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OWGRA comments on Bolder Academy Transport Assessment and Travel Plan 
Planning application: system reference: P/2017/1417; planning reference: 01106/W/P9. 
 
OWGRA supports the development of the Bolder Academy as this school will serve the local community of 
Isleworth and Brentford. The worthiness of the project does not, however, mean that normal planning 
considerations should be relaxed. We are very concerned that the transport and traffic issues have not been 
adequately addressed despite raising these problems with Bolder since December 2016. The problems 
detailed below need to be addressed satisfactorily and solutions proposed by the applicant before planning 
permission is granted. The issues of transport, safety and pollution are now so important for Hounslow and 
London generally that the application should not be passed on the basis of a promise to sort out the problems 
later on. There has been plenty of time to resolve them and this has not yet been done. 

It should be noted that Bolder have responded to some of the comments below but have not provided any 
solutions, so the comments still stand.  TfL have stated “TfL currently unable to support the proposal; as it 
does not comply to London Plan policies; and considers the current proposed mitigation measures would not 
be sufficient to mitigate against the likely high and traffic impact from the proposal.” 

1. BOLDER SITE LOCATION AND PUBLIC TRANSPORT 

a. The site of the proposed Bolder Academy has very poor access to public transport, which is why it has a 
PTAL (Public Transport Accessibility Level) rating of 0 (0 is the lowest rating, 6b is the highest). Despite 
this lowest rating, the following very misleading statement appears in the TA  

“Despite having a PTAL of 0, the site is considered to be generally accessible by public transport”. 

This sort of conclusion gives readers very little confidence in any of the analyses and conclusions 
contained in the Bolder TA. 

b. Osterley station is 1.2 miles away (25-30 minutes’ walk) and Syon Lane station is 0.7 miles away (15 
minutes’ walk). The H91 bus stop is 0.5 miles away (10 minutes’ walk) and the H28 bus stop is 0.4 miles 
away (8 minutes’ walk), hence the PTAL of 0.  

c. The H28 is a single decker bus which runs every 20 mins and takes a very circuitous route to Hounslow, 
and then Hayes via Heston and Cranford. Table 26 in the TA shows that the proposed number of pupils 
using each H28 bus during the AM peak (8-9 am) is 90. Interesting, as the capacity of the single-decker 
H28 is only 42, including standing. 

d. There is no direct bus route into the heart of Brentford or Isleworth, where most of the pupils will come 
from. 

2.  TRAFFIC PROJECTIONS 

a. We are mainly concerned with the impact of the Bolder Academy on the morning rush hour (AM peak) 
as that is when commuter and school traffic coincide.  Staggered school hours for Bolder, Nishkam 
Primary and Secondary will not necessarily reduce the traffic problem as students and parents arrive 
when they want and is convenient for them. 

b. Bolder have relied on some data from the Nishkam planning application of June 2015; the reliability of 
these data had been questioned by residents at the time. 

c. Bolder are predicting 378 two-way traffic journeys during the AM peak, whereas it will be at least 435 
(as they omitted staff arrivals). Add to this another 1,200 predicted two-way traffic journeys for 
Nishkam (forecasts from local residents based on available local and national data) in the same area 
and we are faced with at least an extra 1,635 car journeys in east Osterley along narrow and very 
congested roads. 

d. The concern with Bolder traffic is that it will be heading north up Syon Lane from Gillette Corner, 
turning right into Tesco, with staff turning right into MacFarlane Lane, thus exacerbating southbound 
tailbacks along Syon Lane and Windmill Lane (which often go beyond the M4 underpass and as far as 
Tentelow Lane). These tailbacks will be further exacerbated by pedestrians crossing Syon Lane along 2 
new zebra crossings (one for Nishkam, one for Bolder).  Additional braking caused by pedestrian 
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crossings will increase pollution (clutch and brake pads contribute significantly to particulate 
pollution).  Driver frustration will increase, as will the use of car horns. 

e. The TA states “Table 17 also shows that the impact of the approved Nishkam School and Sky campus 
developments is relatively high, particularly during the AM peak hour”. Nishkam never admitted the 
impact on local traffic would be high – we now know from this sentence that we were right (in saying 
the traffic impact of Nishkam would be very considerable) and we have to conclude that the claims use 
as a basis for the Nishkam approval were inaccurate and, in the context, misleading. 

f. Of even greater concern is this statement in the TA “the modal split projections of the Nishkam TA (SA, 
2015a) perhaps underestimate the projected impact of the development”. In other words, the Nishkam 
traffic projections were perhaps too low, which is what local residents have been saying since the day 
the Nishkam planning application was submitted back in June 2015. 

g. We are concerned the TA contains no details of proposed improvements to Gillette Corner (36 
collisions in the last 5 years) and the Syon Lane/Grant Way and Syon Lane/Tesco junctions. 

h. There are no data in the TA on future increases in traffic from the further development of SKY, the 
Gillette building and the Golden Mile. The danger of “considering each application on its individual 
merits” without looking at predictable high prestige projects for the given area is that the straw that 
breaks the camel's back is not considered until the back is broken.  For this reason, we urge the Planning 
Committee to require that the applicant provides a solution to the known traffic problems before 
approval is considered. However worthy the project, these issues are too important to be treated as an 
afterthought to be sorted out following approval. The issues raised here have been known about for over 
6 months. If there is a solution then it must be demonstrated to exist prior to approval. 

3.  TESCO PARK AND STRIDE (P&S) 

a. The TA contains bold statements about Tesco being designated as the P&S for parent drop-off and 
pick-up, and that Tesco have been approached but not yet officially agreed. We know from the Tesco 
Osterley General Manager that he has not been approached by Bolder, and in any case, Tesco HQ have 
turned down Nishkam’s request for P&S but that will not stop Nishkam parents from using the car 
park. It is unlikely, therefore, that Tesco will officially agree to Bolder P&S. 

b. Even if Bolder are allowed to use the Tesco car park for P&S unofficially in the short term, there is no 
guarantee that that facility will be available in the future, as Tesco are known to have plans to use part 
of the car park for development. 

c. The Tesco Osterley General Manager has stated that the gates from the Tesco car park into 
MacFarlane Lane will remain closed and will therefore be inaccessible (contrary to what is stated in the 
TA), thus removing a possible short cut for pedestrians and cyclists. 

d. We wonder whether Bolder have considered approaching Homebase to use their car park for P&S in 
the mornings, as that car park is quite empty at that time, and most of the children will be coming to 
the school from the south (Isleworth), south west (Hounslow) and south east (Brentford), so using 
Homebase would alleviate many of the problems of parents clogging up the Syon Lane/Tesco 
roundabout. 

e. TfL have stated that they oppose the principle of Park & Stride as it encourages car-based travel (in their 
response to the planning application TfL state that the applicants “Seek alternative measure to replace 
the proposed Tesco Park & Stride proposal to reduce car based trip, and to reduce traffic impact”). 

4.  PARKING 

a. 57 parking spaces are proposed for 90 staff, but the PTAL is 0, and there is no information on where 
additional staff might park their cars. Only 3 visitor parking spaces are proposed, which is insufficient 
as there is nowhere in the surrounding streets to park. Three coach bays also seem inadequate. There 
seems to be no information in the TA about delivery vehicles and where they would park and how they 
would access the site. 

b. TfL suggest a maximum of 45 car parking spaces, which could mean even more staff looking for parking 
spaces in nearby streets. 
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c. Projected staff travel to school for Bolder shows significant differences to Nishkam, despite their 

proximity to each other and poor PTAL scores (Nishkam PTAL is 1b). Nishkam are predicting 9% of staff 
will arrive by train/tube while Bolder suggest a figure of 22%, and the comparison for arrival by 
car/taxi is 66% and 59% respectively, which is also quite different.  So, which figures are correct or are 
both of the estimates wrong?  

d. The Travel Plan contains the following statement “This Travel Policy should highlight that on-street 
parking across the local area is unacceptable”.  This is not strong enough.  To ensure that parents don’t 
drop-off and pick-up inappropriately in the surrounding very congested and narrow streets and CPZ 
areas, OWGRA proposes that planning approval be conditional on the installation of ANPR (Automatic 
Number Plate Recognition) with fines for inappropriate drop-off and/or pick-up. The Council should 
also introduce traffic calming measures. This can be done via s106 funding if necessary. 

5.  CYCLING 

a. There is a cycle path along the A4, but no cycle path along Syon Lane or the very narrow MacFarlane 
Lane. Wood Lane might be designated as a suggested cycle route but it is very dangerous with cars 
parked on both sides on the southern section; the northern section is very narrow and the whole of 
Wood Lane is a bus route. 

6.  WALKING 

a. The prospect of thousands of pupils, parents, staff and siblings for Nishkam and Bolder walking along 
narrow, often uneven pavements, crossing very busy roads during the AM peak is fraught with danger. 
Safety has to be paramount and appears not have been given the serious consideration required. 

b. How seriously has the alternative walking route (and possible drop-off site) along Harlequin Avenue been 
considered, or a route via Shield Drive?  Who, if anyone, has been in touch with SKY about these walking 
routes through their site?  SKY is benefitting from the Grasshoppers land swap, so shouldn’t LBH be 
putting pressure on SKY to give something back to the community and allow access to Bolder via its site? 
Access via this alternative route would take some pedestrian and vehicular traffic away from the very 
busy Gillette Corner and Syon Lane.  OWGRA proposes that planning approval be conditional on a second 
access route for pedestrians, cyclists, (school) buses and drop-off/pick up by car. 

c. The subway under the A4 is dangerous as there are no clear sightlines so the cosmetic changes 
proposed eg installing mirrors, will be insufficient. 

d. Air quality assessment is contained in a separate document in the planning application.  Pollution 
figures for the area are based on computer models. Whereas what is needed are actual measurements 
to be made. Pollution levels at Gillette Corner and along Syon Lane are of great concern during the AM 
peak.  It is important that the TA takes into account the combined pollution levels and environmental 
impact. Whether a proposal will have significant effects on the environment should be approached on 
a case by case basis and not by reference to whether the effect might influence the decision.  

7. TRAVEL PLAN 

a. The Travel Plan contains very little detail on how the school is going to prevent car-based travel.  It is a 
wish-list not a concrete plan of action. 

b. The new version of the Travel Plan (June 2017) does state that a Travel Plan working group is to be 
established and will include local residents, ward members and local stakeholders to discuss transport 
issues associated with the school.  However, it states that this will be formed 0-12 months after site 
occupation; this is too late as it needs to be set up and meet at least 9 months in advance of the site 
occupation.   
[NB, the approved Nishkam Travel Plan states that a Local Community Liaison group is set up prior to 
the opening of the school.] 

c. OWGRA considers it essential that the requirement for staff management of dangerous junctions, the 
Tesco car park (if it is used by the school) and the zebra crossings be a condition of planning approval. 
 
            29.6.2017 


