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VAUGHAN RD REGENERATION 
COMMUNITY DESIGN DROP-IN (FINAL DESIGN) 
FINDINGS REPORT  
 
Date: 18 February 2017 
Time: 12.00pm to 4.00pm  
Location: Arc House, Lowlands Rec, HA1 
 
Format 
• Drop-in event with 12 x A1 display boards on easels; model; refreshments; small children’s art table. 
• We showed: (i) the brief and background to the project, (ii) our analysis of the site and neighbourhood, 

(iii) community feedback received so far and how it has influenced design development, (iv) design 
development from the start of the project, (v) FINAL DESIGN PROPOSALS with a particular focus on 
character, materials, approach to building height and strategy for managing parking. 

• Everyone who attended the event was asked to complete a feedback form.  
 

How was the event publicized: (i) individual flyers to all homes in the neighbourhood, (ii) emails to all those 
who had previously given us their contact details, (iii) emails to our database of local groups and facilities, 
and (iv) posters in the local area. 
 
Aims of event 
1. This was intended to be the final design consultation event prior to submitting a planning application. 
2. The aim of the event was therefore primarily to show local people the project in a near-completed form, 

and to explain how we had arrived at these designs, with a particular focus on how they had been 
shaped through community input. 

3. However, we also had the opportunity to gain further knowledge and input to shape the detail of design 
and landscaping. It is quite likely that the detailed aspects of the design will be conditioned at planning, 
allowing us to feed any useful comment in. We also still need to develop the details of design of the 
ground floor spaces and associated landscape once there is greater clarity re a likely tenants, so design 
feedback was particularly useful here. 

 
FINDINGS 
 
A) ABOUT PARTICIPANTS 
 
1. Who attended? 
1.1 32 people dropped in, and 15 feedback forms were completed. This percentage to some degree reflects 

the fact that a number of those who came were couples, with only one form being completed by the 
pair. 

1.2 Of the 13 people who answered the relevant question, all classified themselves as local residents. 
1.3 Of those residents who gave an address or whose address we know from previous events, only two were 

from Vaughan Rd itself, and they were from the same property. Three participants were from adjacent 
Butler Road, and three from nearby Roxborough Perk.  

1.4 One participant told us that he was there to represent both Roxborough Park Residents Association, and 
the local synagogue. 

1.5 Of the 12 people who answered the relevant question, 5 had not attended an event before. It was 
interesting to have such a high proportion of new participants at this stage in the process.  

1.6 The event was staffed by members of the design team and officers from Harrow Council. One of the local 
councillors also visited the event. 
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2. How did people know about the event? 
The most popular method was by receiving an email from Daisy Froud.  People had also seen poster, 
received flyers through the door, and seen information on the Council’s Facebook page. 
 
B) ABOUT THE PROJECT 
 
1. Which aspects of the final design proposals did people think work well? 

Most common praise 

a. Provision of housing for the area – ideally affordable: there was praise for the provision of more town 
centre housing and particularly rented housing. Most of those who praised the aspect emphasized the 
hope that this housing would be affordable (i.e. cheaper than the private sector). One participant 
stressed that 40% affordable rentable properties should be the MINIMUM accepted level, and that this 
target should not be reduced. Another requested that affordable homes not just be for key workers but 
for other types of people in housing need.  

b. Provision of community space: this was praised in general, with tree planting and the idea of a creative 
space for start-up businesses singled out for particular praise. 

c. Planting of new trees. 

Additional aspects praised made by more than one participant 

d. Range of proposed materials: people though that there was a good use of building materials, and one 
participant praised the red brick façade in particular, while stressing that this was conditional on the 
bricks not being of a uniform colour. 

e. Good/well-considered design. No particular detail was given. 

f. Likely improvement in safety and security: by tackling the design/layout of the underpass and by 
increasing footfall.  

Other points praised by Individuals:  (g) the design makes good use of the available space, (h) the Council’s 
retention of land ownership (i) the relatively small size of the development (in terms of a strategy for 
providing houses across the borough to meet housing need), (j) the pleasant appearance of the 
development, (k) the way in which the development ‘fits’ with the local architecture, (l) the green roof, (m) 
the communal garden (n) the solar panels, (o) the decision to regenerate and develop the parking lot and the 
physical, social and economic benefit it is likely to bring (p) the low impact on Rec Ground views. 
 
However, two people used this question to tell us how ugly the proposals are – “an eyesore on the Harrow 
pretty village-y roads” – that does not mirror any of the pleasant terraced houses in the area. 

 
2. Aspects of the final design that people think work less well. 

Most common criticisms 
a. Parking:  people are still very concerned about this, and do not feel that it has been adequately tackled 

or that it successfully accommodates local issues. They fear that it will have a negative impact on the 
area. They are concerned about: 

i. The loss of public parking and spill-over parking for Vaughan Rd residents. One Vaughan 
Road resident said that they have noticed more and more cars using the Vaughan Rd car park 
recently, and doesn’t see how these are going to be ‘displaced’ as easily as the boards 
suggest. 

ii. Lack of parking for new residents and their visitors. They see that this will be a problem for 
people with young children or disabilities. (NB. Obviously there IS parking for disabled residents 
in the scheme, so I’m not certain whether they feel that there are not ENOUGH disabled spaces, or 
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whether they didn’t notice the disabled spaces provided.) “What happens when a person living 
here becomes disabled (accident or illness)? Will you have to re-house them?” 

iii. The limitations that the lack of parking puts on possible ground floor uses e.g not being able 
to have a surgery there. 

b. Height:  people still feel that the building is in tall, and that the height is ‘out of keeping’ with the local 
area.  It was suggested that the building should be 1-storey lower to help resolve this. The aim of relating 
to/mirroring central Harrow was questioned, given that the building is on Vaughan Rd, and not in central 
Harrow.  

c. Building appearance:  the development was described as “utilitarian”, “not the best looking”, “too stark 
in outline” and an “eyesore”. One participants queried whether the roofline could really be described as 
‘expressive’.  

Other concerns raised by more than one participant 

d. Lack of  ‘fitting in’ character: it was felt that the building does not sit well alongside the domestic 
architecture of Vaughan Road. One participant compared it to “a 1960s high-rise flat block” and said that 
the development would ruin the top of the road and take away its village feel. 

e. Impact on traffic: one participant said that ‘traffic considerations’ seemed non-existent. Another was 
worried about likely congestion from the scheme. 

f. Lack of impact on underpass: there was some disappointment that the underpass had not been re-
worked all the way across, and that the proposal had not been able to impact upon the character of the 
underpass (or the surrounding Morrison supermarket). 

Other concerns raised by individuals: (g) inability to relocate bus stops, (h) lack of changes to the CPZ, (i) 
the aluminium windows, (j) low amount of trees and shrubs (and concern as to whether these would be 
native species or not – native species are required in order to attract birds and bees.) 

One participant said that they didn’t feel any of the scheme worked, while another said that all the things 
that all the weaker points of the proposals that were still there at the start remained. 
 
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 and traffic here. 

Points raised by more than one participant 

a. Population increase/infrastructure:  people are alarmed by the rate of population growth, and the 
ongoing building of housing, in Harrow. They wonder where residents will go to school, or find a doctor. 
They stress the need for more medical facilities otherwise pressure on A&E services will just continue to 
grow. 

b. Praise and a ‘thank you’ for the consultation process. One participant called it ‘excellent’. 
 
Points made by individuals:  

c. Hope that the Council will find a good use for the community space. 
d. “Please stop ruining Harrow!” 
e. Praise for the character of the development being “absolutely in keeping” with other local high and 

mid rise development (e.g Amba House on Station/College Rd) and therefore beneficial to the overall 
image of town centre development. 

f. Query as to how the development relates to other high rise development in the local area. 
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g. Concern re the closure of access from Bessborough Road to Vaughan Road. This means that people 
will have to drive a mile (approx.) to enter the property by car if they need to drop off a disabled person, 
large items of shopping, deliveries etc 

h. Query as to how this will improve the underpass. 
i. The development needs to be very green and tasteful. The respondent told us that Lowlands Rec is a 

great space. 
 

Suggestions made by individuals:  

j. Could we make the front buildings resemble terraced houses – similar to those further down Vaughan 
Rd at the corner of Wilson Gardens? And then only build high rise BEHIND the tracks? 

k. Could the residents of nearby or surrounding streets have the option for restricted or permit-
holder only access to parking? 

l. Could photovoltaic generation be provided? 
m. Look at other areas that have been successful at regeneration i.e. Hackney. The respondent 

encouraged us to think of the history of Harrow. “Lots of artists originate from Harrow and still live 
here, and you have Westminster Uni on the doorstep.” 

 
4. How do people rate the success of our final design proposals? 

a. On a scale of 1 to 5: 
1 (poor)   1 person 
2   1 person  
3   3 people 
4   4 people 
5 (excellent)  2 people 
 
Obviously it would be great by this stage in the process to have more scores at the 4 and 5 level. However, 
these scores show overall neutral to positive attitudes towards the scheme.  
 
5. How well do people think we have responded to community feedback ? 

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

b. Reasons for low scores 
i. Architecture/design still out of keeping for Vaughan Rd. 

ii. The design team have just put things in different ways rather than responding to comments. 
iii. The parking situation and changes to the CPZ. 

c. Reasons for a midway score 
i. The constraints make it difficult for community feedback to be responded to. In the end people would 

prefer to keep the car park. 
ii. Impact on local parking remains a major concern for local residents, so it would have been 

advantageous to tackle that aspect as well.  
iii. The parking aspect is a bit limited. 
iv. It still looks ugly. 

d. Reasons for high scores 
i. The design takes the surrounding area into consideration. 
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ii. The design team has been highly responsive, and it’s just been bad luck that they have not been able to 
meet a number of community requests. 

 
Appendices available as separate documents: 

A) Poster/flyer 
B) Display boards. 
 

Ends  

 
 


