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Response to the GWC consultation from OWGRA 
(Osterley & Wyke Green Residents’ Association) 

 
 
A. OWGRA recognises the need to update the Local Plan. It recognises in particular the 
need to revitalise business activity along the Great West Corridor and the opportunities this 
can provide for mixed developments. 
 
However, we believe that there are serious and fundamental problems with the draft and 
that these are so serious that a re-draft should be undertaken. 
 
The problems we have in mind have been set out in the response of the Brentford 
Community Council (BCC). We give our full support to the criticisms made by the BCC of the 
Great West Corridor Consultation document. We strongly agree with the BCC that it must be 
regarded as a basic principle that no development should be given consent unless the 
appropriate infrastructure improvements are either in place, or have consent and will be in 
place, by the time the development in question is completed.  That should be non-
negotiable. 
 
 
B. Opportunity areas. We have serious concerns about the “freedoms” that are obtained for 
development when an area is designated as an “opportunity area”. We appreciate that this 
could facilitate rail link proposals, if TfL has, or can raise, the funds. However, a possible 
(probable?) negative consequence could be that it would become possible to obtain 
consents for commercial and housing developments at unacceptable densities. It is possible 
that this could be done even before the new transport links are in place. That gives rise to 
the possibility that they could be based on transport links that never materialise. Hence the 
need for a coordinated and systematic approach to infrastructure-development. Not only 
that but even if the transport links are constructed there is still a question of appropriate 
densities for living on a human scale and in recognition of the general tenor of the 
architecture and sub-urban style of living of large parts of the adjoining area. We therefore 
want the eventual GWC proposals to show that the Council intends to influence and 
moderate the natural desire of developers to exploit to the maximum the opportunities 
afforded by such an opportunity area. 
 
 
C. School Place Planning. We would like to add that while we agree entirely with section 17 
of the BCC response we would wish to go further. It is probable that LBH will respond to the 
three points in section 17 by saying that this is policy already. That would be dubious in the 
case of point (1) but more plausible in the case of points (2) and (3). However, we believe 
that statements to this effect in the existing plan and in the Consultation document have 
virtually no operational significance. In Osterley we have two large schools being built on 
Metropolitan Open Land. This was justified in both cases by saying that the schools could be 
built nowhere else and that this, combined with the need for school places, constituted the 
"very special circumstances" needed to override the seemingly strong protection given to 
MOL. 
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At no stage in the pre-planning stage of discussions about the two schools in question 
(Nishkam and Bolder) is there any evidence that we have been able to find that the planners 
tried to direct the schools to an educational site already allocated by the Council, as is their 
right and, we would say, their duty. It is therefore difficult to resist the conclusion that the 
Council had not allocated sites of sufficient quality and in suitable locations thereby making 
it possible for the developers for the schools to argue that the sites they had selected, 
neither of which had been allocated for educational purposes by the Council, were the only 
ones possible. 
 
With this experience in mind we would like to reinforce the BCC statement by adding a fifth 
point: 
 

5. The sites chosen must be at appropriate locations for the needs of the area and of a 
sufficient size and quality that there can be no reasonable case for a school developer 
to choose another site, especially one on MOL, on the basis that it is the only one 
possible for the intended school. Having done this the Council planners should direct 
developers of any proposed school to the sites it has set aside in advance. 

 
We think that the BCC calculation, that on the basis of an extra 1600 extra children of school 
age 500 extra classrooms would be required, is probably a typo and that assuming a class 
size of approximately 30, 1600 extra children would require an additional 50 classrooms. 
 
 
D. Intensification of use at TESCO. In the consultation document (p.79), and in Appendix 1: 
Site Allocations, it refers to the Tesco Extra site in Syon Lane, and supports ‘intensification of 
use’, proposing a mixed development of a re-provided supermarket with integrated car park, 
and a minimum of 560 mixed tenure residential units.  This will obviously have implications 
for traffic and any new school travel plans in the long term. Similar developments at the Sky 
site will also have knock-on effects in the OWGRA area. 

This proposal has not been the subject of any public discussion. Our concern is that if it were 
included in the GWC plan following consultation this would be taken to mean that it has 
received general approval. On behalf of residents in the area we would like to stress that it 
has not been discussed and therefore has not been approved by us. The two new schools 
along Syon Lane were based on “optimistic” transport analyses. It was even admitted in the 
application for the Bolder academy that the transport for the Nishkam school had been 
based on “optimistic” assumptions (as OWGRA argued at the time of its planning 
application). Syon Lane is heavily congested as is Gillette Corner (which the planning officers 
have described as being at “saturation”). We have similar concerns about expansion at the 
Sky site. 
 
 
E. Osterley Station Car Park. We are very concerned that the consultation over the Great 
West Corridor is being used to propose development possibilities outside of the Corridor. A 
case in point is the suggestion (page 33 of the Amendments to Volume 1 & 2 of Local Plan) 
that the Osterley Station car park would be a suitable site for the development of 40 flats.  
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It is stated, without evidence, that  

This site seems to be surplus to the requirements of TfL. Has potential to help meet our 
London Plan housing target during the plan period; 

How can a car park which is used to capacity be surplus to requirements? The pressure on 
the car park has greatly increased because of the implementation of CPZs in most of the 
adjoining streets (often specifically designed to keep out commuters). It is said that some 
spaces would be retained for commuters but we are not told how many. It is impossible to 
respond to such vague and unsubstantiated planning proposals. 

It is further claimed w.r.t. the context and constraints for the site that 

Thornbury Park which is a designated Local Open Space is located due south of the site, 
behind residential development on the southern flank of the A4. 

It is not at all clear why Thornbury Park should be given as “context” for a possible 
development since it is on the opposite side of the A4 whereas Osterley Park and Jersey 
Gardens are on the same side. Be that as it may it is further suggested that  

The mid GLA density range for Urban with PTAL 2-3 is 55-145 u/ha. The mid-
assumption of 100 u/ha of the 55-145 has been employed) 

We believe this to be wrong since the characteristics of the area have been established in 
previous planning documents to be suburban and therefore the density guidelines should be 
the lower density range proposed in the London Plan. 

Finally, we would like to express our concern about the large increase in residential 
developments, both inside the Great West Corridor and beyond it, without clear discussion 
of the infrastructure requirements which should be planned and agreed prior to the 
residential developments that would depend on them. 
 

 
F. Conclusion. Taken in conjunction with the above points we are in entire accord with the 
BCC document which we hope will receive proper and full attention. Fundamentally we 
approve of development and improved transport links but believe that the draft consultation 
document is open to interpretations that could lead to 'wing and a prayer' development in 
which (1) there is insufficient and possibly disastrous lack of coordination between 
infrastructure development and the business and residential development that would rely 
on it, and (2) there would be uncontrolled exploitation of the freedoms afforded by 
opportunity area status to the detriment of the area as a whole. 

 


