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VAUGHAN RD REGENERATION 
COMMUNITY DESIGN DROP-IN (DEVELOPED CONCEPT) 
FINDINGS REPORT  
 
Date: 1 December 2016 
Time: 3.00pm to 8.00pm  
Location: Harrow Spiritualist Church, Vaughan Rd, HA1 
 
Format 
• Drop-in event with 10 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) EVOLVING DESIGN PROPOSALS with a particular focus on 
character, floor plans, height and strategy for transport and parking, (vi) update on plans for the ground 
floor – design and occupier. 

• 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 contact details, (iii) emails to database of local groups and facilities, and (iv) posters 
in the local area. 
 
Aims of event 
1. This was intended to be the penultimate event of the project. This meant that designs were close to 

being resolved in terms of overall strategy, but that the design team was just starting to think about the 
character – the look and feel of the building – in more detail. 

2. We were keen to show how people how designs had moved on in response to feedback at September’s 
design drop-in event, and to the parking-specific meeting, also held that month. 

3. But also to obtain their specific feedback on our proposals regarding architectural character. 
 
FINDINGS 
 
A) ABOUT PARTICIPANTS 
 
1. Who attended? 
1.1 22 people dropped in. This is quite a low turnout compared to previous events. Reasons are likely to 

include the fact that this was an indoor event on a dark winter evening, whereas previous events had 
been on weekends, in the daytime, and outside in the car park itself. Low turnout at this stage in a 
project can also be caused people feeling that there is no need or point in attending anymore; either 
they are happy with how things are progressing and just want the team to get on with it, or they feel that 
the issues that matter to them are not being addressed (e.g. for this project, issues around parking). 

1.2 17 feedback forms were completed. This is quite high for the number of participants, hopefully showing 
a real interest in what was being presented and/or the outcome of the event. 

1.3 Of the 16 people who answered the relevant question, all classified themselves as local residents. 
1.4 Of those who gave an address or whose address we know, only one was from Vaughan Road itself. Five 

others were from adjacent Butler Road and Butler Avenue, or from nearby Roxborough Avenue. 
1.5 One participant represented Harrow Spiritualist Church – the host venue. 
1.6 Of the 14 people who answered the question, 6 had not attended an event before. Two of those told us 

that they had not known about the project previously, and had only become aware of it by seeing 
posters in the local area or posts made by, or on behalf of, the team on Facebook. They encouraged us to 
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work harder to publicise the events, as without the posters and social media posts they would not have 
known the event was happening. 

1.7 Members of the design team and officers from Harrow Council staffed the event. All three local 
councillors also visited the events. 

1.8 An additional 5 local residents submitted feedback by email, bringing the total number of 
respondents to 22. 
 

2. How did people know about the event? 
The most popular method was by receiving a letter/flyer through the door, with a poster or an email from 
Daisy Froud as the next most common methods.   
 
B) ABOUT THE PROJECT 
 
1. Which aspects of the final design proposals did people think work well? 

Most common praise 

a. Improvements to the underpass: this was the aspect most commonly praised. People liked the effort 
to improve walking routes, to make the underpass safer and cleaner, and to remove the need to cross at 
street level.  

b. Provision of ground floor community space: this is felt to be lacking in the local area, and to offer a 
useful facility for tenants of the new development. 

c. Improving/enhancing the local area: the scheme was felt to make good use of a vacant/poorly-used 
and unattractive site, ‘finishing off’ the fourth corner of the roundabout. 

Additional aspects praised made by more than one participant 

d. Provision of needed new homes: and a large number of these. 

e. Balconies: the way in which these are integrated into the façade of the building was particularly praised. 

f. Relationship to local area: the design was praised for “fitting in well” with others in the area and for 
being “sensitive to local architecture and residents”. 

Other points praised by Individuals:  (g) plans to deter anti-social behavior through design, (h) provision of 
additional car parking spaces on Vaughan Rd (in response to community concerns), (i) lack of impact on 
protected Harrow views, (j) provision of parking spaces for disabled residents, (k) the quality of the 
consultation: “being able to talk directly to architects and Harrow Council officials; all so helpful and able to 
explain aspects of the plans”; (l) the relatively small number of units (32), (m) the mix and size of flats, (n) the 
fact that site is remaining in council ownership, (o) the way in which the development’s height steps up away 
from Vaughan Road, (p) the dual aspect windows, letting in good natural light, and the lack of north-facing 
windows. 

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

Most common criticisms 
a. Height:  seven storeys was seen as high in comparison to the rest of Vaughan Road, especially at the 

front, and comparisons were made with the ‘overbearing’ Morrison’s block nearby. Suggestions were 
made that the block at the back should be five storeys and that the one at the front would ideally be 
three. One person also criticized the ‘bulk’. Another expressed directly-related concerns about local 
population density, and that measures were not being taken to control this.  

b. Approach to parking: despite the work done in this area by the design team, cynicism remained that 
the parking strategy would not be effective, and that the issue was not being taken seriously. Lack of 
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parking for new residents and the knock-on effect on surrounding streets were both issues, with one 
person unconvinced that the surrounding streets had any spare spaces. Another felt that the new car 
parking spaces being provided in the road (thus in the CPZ) would end up being used by local residents, 
leaving visitors (who might use the current car park) with nowhere to park.  A third asked where 
tradesman would park.  A fourth stressed that Vaughan Rd should now be resident parking only, with 
measures taken to stop commuters using it. A fifth person, however, felt that too much parking was 
being provided, resulting in not enough greenery in what is a quite a ‘fumey’ place.  

c. Failure to ‘fit in’ with local architecture: the development was felt to have more in common with the 
high-rises over the road, and to not be compatible with, or to show little regard for, the residential 
architecture of Vaughan Road. The ‘finish’ was seen as particularly inharmonious. One Vaughan Rd 
resident stressed that she was pro regeneration and housing provision in Harrow, but that any scheme in 
West Harrow needed to be more sensitive to the area’s existing architecture or it would inevitably be an 
eyesore. The new flats further along Vaughan Rd, near West Harrow Station, were cited as a positive 
example of what could be achieved, leading to a likely reduction in opposition. 

d. Unattractive architecture: these points were mostly a variation on, or addition to, the previous point. 
The building’s external finishes need to be attractive, and more design work to be done. The lack of an 
obvious roof was an aspect of the design disliked by more than one participant. 

Other concerns raised by individuals: (e) the density of the development; too many homes on the site, (f) 
the windows look too dark, (g) the development looks like an office block, (h) the way in which the building 
‘sticks out’, if you are walking up Vaughan Rd towards Bessborough Rd, (i) the levels of pollution that might 
affect the new homes given their proximity to the roundabout and the tube station, (j) the impact on traffic. 
 
3. Views on architectural character 

Most common points made 

a. Architecture looks too office-like: a number of people felt that the architecture did not look domestic 
enough, and that it needed to have more of a ‘domestic look’ or a ‘residential finish’ – to look like flats - 
or a bit more character.  

b. Bricks/materials: the choice of brick was felt to be good, fitting with other buildings on the road and 
the residential architecture. Praise was given by individuals for the ‘red brick’ and the ‘brick of various 
kinds’. The importance of using traditional brick and stone features – in keeping with local Edwardian 
architecture – as opposed to fake bricks or cladding was stressed. 

c. Lack of connection with existing architecture: in contrast to the previous point, almost as many 
people felt that the proposed development did not fit with the style of existing residential architecture. 
Its ‘blandness’ and flat roofline were specified as particular issues. 

d. Colour/detail/variety: some people acknowledged that designs were still in evolution, and requested 
more colour, more variety in terms of materials e.g. brickwork on arches or window-surrounds – perhaps 
in alternating colours as elsewhere on Vaughan Rd, or more ‘adventurousness’/ ‘life’. Requests were 
made, in keeping with previous points, for more references to the character of existing buildings. The 
current scheme was felt to be a little dull. One respondent likened it to a ‘big brick’. The example was 
given of the way in which the nearby Morrison’s uses nice colours, despite being too large a building for 
the area. 

e. Roof shape: could a more obvious or sloped roof be introduced, to make more of a visual connection 
with Vaughan Road? One participant was perplexed as to how the architects (and presumably local 
planners) could feel that the building fits into the local street scene without even a nod to a pitched roof.  
The whole of the surrounding area (with the exception of Morrison’s), including Pinner and Headstone 
Roads, have ‘stylish’ pitched roof buildings. Even if pitched roofs are more expensive, could some kind of 
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‘faux’ pitch, as seen on Headstone and Station Road buildings, be introduced, in order to offer 
something a bit more imaginative than a ‘box with holes’? 

f. Arches: the reference made to this Vaughan Rd design feature was appreciated, and a request made 
that the arches be incorporated elsewhere in the design, and not just at ground level. 

Additional point made by more than one participant 

g. Height: as with Section 2, the building was felt by a couple of participants to be too tall. 

Other points made by Individuals:  (h) praise for the ‘generous’ windows and balconies, (i) concern that the 
‘generous’ balconies don’t look that generous, and concern – based on precedent – that these would 
become cluttered and unattractive, and lined with bamboo fencing, (j) the importance of good sound 
insulation was stressed, (k) the building is “not beautiful but functional”. 
 
4. Other feedback that people wanted to give us 

Points raised by more than one participant 

a. Parking: although one participant praised the way in which the parking situation had been considered, 
s/he felt that it remained an issue – as did a second - and asked the Council to consider introducing car 
pools and 1-way streets into the area, as well as a CPZ in Butler Road. A third suggested that if the 
building height, and thus the number of units, was reduced, then parking demand would be lessened. A 
fourth stressed the usefulness of the existing car park to the local community (and their visitors), 
particularly those who live on Bessborough Road and who do not have driveways. 

b. Praise for aspects of the process: the architects had worked hard to incorporate the community’s 
previous comments, and the display was felt to be relaxed and informative with an inviting atmosphere. 

c. More greenery/ green spaces: e.g. trees similar to the street trees on Vaughan Rd, privet hedges like 
neighbouring houses, rooftop allotment/garden or 'living walls'. One participant felt that this would be 
mitigation for the flat roof. 

 
Points made by individuals:  

d. The Spiritualist Church stressed that they looked forward to negotiating with the Council over the 
provision of dropped kerbs and of funding to support creation of more parking space on their site 
through re-location of their toilets.  

e. Height remains of concern: will the development overlook local properties in an unfortunate way? 
f. Maintenance of landscaped areas: who will be responsible? Lowland Rec is often strewn with rubbish. 
g. The design has “made the best of a bad situation”.  
The remaining points were all made in emails by one local resident:  
h. Disbelief that a ‘cash-strapped’ council is closing a revenue-generating car park, based on the theory 

that flat rentals will make more money, while spending money on development, not to mention two 
new schools and a library, when Harrow already has a perfectly good library, and demand to read books 
is probably low. (And when they can’t even collect garden refuse without asking residents to pay.) 

i. Concern at the rate that any notion of community is abating.  
j. Concern at the pressure being placed on local infrastructure by housing development, which seems 

short-sighted.  School places and the state of the NHS being particular concerns. There is already a lot of 
development going on all over the borough, which doesn’t make sense when the town centre is dying 
and Harrow is hardly a trendy or desirable place for people to come and live.  

k. Suspicion that council people are probably being paid a full day of expenses to attend consultation 
events while in fact not attending a full day.   

l. Feeling that the consultation events are a waste of time and a tick-box exercise given that Harrow is 
hardly going to refuse itself planning permission anyway. 
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m. Cynicism that there is any such thing as a ‘housing crisis/ shortage’ – given that the population of the 
‘developed’ world is decreasing and increase in demand is largely down to immigration - and frustration 
that while some people manage to house themselves through their own efforts, money is poured into 
housing those who seem unable.  The shortage is a ‘conspired myth’. For example, Bradstowe House, the 
redeveloped DSS building, is only 10% full.  

n. Frustration at the calibre of Harrow and UK politicians in comparison with Donald Trump and his 
engagement with the ‘real world’. Trump’s proposed wall between the US and Mexico was cited as an 
example of positive political activity.  

o. Young people in the local area’s disdain for the UK is shown by the way they dispose of litter on the 
pavement. The suggestion was made that these young people are not deserving of housing and should 
be scuttled together and sent to ‘boot camp’. They are unlikely to make any contribution to the country’s 
economic prosperity. 
 

Suggestions/requests made by individuals:  

p. Request for more environmental information. 
q. Need for more detailed information on the community space.  “We can't miss the opportunity to use 

this space during the day and night - especially at night to avoid drug dealers and petty criminals using 
the area.” 

r. Request for more detail on why Transport for London had said it will not be possible to move bus 
stops closer to Vaughan Rd. How did they reach that conclusion? 

s. Request for more specific information on whether residents of the new development will be allowed 
parking permits or not. (They won’t.) 

t. Families moving in should be given free gym membership as compensation for not having a garden. 
u. If the development is the scale it is because of Harrow’s funding shortfall, then – in its current form - it 

should be rejected.  
v. A small walk-in medical centre on the ground floor would take pressure off local GP surgeries. 
w. Keen to see PV panels in mitigation for flat roof. 
x. One participant wished to know what would happen to the existing blue badge parking space. 
y. “Let’s try to make the environment more conducive to good living. Let’s teach the young to respect 

where they live and let’s teach the lazy to get off their collective arses.” Could something at least be done 
to stop young people dropping litter locally on their way to and from Harrow High School? 

z. Request for more information on associated infrastructure provision, particularly school places. 

 
5. How do people rate the success of our current design approach? 

a. On a scale of 1 to 5: 
1 (poor)   1 person 
2   1 person  
3   8 people 
4   3 people 
5 (excellent)  1 person 
 
Impressions of the scheme are therefore largely neutral to slightly positive. 
 
6. How well do people think we have responded to community feedback? 

a. On a scale of 1 to 5: 
1 (not at all)   0 people 
2   1 person  
3   5 people 
4   5 people 
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5 (extremely well) 2 people 

b. Reasons for low scores 
i. No specific reasons were given. However, we assume likely reasons would be ongoing dissatisfaction re 

(i) the development happening at all, (ii) the amount of replacement parking being provided and (iii) 
the scale/height of development required for viability purposes. 

c. Reasons for a midway score 
i. Acknowledgement that we had’ carefully considered’ public feedback, but that site restrictions meant 

not all of it had been able to be accommodated.   
ii. Although the scheme had been ‘softened’ to some degree, it was still “too high and rectilinear”. 

iii. Community space still too vague.  
iv. Development not In line with houses in Vaughan Rd. 
v. The fact that the July consultation had not been advertised until AFTER the date it took place. (This 

remains a source of complete bewilderment to the design team, as we religiously put all the publicity up 
ourselves, in advance of events, and know that we did not put any posters up after they have already taken 
place. We also try to ensure that all posters are taken down immediately after events, so as to not leave street 
clutter, although it is certainly possible that a poster may have been missed, and therefore seen after an 
event. However, we have been unable to establish what took place, and were also not able to convince the 
participant that this could not have been the case.) 

d. Reasons for high scores 
i. Two participants made reference to the summary on our own ‘What Have You Told Us So Far?’ board. 

ii. The design isn't completely in keeping with the local area but does maximise the space. 
iii. The thoughtful and considered response. 
iv. The design had tried to come up with the best solution possible. 
 
Appendices available as separate documents: 

A) Poster/flyer 
B) Display boards. 
 

Ends  

	   


