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VAUGHAN RD REGENERATION 
INITIAL COMMUNITY DESIGN DROP-IN 
FINDINGS REPORT  
 
Date: 16 July 2016 
Time: 12.00pm to 4.00pm  
Location: Vaughan Rd car park 
 
Aims 
This drop-in event was conceived of as a pair with a more traditional public meeting held on the evening of 
12 July 2016 at the Arc House, Lowlands. While the evening meeting offered a forum for community 
members to talk together as a group with the design team and council, the more informal drop-in allowed 
people to engage with the project as much or as little as they liked, and for us to bring in a different yet 
equally valuable set of participants to the process: those who might not choose to attend a formal meeting 
or who were simply passing by. The aims of the drop-in were to: 
1. Mark the start of the project, and raise awareness that it is getting underway, by getting out on site and 

meeting local people. 
2. Understand in greater depth any concerns or questions that people might have about the proposed 

redevelopment of the car park site before serious design work gets underway. 
3. Learn more from the local community about the particular character, issues and potential of the site and 

the immediate neighbourhood.  
4. Find out what issues and questions matter most to local people i.e. what will they be looking for from a 

successful design for the new development? What do they feel will need to be resolved in order for any 
development to be perceived as successful? 

5. Get some responses from local residents and users of local facilities to our initial design and layout ideas. 
 

FINDINGS 
 
A) ABOUT PARTICIPANTS 
 
1. Who attended? 
a) Approximately 70 people, of whom 41 completed a feedback form (in a number of cases, feedback forms 

were shared, so the actual rate of response is slightly higher.) 
b) Of the 38 people who answered the relevant question, 36 classified themselves as local residents, 1 as a 

local business person, and one as a member of Harrow Spiritualist Church. 
c) Of the local residents who gave an address, 13 (i.e. almost a third of responses) were from Vaughan Rd 

itself, with two from properties directly adjacent to the site. 
d) We did not carry our demographic monitoring (age, gender, ethnicity etc.), but will do so at future 

events in order to collect data for the project’s Equalities Impact Assessment. Anecdotally, we felt that a 
relatively diverse mix of people attended, and were happy to be able to have conversations with four 
local teenagers (2 x 2) who told us that they often use the car park to hang out with friends and play 
football, and who were very interested in what we were doing. One of them is about to start studying 
engineering, and we are now hoping to find him some relevant work experience through the project. 

e) Representatives of Harrow Spiritualist Church, Harrow Cyclists, Friends of West Harrow Park and 
Roxborough Residents Association also attended, although as far as we know not in an official capacity.  

f) The event was staffed by the design team and officers from Harrow Council, and was attended by two 
local ward councillors and the portfolio holder for Community, Culture & Resident Engagement. 
 

2. How did people know about the event? 
The most popular method was from a letter through the door (16 people), followed by seeing a poster (10 
people), then either having walked past us (7 people) or having received a Council email (7 people.) 
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B) ABOUT THE PROJECT 
 
1. Issues that local people think it is important for us to bear in mind in developing plans for the site 

This question was asked on the feedback form and additionally asked on a display board so that people 
could share their answers. 

Most popular points 

a. Parking/traffic congestion: this was a major concern, given that it is already hard to park and, at times, 
to drive through West Harrow. “There are too many cars owned in West Harrow”. People urged us to 
consider whether development should go ahead, to look properly at solutions to help improve the 
situation (such as car pools) to at least not make things worse through removal of the car park spaces, 
and to include parking spaces for new residents within the development, even if that means going 
against planning policy. There was frustration that parking appears not to be being taken seriously 
enough by decision-makers: one respondent spoke of the Council “disenfranchising council tax paying 
residents” by removing the car park, while another pointed out that West Harrow is a family residential 
area, and that families cannot manage with public transport alone and need cars. Key issues were: 

i. Parking for residents: many of who find it difficult to park already, even with the CPZ. 
Commuters and shoppers apparently take their spaces, despite the restrictions, due to lack of 
enforcement. Pressure on spaces is growing as the number of multiple-occupancy homes 
increases, meaning more cars per property. 

ii. Parking for users of the church and the synagogue. Many of whose members are elderly 
or sick, or travel with large families, and can’t easily use public transport. 

iii. Parking for visitors of those who live on Vaughan Rd or in surrounding streets.  As one 
person put it: “When people visit me this is the only place currently available to park.” This 
was a particular issue for those from Bessborough Rd, where the bus lane means that parking 
is not possible outside people’s houses. 

b. Design that is sympathetic to the architectural character of the area: this was the second most 
popular point. Respondents felt it important that any new development keeps the road’s character – 
described by one as ‘village-y’, while another pointed out the pitches and gables of  buildings, and the 
Victorian and Edwardian architecture. People did not want ‘concrete block’ style architecture, were wary 
of flat roofs – seeing Morrisons as an example of undesirable design – and voiced a preference for brick. 
One person expressed concern that “there are plans to turn central Harrow into the new East Croydon.” 

c. Height of buildings: relates to the previous point. People did not want new development to 
‘overwhelm’ existing properties or to interfere with views of the Hill. A sense of tall buildings encroaching 
further and further into the area was articulated. A couple of respondents explicitly felt that seven storeys  
is too high, while others suggested a limit of four or even of two.  

d. Need for community space and facilities in the area: we were urged to ensure that the development 
adds to local infrastructure e.g. by providing a coffee shop, local community activities, or a flexible 
community room for exhibitions, talks, recitals etc. 

Additional points made by more than one participant 

e. Greenery: requests were made for green areas and trees to be provided with any redevelopment, in 
common with the high level of planting in the neighbourhood. This included natural habitats, not just 
decorative landscaping. 

f. Overcrowding: there was concern about how many people are moving into the area, partly as a 
consequence of new flats being built, and the resulting congestion and pressure on local facilities. 

g. Safety of local residents:  no specific details were given. 
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Other points made by Individuals: (h) need to ensure that people using the raised walkway can’t look 
straight into windows, (i) need for  homes to be of high-quality architecture including good soundproofing 
to mitigate against the noisy surroundings, (j) landscaping should work to help make the area pleasant and 
environmentally friendly, (k) could there be a Welcome To Harrow sign on the bridge, (l) need for good 
lighting, (j) need for childcare facilities in the area, (k) need to deal with the rats around the site and the 
subway, (l) full support for the idea of “housing for quality tenanting”, (m) that the Council needs to better 
communicate that they are retaining control of the site, and not just selling it for a quick buck, (n) that the 
site should not be used for housing, and should be retained as much-needed parking space, (o) need to 
consider potential light pollution. 

 
2. Concerns that people have about our proposals so far 

Most common concerns 

a. Parking/traffic congestion: as discussed in 1a. There was particular concern about the lack of parking 
provision for new residents in our proposal; we were felt to be naïve to assume that young people in their 
20s and early 30s would not own cars. 

b. Height of buildings: for reasons discussed in 1c. 

c. Character of architecture: as discussed in 1b. There was concern at how ‘square’ and ‘blocky’ our 
sketches look. “You have identified certain 'inspirations' from local Harrow architecture but these have 
not translated at all into your initial sketch. Even though feedback identifies the Morrisons flats as an 
eyesore your initial sketch looks exactly the same.” Although with regard to those inspirations, another 
person said, “No architecture that mirrors mansions!”. There was desire for our proposals to “fit in” better 
with existing architecture. 

Other common concerns raised by more than one participant 

a. Increase in local population: concerns that local schools can’t cope with all the new residents, and that 
bringing in so many people at once – too many for a small space – would change the feeling of the site 
and of the local community. 

b. Tenure: there was interest in the housing tenure, although people were not necessarily of the same 
opinion.  One was strongly anti the development being social housing. Another felt that, despite what 
the Council says, the homes will end up too costly for most Harrow residents, and become a ‘yuppie 
enclave’. 

c. Security: one person expressed disappointment at the failure to take the opportunity to improve the 
security of the underpass, while another stressed that excellent CCTV must be installed to keep residents 
safe and to act as a deterrent against crime. 

d. Impact on property value of existing properties:  due to the new development and the loss of parking. 
 
Other concerns raised by individuals: (h) hard to get a proper understanding of the scale and design of the 
proposed development from material shown, (i) the concept sketch looks rather messy with parts of the 
building not fitting together well - a more coherent design would be preferred, (j) the proposals are ugly, (k) 
need for excellent soundproofing next to the busy road and railway, (l) the proposal for a shared pedestrian/ 
cycle track – it would be better to retain them separately so that walkers and cyclists do not get in each 
other’s way, (m) maintenance - litter/upkeep/volume, (n) concern at lack of green space, (o) concern at units 
in ground floor potentially remaining empty for a long time making the development look ‘tacky’, (p) the 
unsuitability of the development for commercial space, with the amount of traffic and congestion on 
neighbouring roads, (q) the split of the community space either side of entrance - would be better to have a 
larger space that could be split internally, (r) the short-sighted-ness of the proposal: even in the current 
funding climate – “there are plenty of other open spaces in Harrow that could be used instead of this 
relatively small space to build flats e.g. waste ground near Harrow Leisure Centre”. 
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Two individual participants made the point of saying that they had “no immediate concerns” and that they 
“felt it would work” as shown. 
 
3. Things that people think work well about our proposals so far 

Most common points 

a. Proposal for a community-focused space: this was the most common point of praise. People had a 
number of suggestions for the kind of activity that might be desirable (see Q4). However, one made a 
plea for “no more takeaways or phone shops – Harrow Town Centre already has enough.” 

b. Improving the feel and safety of the underpass: cleaning up and redesign of this space was seen as a 
good idea, making it more pleasant and less scary at night, and ideally helping tackle anti-social behavior 
and drug-dealing. In relationship with the proposed courtyard, there was a question as to whether 
trading or community activity might spill into this area e.g. markets. 

c. The courtyards: one person made the specific observation that it was good to have the emphasis on 
improving the approach to the road. 

Other points praised by more than one participant 

a. Local architectural character: the idea of designing something that is in keeping with and inspired by 
local architecture. “It should blend in, not stand out!” 

b. Commitment to thinking about how to improve transport situation: whether that is exploring ways 
of incorporating parking facilities or looking at moving the bus stop. 

c. Gardens and green spaces: the plans (Board 6) were described as green, roomy and attractive. 

d. The ‘modern’ design:  sketch proposals were seen as ‘appropriate’ and as though they would ‘fit in well’. 

e. Making access to Vaughan Road safer. The possible extension of the No Entry was seen as good thing 
to help Vaughan Road stay relatively quiet. 

 
Other points praised by individuals: (i) respecting the privacy and access of immediate neighbours, (j) a 
potential tenure mix of social and private rented housing (for income), (k) the strategy to block out noise, (l) 
the fact that the Council is doing something there, (m) the fact that the Council is retaining the space.  

Five participants, one with apologies, made the point of saying that they could find nothing to praise. 

 
4. Ideas that people have for the ground floor spaces 

We shared within the display a summary of suggestions already made by community members. 

Most common suggestions on feedback forms 
a. Some kind of park or community/communal garden: it’s not always clear whether this is as well as or 

instead of the proposed development, but relates to discussion elsewhere ore. the need for more useful, 
pleasant green/open space in the area. A dog park, outdoor gym and play area were specific suggestions. 

b. Independent shops/cafe or support for local enterprise of this kind: people point out that the area is 
lacking in independent bars, pubs and restaurants. One stressed that they don’t want any chain coffee 
shops. Another pointed out the success of the coffee shop in West Harrow Park is. Others suggested local 
arts and crafts shops, while another wanted local useful shops like a greengrocer and a butcher. 

c. Arts/craft type facilities: the  suggestion was made that the site could host an outpost of Harrow Arts 
Centre, holding exhibitions and classes etc.  “Craft isn't very available in this part of Harrow.” There is also 
a desire for this kind of activity for children and teenagers. 

d. Community meeting space: desire was expressed for cheap space for local groups, and for the hosting 
of “social activities/ events where people can meet and get to know their neighbours”. The point was 
made that people in the area are quite active community-wise. However, there was concern that any 
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viable community hall, particularly if it wanted to host performances and events (with a stage) would 
need parking. 

e. Activity for local young people: this is lacking in the local area. A youth enterprise training and learning 
centre was a specific suggestion. 

f. Children’s facilities/childcare/nursery. 
Other suggestions included community space for OAPs and help for people with disabilities. 

Other points made 
a. Whatever happens on the ground floor needs to be visible. 
b. How easy would it be to achieve these aims so close to a busy junction? 
c. The site doesn’t seem large enough to include any facilities other than housing. 
d. Leaving some ground level space for church and synagogue parking would be a good idea. 

Questions asked 
e. What will the Council do to assist those people for whom this car park has been a lifeline? 
f. Will the revenue for this development be used for the benefit of West Harrow i.e. road repairs (Butler 

Avenue)? 

Three people used this question as an opportunity to state their opposition to any kind of proposal to build 
housing on the car park site. 

 
5. Questions that people would like to see answered at further consultations 

a. Parking/transport 
• How will the Council and design team successfully manage the identified issues around parking? A 

number of people requested more detail and work on this in general. 
• Where will cars park in the future (many are dependent on cars due to bad public transport)? 
• How will loss of parking be mitigated for those who use the church and synagogue? 
• Are car clubs a possibility? 
• Can parking, short term and long term, be made available to residents for a cost? 
• Could Vaughan Rd have a 20mph speed limit? 
• Could the missing stretch of Vaughan Rd have a CPZ? 
• Could the layout/bus lane on Bessborough Rd be adjusted to allow drop-offs and deliveries?  

b. Tenure/ occupancy 
• Can some of the flats be reserved for key workers? 
• Who will live here? The road has a strong community, which could be negatively affected by high 

turnover. 
• Will renting prices be affordable for young people and families struggling on low income? 
• Will flats be at realistic rents? 

c. Impact on local neighbourhood and community/ 
• How will increased pressure on local GPs and schools be managed? 
• What will be the environmental impact ? Loss of greenery and habitat around the subway? 
• Will there be an increase in light pollution? How will this be addressed? 
• How will residents be impacted and considered during works? Will more parking spaces be taken? 

d. Design process 
• Why were residents not involved at an earlier stage? 
• How much input do locals have in the design? 
• Can we be kept informed about development progress? 
• Can we see official signed-off plans? 

e. Other 
• Isn't there anywhere better the development could go? 
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• Could we have more of an idea of the proposed aesthetics – very unclear at this stage? 
• This will be council owned/managed - what are Council plans for ongoing, costly maintenance? 

Generally Harrow borough is not well maintained. 
 
One person made a point of observing that Adam (unclear whether Towle or Khan) had answered all the 
necessary questions asked and that he was a “very good representative”. 
 
6. Other comments/observations that people wished to make 

Space was left for this at the end of the feedback form. 

a. Homes for local people: “It's about time the Council built homes for our children to live in. Hillingdon 
Council give money for a deposit. Harrow give nothing. Not MORE social housing. Homes to keep young 
people here not out of the borough.” 

b. Staying involved: “Would love to continue to be involved in the process.” 
c. Staying true to Harrow values and character while making necessary change: “Regeneration is 

needed in Harrow. The town centre has declined radically in the last 5 to 10 years….Please keep in mind 
the spirit of Harrow that people love. This is the gateway of West Harrow village and should not be 
another miss-sold, cheap council option. Bring back the spirit of what Harrow used to be about!” 

d. Taking inspiration from local architecture: “Bessborough Rd has some lovely Victorian and Edwardian 
houses with gables. Something idiosyncratic would be good design-wise that picks up on those.” 

e. Need to retain parking: “I use this car park 3 to 4 times a week. 2 for church and 2 for shopping.” 
 
7. What’s special about the character and community of West Harrow? 

This question was asked on a display board, and answered via post-its. In order to design a scheme that is 
specific to the local area, we need to really understand what the character of that neighbourhood is, and how 
it has evolved over time. We therefore asked people to tell us what they think is special or unique about the 
local area. How would they sum up its identity? Are there buildings or spaces that they particularly like? 

a. Diverse, active, close-knit, engaged community:  there was a great deal of pride in West Harrow 
people, the way in which they talk with their neighbours and the things they do. One participant, who 
had lived there 12 years, said that he felt it had become even more so during this time, with more 
families moving in and more street parties, trick-or-treating etc. However, it was suggested that the area 
seems to miss out on funding compared to others (especially the park!). St Peter’s, one of the few 
community spaces available for hire and meetings, was identified as quite central to much social activity. 
We were urged that any development on the Vaughan Rd site should be of use to the local community. 

b. Quiet and calm: one person described West Harrow as “an oasis of calm”. Another as a “quiet residential 
area.” There was a fear of this character being eroded. The trees and greenery were also noted. 

c. Victorian architecture: the Victorian houses were described as “the gateway to West Harrow village”. 
The area is seen as mostly houses, and there is worry about the encroachment of larger blocks. The 
terracotta dragons on the roofs of some of the Vaughan Road houses were highlighted as a particularly 
special and unique architectural feature.  

A couple of people took the opportunity to point out shortcomings or lacks in the local area: 

a. We need space for elderly people to meet for coffee/ teas and community activities. 
b. Poor paving could hurt people. You could trip up on cracks. 

While a number of people used this space to express their concern and frustration at the potential loss of 
parking to them and their visitors if development goes ahead, as detailed in other sections of this report. 

 
Appendices available as separate documents: 

A) Poster/flyer 
B) Display boards. 


