

2018 edition of Environmental Health Perspectives by scientists at Exeter University and the 
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Barcelona Institute for Global Health links increased incidence of prostate and breast cancer 

to LED street lighting.    Whilst LED street lighting may be different to LED electronic 

advertising panels, evidence should be presented to the Inquiry that there can be no 

adverse health impacts from the nature of the light sources in the present advertising 

proposals.  

17.0 Current digital advertising at Chiswick roundabout astride the M4 (granted on 

Appeal in 2012, APP/F5540/H/12/2169784) is visible from the Thames towpath and north 

facing upper floors of residential and other property in Kew, particularly at night.   Any 

advertising consent granted in respect of the present appeal should ensure that such 

advertising is not visible from Kew and the setting of heritage assets such as the UNESCO 

World Heritage Royal Botanic Gardens in Kew, the listed Kew Bridge and Kew Steam 

Museum, the Kew Green Conservation Area, and the River Thames is not impacted.    

17.1     The NPPF requires that “[Planning policies should] limit the impact of light pollution  

from artificial light on local amenity, intrinsically dark landscapes and nature conservation”.   

17.2      LBH’s planning policies include (CC5):  

“(c) Ensuring that advertisements do not adversely impact on the setting of heritage assets, 

the skyline or the amenity of residential properties. Any impact will be assessed in terms of 

its significance; 

(d) Encouraging all advertisements to positively contribute to an area’s character and 

amenity of residential areas and resisting adverts that will cause severe harm in terms of 

townscape, amenity and public safety; 

(e) Ensuring advertisements are sensitive to their context and well designed, and resisting 

excessive or obtrusive advertising and inappropriate illuminated signage” 

The skyline will be significantly and adversely impacted by proposals on the scale of 

Chiswick Curve’s advertising proposals whilst direct upward and spill light from the panels 

will further contribute adversely to general light pollution in the immediate area and wider 

West London.   The Arcadian Thames is also at risk together with Gunnersbury Park and its 

southern nature habitat areas. 

17.3    The development will clearly impact significantly adversely on nearby residential 

housing such as recent new dwellings on Chiswick Roundabout, existing dwellings on the 

east side of Chiswick High Road and those under construction at 650 Chiswick High Road 

(Wheatstone House) and the football stadium “enabling development” may be further 

prejudiced. 

17.4    The sizes of the advertising proposed are excessive and will be obtrusive.   They 

would constitute an inappropriate precedent with adverse road safety distraction and glare 

consequences. 

17.4     If, notwithstanding our evidence, the Inspector is minded to recommend approval to 

the Secretary of State I would highlight a recent advertising consent granted locally on 
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Appeal (APP/FF5540/H/16/3152328) which may provide some model precedent conditions 

such as: 

17.4.1   Specifically restricted to products and services of the proposed occupier (a car 

showroom) 

17.4.2   Maximum illumination levels permitted at different times: during the day, sunset to 

2300 and 2300 to sunrise, all measured at nearby residential properties  

17.4.3   Change of advertising to be instantaneous and only between midnight and 0300.  

No moving, or apparently moving, images permitted 

 

18.0      Statement of Truth/Declaration 

 

I believe that the facts stated in this witness statement are true. 

 

Signed…………………………………… 

Name………………………………. 

Date………………………………………… Formatted: Font: 12 pt


