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VAUGHAN RD REGENERATION 
COMMUNITY DESIGN DROP-IN (CONCEPT DESIGN) 
FINDINGS REPORT  
 
Date: 10 September 2016 
Time: 12.00pm to 4.00pm  
Location: Vaughan Rd car park 
 
Aims 
1. Show how designs have developed since previous events in July, in response to community feedback, as 

well as to factors such as advice from planners, further research, further knowledge of constraints. 
2. Gain further useful feedback on the direction we have taken, in order to inform next stages. NB. Design 

had not progressed as far as we had hoped at this stage, due to the need to take more time – in response 
to feedback – to focus on issues such as parking and site layout. Therefore we did not have a traditional 
concept design sketch giving a real indication of the likely look and feel of any buildings; information 
remained quite outline, but a more considered and detailed strategy and options around that. 

3. Further develop a solid Community Vision and Priorities for any ground floor uses. 
4. Promote the specific meeting to address questions about parking on 21 September 2016, organized in 

response to community feedback in order to offer a more useful format than a drop-in. 
5. Explore specific ways in which the scheme might be inspired by the best of local architecture via a cycling 

tour. (Unfortunately it rained heavily all day and we only had 1 participant so learned little here.) 
 
FINDINGS 
 
A) ABOUT PARTICIPANTS 
 
1. Who attended? 
a) Approximately 50/60 people dropped in, of whom only 24 completed a feedback form. (We were amazed 

at the turnout, as it was raining heavily, and at times it was hard to keep everyone under shelter. The weather 
may have reduced the number of people who were happy to stick around and fill in a form though.) 

b) Of the 21 people who answered the relevant question, all classified themselves as local residents. 
c) Of those residents who gave an address, 12 (i.e. just over 50%) were from Vaughan Rd itself, with two 

from properties directly adjacent to the site. Again, the rain may be one reason for this more local focus 
than previous events; people from further afield may have been less willing to travel even a short distance. 

d) Of the 19 people who answered the relevant question, 13 had not attended an event before. This is a 
high proportion for this stage in the process, but it’s great to have more people feeding in. It may well be 
that a number of those who did not complete a form HAD attended previously – we felt that we recognized 
quite a few – and decided that they had already said enough on quite similar strategies and approaches. 

e) This time we carried out demographic monitoring in order to better understand who is participating and 
to feed into the Equalities Impact Assessment.  16 participants completed a form. 

f) Members/associated of Harrow Cyclists, Friends of West Harrow Park and Campaign for a Better Harrow 
Environment also attended, although as far as we know not in an official capacity.  

g) Five students from Harrow College, who are studying A-Level Architecture, also attended with their 
tutor, to help set up and manage the event and to learn from the discussion; their project for the term is 
also looking at the site and using the same design brief, but with a focus on the ground floor only. 

h) The event was staffed by members of the design team and officers from Harrow Council. 
 

2. How did people know about the event? 
The most popular method was from seeing a poster (10 people – which tallies perhaps with so many of the 
participants being new), then a letter through the door (4 people) and an email from Daisy Froud (4 people). 
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Two people had found out through a flyer being left on their car – we assume one of the flyers that had been 
prepared and circulated by local residents expressing concern about the project. 
 
B) ABOUT THE PROJECT 
 
1. Which aspects of the current proposals did people think were working well? 

Most popular points 

a. Approach to tenure, particularly the provision of affordable housing: this was an interestingly 
popular response, although replies suggest that people may have different reasons for praising it. While 
a couple of people praised the provision of ‘affordable’ housing in general, with one saying “anything 
that reduces illegal cramming of people into town houses is a positive step”, others seemed to praise the 
PRS-type model in particular, liking the way in which this might help tenants save deposits to buy, or 
interested in the idea of a typology of ‘affordable’ housing that “does not have an adverse impact on the 
values of the properties on the road or area”. One stipulated that they liked the idea of “key workers and 
young professionals” who would rent and not be given parking permits, but s/he would want to see 
minimal council flats. NB. One person used this question to say that they did not see any positive 
aspects, but that if there was a reduction in the amount of housing benefit that the Council was paying 
out then they would be able to use the revenue (from development?) better. 

b. The careful thinking about appropriate architectural style: people liked our consideration of 
different features, that we were keen to engage with the uniqueness of west Harrow, and that to create 
something that sat well within the area. There was particular praise for the suggested archways. (But 
with the caveat that more needed to be known about materials.) 

c. The proposed improvements to the underpass area. The idea of connecting it more/opening it up to 
the site was praised as “making it a nicer, safer area”. 

Additional points made by more than one participant 

d. Approach to height: staggering of heights between front and back was seen as good. However, there 
was still concern that the block at the back would be too high, with a negative impact upon Vaughan Rd. 

e. Making use of an underused, unattractive site: the site was described as an eyesore, with another 
person saying that any development would be welcome. 

f. Provisions of community/arts/ start-up space:  no specific details were given. 

Other points praised by Individuals: (h) site remaining in council ownership, (i) provision of disabled 
parking bays (“presuming there are disabled residents”), (j) the extensive and apparently genuine 
consultation, (k) the car club idea, (l) the possible improved bus service, (m) the refusal of parking permits to 
residents of the new scheme, (n) the retention of full driveway access to the house immediately next door, (o) 
the proposed increase in greenery on and around the site. 
 
Three respondents used the space for this question to stress that they saw no merits in the development 
proposal.  

 
2. Aspects of our proposals that people think work less well. 

Most common criticisms 

a. Failure to address concerns about parking in the area: the most common concern/ frustration 
remained around possible impacts of removing what is felt to be much-needed parking space, making 
little provision to replace it, and then bringing in new residents who are likely to have cars. (NB. A couple 
of respondents made requests that the CPZ be extended.) There was skepticism at the idea that the 
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Council and design team are really exploring options. One Vaughan Rd resident stressed that year on year 
it had been getting harder to park on the road for residents as one thing after another happened. 

b. Height of development: fears about the impact of this on the neighbourhood, that the height will not 
blend with the road, that it will block out light, and that it will impact upon property values. “ I don’t like 
the idea of it being ‘height proud’ said one participant. 

c. Possible anti-social behavior: worries that the flats themselves, and possible vacant units at the base, 
will attract anti-social behavior, and that not enough provision is being made to address this in general. 

Other concerns raised by more than one participant 

d. Viability of community space: a couple of people felt that this was all a bit pie-in-the sky, “a sop to pull 
in residents”, and questioned the ability to really generate any kind of demand in that space, and the 
Council’s ability to manage and maintain the space, given the standards of care to local greenspaces. 

e. Overcrowding/over-congestion of population in Harrow. It was stressed that the area already feels 
over-crowded, that steps need to be taken to reduce it, and that the resulting issues are killing off the 
town centre, with shops already closing. (NB. Maybe this is about office to resi conversion? That would 
explain reference to increased population  closing shops, rather than the more normal increase in demand for 
them?) 

f. Concerns re safety and security: it was felt that more attention needs to be given to this, particularly in 
community areas of the project and around the underpass. 

g. Too many flats: concern about this in an area where there are already so many flats. 

h. Nature of possible community space: particular views were expressed against a coffee shop, a 
bouledrome, and shops, “no need for shops as this road is very close to shops”. 

Other concerns raised by individuals: (i) feeling that the decision has already been taken, (j) approach 
taken to site layout/plan  -  “Whilst I am aware of the constraints, I think that perhaps exploring a T-shape and 
modifying (or even omitting) the courtyard the form might give you even more apartments” (this was from 
an architect), (k) fears that architecture will look like the proposed regeneration on Harrow-on-the-Hill, (l) too 
much social housing – increasing the affordable rental proportion would allow more professionals into the 
area, (m) lack of thinking about impact upon local facilities/infrastructure, (n) building houses near a railway. 
(o) the perceived ‘modern’ look of the design. 
 
3. Other feedback that people wanted to give us 

NB. Points that have already been raised in detail above (i.e. as individually bolded points) are not repeated here 
unless they offer new information. It should therefore be noted that people did repeat many of the same points 
about car parking here. 

Points raised by more than one participant 

a. That intensive street cleaning is/will be required. For one person this is linked to likely increase of 
litter from social housing tenants. 

b. Focus on regeneration beyond the ‘red line’ of the site boundary: one participant stressed that it 
would be good to ensure that the underpass area IS redeveloped as part of the scheme, while another 
advocated “a proposed plan to increase the appeal of the public footbridge, underpass and regenerate 
Vaughan Rd”. Not sure whether this is praising our approach, or requiring something more extensive. 

c. That careful thinking is required re. sustainability of ground floor uses:  one respondent feels that 
any use would need to be subsidized to survive. Another pointed out that any kind of convenience store 
would be likely to be in competition with other local businesses, and that a café might be better. Another 
praised the care and clarity o  thinking so far, and suggested that some kind of multi-purpose space 
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would work best: “if a space could be multi-purpose and change 'face' during different times of the 
day/year it could cater for a wider audience, generate more revenue and more activity in this area should 
hopefully reduce anti-social behaviour.” 

 
Points raised by individuals:  
d. There are drainage issues in Vaughan Rd that are likely to get worse with more development. 
e. Why would we build homes in a polluted area? The respondent had thought that the plan was to build a 

community centre. 
f. Could we avoid having the sub-station and refuse located on the back of the pavement, even 

though the respondent understands that for practical reasons they need to be close to the road. 
g. Could we provide more detail on the percentage of PRS to socially-rented in the development? 
h. A car club would be hugely beneficial to the community. Is it likely? 
i. How will users of any new community space be stopped from parking in Vaughan Rd (as opposed to 

new residents – the main focus so far)? 
j. Good to ensure that there is a study to confirm that there will not be a burden on parking and traffic 

in Vaughan Rd. 
k. That our plans are clearly drawn and our explanations good. 
l. “Please think of the EXISTING residents of Vaughan Road. If the development will be detrimental in 

any way, please don't go ahead.” 
m. That there is too little green space. Could there be a garden on top or a vertical garden to make the 

space and local area greener? 
n. The public space to the underpass needs to be well lit at all times. 
o. Good to ensure that the underpass area IS developed. 
p. That a new crossing would be good. 
q. Impressed at the level of consultation so far. 

 
4. Principles for any ground floor use 

In order to help develop a Vision and set of Community Priorities for the ground floor, we asked participants, 
building on discussion at the workshop focused on this issue on 28 July 2016, to consider the statement: 
“Whatever happens on the ground floor, it needs to…” and then tick up to 3 of the principles that had 
previously been suggested by community members as their own priorities. The findings were as follows. 

 
a. GROUND FLOOR VISION STATEMENTS (options)  
1. Be attractive and in keeping with the local area: it needs to feel specific to west 
Harrow, in terms of both architecture and community. 

7 

2. Use existing expertise/resources e.g. Harrow Arts Centre, local artists, musicians 1 
3. Encourage local creative enterprise (e.g. arts, music, theatre) 3 
4. Be run by and for local people 1 
5. Be as useful as possible to the local community in terms of different facilities for different 
activities: dance, performance, food etc. 

3 

6. Bring together communities old and new. 2 
7. Feel friendly, open and welcoming to passers-by. 0 
8. Feel integrated into the immediate public space. 2 
9. Be realistic about the possibility of misuse and anti-social behaviour. 8 
10. Keep light and sound pollution to a minimum. 1 
11. Be a green space that promotes environmental diversity. 1 
12. Take into account parking issues in the area: not cause more problems for parking and 
access. 

3 

13. Think carefully about how people are going to access it: on foot, by bike, by car or via 2 
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good public transport. 
14. Be sustainable, with realistic expectations about future use, and ongoing 
management and maintenance. 

5 

15. Be flexible and adaptable in case things change. 1 

b. Other Principles suggested: 
i. Need to think about pest control 

ii. Need to think about litter 
 
The need to be “attractive and in keeping” with the local area was also a priority for those at the July 
workshop, along with (i) addressing parking issues, (ii) ensuring that public transport access to the site was 
made as good as possible, (iii) making use of existing local expertise and resources, and (iv) offering specific 
useful facilities to make it easy for local community members to organize events and activities. 
 
5. Possible ground floor uses 

We then asked people to consider the list of uses that had been suggested by the community so far 
(presented in full other than those where advice from economic/property consultants had told us that 
providers of these services/uses would not be interested in the site due to factors such as lack of parking, size 
of spaces available etc) , and to tell us which (up to 3) they personally thought were best, to give their 
reasons for these choices, and to make any suggestions regarding how these uses might be enabled.  

a. GROUND FLOOR USES (options)  
1. Start-up space for small businesses 3 
2. Independent tea or coffee shop 2 
3. Community meeting space (multi-purpose) 4 
4. Local arts centre/space 5 
5. Small independent shops 5 
6. Workshops for creatives and craftspeople 3 
7. Community pharmacy 1 
8. Youth centre or club 2 
9. Café employing people with learning disabilities 1 
10 Child daycare facility 3 
11. After school club 3 
12. Community pub 1 
13. Indoor bouledrome 2 
14. Day care centre for vulnerable residents 2 
15. Day centre for elderly residents. 3 

b. Further information people gave about their choices 

1.Start-up space for small businesses 
• Good because there are not enough spaces for small businesses. 
• Would be great to support local talent 
• If these were pop-up shops they would rely on footfall though, and maybe not work. 

2. Independent tea or coffee shop 
• Someone felt that this is a nice idea but that it could not really survive in competition with other places. 

For example, for those on a budget, there is a very cheap café in Morrisons. 

3. Community meeting space (multi-purpose) 
• Good because there is local transport available. 
• Could be funded via lottery fund. 
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• Local groups like those as St Peters, and local arts groups, could help support and run the place/ 

4. Local arts centre/space 
• Would be a great resource for the community: there are many artists and musicians in the area. 
• Good because there is lack of these facilities available. Could cater for all ages but at different times. NB. 

The same person suggested that this is similar to workshops for creatives and craftspeople. 
• Good because it is cultural and educational. 
• Could be funded via lottery fund of other suitable funds 

6. Workshops for creatives and craftspeople 
• Would be good as many creative people live locally. It would be a great way to build a community. 

7. Community pharmacy 
• Good because there is a GP centre close by 

8. Youth centre or club 
• Good because we should be offering more to youth- there doesn’t seem to be much for them. 
• It was felt it would be good to offer games, music, arts, yoga. “A child needs to explore themselves in a 

safe environment and feel part of a community - supported.” 

9. Café employing people with learning disabilities 
• Good because it would help the community. 

10. Child daycare facility 
• Good because there is a lack of these locally. 
• Good because it would help the community and there is a shortage of space for this. 
• Parking and access could be problematic. 

11. After school club 
• Good because there is a lack of these locally. 
• Good because it would help reduce anti-social behaviour 
• Good because it is educational. 
• Parking and access could be problematic. 

12. Community pub 
• Would be good as so few of them 
• But there is one a short walk away that could be sorted out. 

13. Indoor bouledrome 
• Would be good as the existing facility at Pinner View Sports Club is under threat of redevelopment. 
• Would be a great community activity. 
• But it would probably need more space than that which is currently on offer. 

14. Day care centre for vulnerable residents 
• Good because it would help the community. 

15. Day centre for elderly residents. 
• This could be integrated within a multi-purpose space. 
 
An ‘arts centre’ was also the most popular occupier/use of the site among participants at the workshop on 28 
July, closely followed by ‘workshops for creative and craftspeople’ and an ‘independent coffee shop’. Small 
independent shops were not so popular, as discussion led people to question primarily how viable these 
would be in an area with very little footfall, and at a remove from the town centre. 
 
c. Other feedback 
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i. One respondent said that s/he didn’t think any of the ideas made sense and that it was all a bit pie in 
the sky!  It seemed like an odd fit to the housing and would be unlikely to be used by the wider 
community and end up being abandoned. She suggested that we would be better off using it for 
more car parking space. 

ii. Another stressed that a multi-purpose space is most desirable and that there is a real lack of space for 
music and performance in the evening locally. 

 
6. How do people rate the success of our design proposals so far? 

a. On a scale of 1 to 5: 
1 (poor)   3 people 
2   4 people  
3   5 people 
4   4 people 
5 (excellent)  2 people 
 
This is relatively encouraging for this point in the process, when we are still very much addressing concerns 
raised at the first drop-in and meeting, and have yet to develop the scheme’s detail and character, which 
from the sketch does therefore currently appear as quite boxy and ‘modern’. Low scores definitely reflect 
concern about development full stop and the associated concerns re loss of parking and pressure on parking.   
 
7. How well do people think we are responding to community feedback so far? 

a. On a scale of 1 to 5: 
1 (not at all)   2 people 
2   2 people  
3   6 people 
4   6 people 
5 (extremely well) 3 people 

b. Reasons for low scores 
i. The car park needs to be left alone. Enough flats are being built. 

ii. There is no solution to the parking issue. 
iii. The consultation is a forgone conclusion and this is all about people just covering their backs. 
iv. The Vision on the board still suggests a ‘modern’ design. 

c. Reasons for a midway score 
i. Parking remains a concern. 

d. Reasons for high scores 
i. Everything has been taken on board and all aspects have been well considered. 

ii. Concerns on car parking have been addressed (but would like more detail on safety and security.) 
iii. Parking is being considered. 

NB. One person noted that they felt we were responding well to the feedback but that they didn’t 
necessarily agree with some of the feedback! This was someone who scored our overall design approach 
as excellent. 
 

Appendices available as separate documents: 
A) Poster/flyer 
B) Display boards 

 

Ends 20/10/2016 


