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STUDY OVERVIEW

Background

Large sites are an important strategic resource. As well
as meeting community needs for housing, employment
and leisure they provide the opportunity to stimulate
area regeneration, to support the development of more
sustainable modes of transport and to improve the
range and quality of facilities available to local people.

The development of large sites must therefore be
planned with care: as fully integrated urban
neighbourhoods catering for people of different ages
and income groups and well supported by public
transport and local facilities.

This study seeks to extend the application of the
Sustainable Residential Quality approach, developed
initially in relation to small town centre sites, to large sites
across London. lts main focus is on establishing a
strategic context for exploring the housing potential of
large sites. In particular it seeks to forge more effective
linkages between:

good quality urban design;

e accessibility to public transport, local facilities and
car parking requirements; and

e housing capacity.

It is essentially concerned to extend Londoners' housing
choices and to secure a high standard of residential
amenity.
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Main study findings

The main study findings are to do with urban capacity,
residential quality and housing choice. The study
concludes that:

o There is potential to significantly increase
residential densities and at the same time improve
the environmental quality of new residential
development. This can be achieved through a
creative design-led approach which responds to
the particular characteristics of a site, its
surroundings and the needs of future residents.

e The approach achieves both increased density
and improved quality because the objective of
quality is addressed through design rather than by
applying general planning standards. These are
not only insensitive to the different character of
places and the range of different types of housing
required; they are also wasteful of space.

e In particular the approach seeks to ensure that
the amount of space required for roads and car
parking is kept to the minimum necessary taking
account of non-car accessibility. Replacing
conventional road hierarchies with layouts based
on more traditional perimeter block structures
also brings a range of qualitative benefits. For
example:

e ensuring a continuity to the fronts and backs of
dwellings;

e supporting safe and secure streets;

e providing alegible urban form;and

e allowing for convenient and direct pedestrian
movement across and through sites.
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The recommended approach is consistent with the
need to provide a range of housing choice and to
meet the community’s requirement for affordable
housing. Specifically, it need not imply a return to
high rise housing or a departure from well
established and popular housing forms.

Even on suburban sites, net development densities
of 250 HRH (c. 50 dwellings per hectare) can be
achieved with mix of terraced, semi-detached and
detached houses with gardens. Widening the choice
to include apartments with a mix of private and
communal open space, can increase densities to
between 300 and 400 HRH ( c. 115 dwellings per
hectare).

On more urban sites densities of up to three to four
times LPAC's current density maxima (i.e. up to
1,100 HRH) can be achieved subject to a high level
of accessibility to public transport and facilities, a
strong existing built context and a high quality of
design.

A new policy approach to density is required which
reflects this very wide range of appropriate
densities and which seeks to optimise the housing
potential of sites with a high level of accessibility to
public transport and facilities. This should provide
for net residential densities of between 150 and
1,100 Habitable Rooms to the Hectare. This range
should be calibrated in calibrated in relation to
pedestrian accessibility to public transport and
facilities, but must also be sensitive to differences in
the established character of places.

More detailed implications for
policy and practice

The study points to the need for changes to conventional
policy and practice approaches if the benefits of an SRQ
approach are to be realised. The main implications are as
follows.

Urban design and architecture: Developers must
invest more in design to achieve high quality
development at higher densities. This means less
reliance on standard types and greater freedom for
designers to respond to the potential of individual
sites.

Llewelyn-Davies
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Design principles: UDP's should give greater
emphasis to the principles of good design and
place making. Planning briefs and design
statements should be required as part of
submissions for planning permission.

Access to facilities and public transport: a new
approach is required to evaluate a site's
accessibility to local facilities and public transport.
This should provide the basis for determining the
appropriate level of car parking, as well as for
identifying measures to facilitate greater walking,
cycling and public transport use. Improvements to
non car access should be rewarded with increased
densities and reduced requirements for parking.

The walking environment: much greater
emphasis must be given to the potential of walking
as the base mode of access to local facilities and to
public transport networks. This means greater
attention to establishing safe and direct walking
routes through new development areas and to
improving the quality of the walking environment
generally.

Integrating public transport into new
development: the development of large sites can
provide opportunities for new or enhanced bus
services. The opportunities, particularly for new or
re-routed services through sites, must be identified
early in the planning process so that the needs of
buses and passengers are built into the design
from the outset.

Social inclusion: large sites must be planned as
fully integrated neighbourhoods catering for people
of different ages and income groups. The creation
of separate enclaves of 'executive,' general market
and affordable housing should be resisted.

Affordable housing: the SRQ approach can
contribute to meeting affordable housing needs,
but requirements for different dwelling types must
be matched carefully to the potential of sites taking
account of location and the established urban
grain.

Community facilities: large sites can contribute to
improving the range and quality of community
facilities, but requirements for new provision should
be based on analysis of existing facilities in the



surrounding area. Development contributions to the
improvement of existing facilities may be preferable
to new provision.

o The culture of planning and development:
Boroughs and developers must work together with
other stakeholders to achieve high quality
development. Boroughs should consider
establishing development enabling teams to help
bring forward significant projects.
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o Design and development skills: Boroughs need
to develop a stronger design capability as well as a
better appreciation of market and development
processes. Training programmes, secondments and
recruitment of specialist staff will need to be
promoted and resourced.

About the study

The study was commissioned in December 1998 by the
London Planning Advisory Committee together with the
Department of the Environment, Transport and the
Regions, the Government Office for London, London
Transport and the Housing Corporation.

The study was undertaken by a team led by planning and
design consultants Llewelyn-Davies and including
specialist inputs from the Metropolitan Transport
Research Unit and Urban Investment.
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1 Setting the Scene

Background

This is the Report of the study of Sustainable Residential
Quality lll: Exploring the Housing Potential of Large Sites.
The study was commissioned in December 1998 by a
client group led by the London Planning Advisory
Committee (LPAC) and including the Department of the
Environment, Transport and the Regions (DETR), the
Government Office for London (GOL), London Transport
and the Housing Corporation. The study was undertaken
by a consultancy team led by Llewelyn-Davies and
including Urban Investment and the Metropolitan
Transport Research Unit (MTRU).

The study is the latest in a long line of LPAC projects
concerned with optimising London's housing capacity
while maintaining and enhancing the quality of the urban
environment and fostering more sustainable patterns of
urban living. Earlier studies have included:

e The Quality of London's Residential Environment
(1994);
Offices to Other Uses (1997);
Possible Future Sources of Large Housing Sites in
London (1998);
Dwellings Over and In Shops (1998); and
One-Person Households and London's Housing
Requirements (1998).

Earlier studies of Sustainable
Residential Quality
In particular, this study builds on two earlier studies of

Sustainable Residential Quality. The first of these
Sustainable Residential Quality: new approaches to urban

living (SRQ I 1998) highlighted the potential for higher
density well designed housing on vacant, derelict and
under-used land in the "ped-sheds" around London's
network of town centres. The study illustrated how a site
specific "design-led" approach could achieve more
intensive forms of urban housing than are possible under
current UDP policies and standards, while maintaining a
high standard of design and amenity.

A series of 50 design case studies provided the basis for
a Density, Location and Parking Matrix indicating a series
of different density ranges appropriate to sites with
different levels of accessibility to public transport and
local facilities. This Matrix was subsequently incorporated
into LPAC's Interim Advice on Sustainable Residential
Quality. At present this Matrix relates only to small sites
of upto Tha (0.5hain Inner London).

The second study Sustainable Residential Quality Il
provided a short summary describing the principles of
the SRQ approach (1998) and an Approach and Method
Statement (1999), setting out a step by step guide to
help London Boroughs in applying the SRQ approach to
identifying the potential of small (up to 1ha) ped-shed
sites.

Densities in London - an historic
perspective

Introduction

Inany comprehensive review of this kind, it is useful to set
the subject of study within a wider, historical perspective,
not only as a means of validating current assumptions
but also because any residential prototypes (such as
those illustrated in Chapter 3) in a city such as London
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ought to acknowledge past patterns of development and
relevant historical lessons.

Historic Approaches to Density Measurement

Discussions of urban density in London have tended to
focus upon the concept of 'net residential density' and
were expressed initially in terms of persons per hectare
(ppH).  The LCC's 1943 County of London Plan, for
example, identified three density zones. The Outer Zone
was averaged at 240 ppH; the Intermediate Zone was
averaged at 336 ppH while the Inner (core) Zone rose to
an average of 494 ppH. Such simplistic patterns of
concentric density bands were a familiar feature of post-
war redevelopment strategies across Europe.

The Greater London Development Plan adopted the
measurement of Habitable Rooms to the Hectare (HRH),
but established the London wide density maxima at the
lower end of the ranges set in the 1943 County of
London Plan, i.e. 125-250 HRH (equating to 50-100
habitable rooms to the acre). It is this range which has
been carried through into LPAC's Strategic Advice and
the UDP’s of the London Boroughs.

Historical Perceptions of Density

This policy of limiting residential densities reflected deep
seated perceptions that higher density housing was
synonymous with overcrowded and unsanitary living
conditions.  Indeed in literature, politics and social
commentary of London through its recent history runs a
continuous theme of opposition, even escape, from what
the metropolis is believed to present as an undesirable
environment for its residents. As Donald Olsen wrote in
his "The Growth of Victorian London" (1976)

"The eighteenth-century country house, the nineteenth-
century suburban villa and the twentieth-century New
Town reflect the conscious decisions of their builders to
create an environment as different as possible from the
metropolis. The distrust of London, or what London was
thought to represent, is not confined to the Cobbetts and
Ruskins and Howards and their immediate followers, but
is shared by the inarticulate multitudes as well".

Such sentiments underlie many of the periods of
London's urban development in the 19th and early 20th
century, when the emerging middle classes aspired to a
single family "house on the ground", however
dimensionally constrained. To generations of clerks such
as HGWells" Mr Polly of Lewisham the house was a potent
symbol of escape from tenemental life and a mark of
personal progress and success.

Yet much of the attraction for households in London lay
in the sheer variety of opportunities and diversions
available, not only to residents of the long-established
inner districts but also open to those living in the
emerging outer suburbs, accessed by fast-improving,
high capacity public transport. These opportunities are
contrasted, again by Olsen with those available in the
hybrid Garden Cities and today's New Towns.

“Their failure to establish themselves as the standard
environment of our time, while dormitory suburbs
multiply, suggests that even today people who can
choose, prefer the artificialities of Golders Green and the
banalities of Chalcots to the more moral and bracing
atmosphere of Welwyn and Crawley." (Olsen ibid)

Nonetheless contemporary commentators tended to
associate, without question but with some emotive
evidence, multi-family tenements with cramped and
unsanitary conditions. The form itself became tainted by
association, whereas architects such as John Nash had
demonstrated that the shared dwelling could achieve
high levels of elegance and decorum.

Challenging Established Perceptions of Density

While most politicians and practitioners would endorse
Ebenezer Howard's maxim  "Nothing gained by
overcrowding", there is now a considerable body of
research into sustainable urban environments at higher
densities, beginning with the pioneering studies
undertaken by the Martin Centre at Cambridge
University in the late 1960s. These demonstrated that
successful residential quarters could be designed at
densities within the LCC's 'Intermediate’ zone (and
higher) with most if not all dwellings having private
gardens and garages built in, yet with the prevailing
building height remaining at three storeys or lower.

A series of innovative public housing schemes for such
Boroughs as Islington and Camden, from the 1970s
onwards, proved that the Martin Centre's theoretical
calculations could be fully realised in practice with typical
outcomes in density terms of between 310 to 390 ppH
without loss of privacy, amenity or compromising
housing mix and choice. What these successful projects
also demonstrated was that their site planning and
detailed design generally required a higher standard of
professional performance and a greater confidence on
the part of the Councils which commissioned them,
certainly compared to standard housebuilder's
products of the same period.

Llewelyn-Davies
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Arguments for and against the adoption of higher
densities for urban sites are often clouded by
misconceptions over the characteristics of the main
building typologies available. Despite the evidence of
the Cambridge researchers that identical numbers of
residents could be accommodated either in terraced
houses on the ground or in high-rise blocks to quote the
two contrasting extremes  the misconception has
persisted that high-rise forms of development
automatically mean higher densities, while often in
practice the plot ratios and dwelling outputs are identical
in both cases. The difference lies in the physical form
itself and not in the numbers accommodated.

Analysis of the Victorian terraces so typical of London's
inner suburbs, prepared by Harley Sherlock and others,
reveal that a typical net residential densities for these
quarters would be in the order of 385 ppH, assuming
contemporary space standards and housing mix. Such a
mismatch of planning standards with what are visibly
successful pieces of urban fabric, yet which considerably
exceed currently permitted net residential densities, has
actually led to the progressive depopulation of some
quarters of London.

For all their critics, such city-scale residential projects as
the Foundling Estate in Bloomsbury have succeeded in
matching historical high residential densities but
reinterpreted in a contemporary built form and with
higher space standards for each resident. Likewise, high
density is very often synonymous with high values. The
Edwardian mansion blocks of Kensington, the 1930s
"moderne" flats of Maida Vale and the standard Victorian
terraces of Fulham or Wandsworth achieve net urban
densities as high as anything found in Europe, yet without
loss of environmental quality.

The root confusion, as Sherlock and others have clearly
identified, is between density and intensity. The latter
term is usually taken to mean an urban environment
perceived as being acceptably dense and vital, while
retaining personal amenity, privacy and wellbeing.

Clearly, the general public's perception of which
environments are acceptably intense and which are
regarded as over-intense will vary widely between
individuals. Living in cities is, to a degree, a matter of
personal choice or habit. It could be argued that the
failure of much recent development to create successful
and liveable urban quarters is because they have been
built to inappropriately low densities.

Density & Quality in London: Evidence from Earlier
Research

The earlier LPAC/GOL study of The Quality of London's
Residential Environment (1994)included analysis of 50
residential areas running in a broad east-west transect
across London.

While clearly not comprehensive this survey throws
useful light on the densities achieved during different
periods of London's development, as well as on the
relationship between density and environmental quality.

Figure 1.1 which is reproduced from the study shows the
50 case study areas and their respective environmental
strengths and weaknesses sorted into four main historic
periods.

The analysis shows that the pre 1914 case study areas
display by far the highest densities of any period with the
exception of the period 1945 - 1979 (where the case
studies were dominated by large public estates including
high-rise development). Indeed none of the pre 1914
areas had a density of less than 200 Habitable Rooms to
the Hectare (HRH) and five had densities of between
420 and 830 HRH. Interestingly this range of densities
is very broad in comparison to later periods and in
particular to the post 1980 case studies.

The average density for the inter-war case study areas
was less than half the pre-war average (i.e 172 HRH
compared to 380 HRH) reflecting the substantial
suburban expansion of the period. The range of
densities was also more limited with most of the case
study areas varying within a narrow band of between
100and 170 HRH.

Densities for the post 1980 case studies were higher
than the inter-war average at 215 HRH but were clearly
influenced by strategic density policies. Indeed, of the
15 case study areas, only four had densities outside the
established GLDP/LPAC range of 125-250 HRH and
almost half lay within the 175-225 HRH range.

Figure 1.1 also highlights some interesting changes in
the pattern of environmental strengths and weaknesses
over time. For example, the pre 1919 environments
consistently scored well in terms of landscape quality,
architectural character, visual cohesion and quietness,
but (as one would expect) scored badly in terms of the
convenience of car parking.

Llewelyn-Davies
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Figure 1.1: Historic Densities and Environmental Quality of London’s Residential Environment
(reproduced from LPAC, The Quality of London’s Residential Environment, 1994)

PRE 1914
Tredegar Square
Pembroke Square
Linden/Clanrickarde Gds
Cadogan Road
Westfield Road
Woodgrange Estate
Shelgate Road
Poets Estate
Wakehurst Road
Geere Road
Queenstown Road
Lion Mills
City Works
Cranbrook
Boundary Estate
Waterlow Estate

1919-1939
Woodlands
Manor Way
Kings Drive
Central Avenue, Hayes
Emerson Park
Clayhall
Dalgarno Gardens
Hill Farm Road
Meadway
Triangle Estate
Hornchurch
Becontree
Upminster Park

1945-79
Lansbury Estate
The Rogers Estate
The Doddindgton Estate
Lancaster Road West
Gascoigne
Holmfield House

1980-PRESENT
Sharpness Close
Guerney Close
Mayesbrook
Heavy Waters
Glenorchy Close
Monkhams Grove
Nightingale School
St Mary Abbots
Wye Street
Barlby Road
Windsor Park
Milhaven Close
Blacksmith Close
St Thomas Moor
Marina Approach
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Some of these positive themes were also associated with
inter-war case study areas, particularly in terms of the
degree of visual cohesion, privacy and quietness. But in
addition neighbourhoods of this period were also
identified as having a high degree of legibility and
spaciousness.

The picture of strengths and weaknesses for the post
1980 case studies was more mixed. While the study
identified a number of recurrent strengths including
landscaping, architectural character and privacy as well
as convenient parking, it also highlighted a number of
consistent weaknesses which undermined environmental
quality. These included poor layout and a low quality of
public realm, a lack of visual cohesion as well as poor
relationships to the surrounding context.

Above all the analysis of the 50 case study areas
demonstrated that environmental quality and
development density are not related. Indeed as the
photographs opposite indicate the study shows that
some of London’s most desirable and enduring
residential environments were built at densities well
above those set by today’s UDP policies.

The evolving planning policy
context

Against this historic context, the Sustainable Residential
Quality studies have contributed to a series of important
developments in the national planning policy approach to
new residential development. This has been forged in
response to the need to accommodate the substantial
household growth indicated by the Government’s 1992
based household projections and by the international
commitment to plan for sustainable development.

Figure 1.2 highlights some of the key milestones in the
development of planning policy and practice towards the
planning of new residential development and the
assessment of urban housing potential.

Of particular importance to the SRQ studies was the
Government's response to the debate on household
growth "Planning for the Communities of the Future". This
key Policy Statement commended the SRQ study as
showing ~ "how combining an innovative design-led
approach to building new homes with a more flexible
approach to planning policy, particularly density and car
parking standards, can unlock the full potential of sites for
housing which the blanket application of standards often
prevents" (Cm 3885 para.77).

Clanricarde Gardens, Kensington & Chelsea
1067HRH (834 gross)

Woodgrange Estate, Newham 307 HRH
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Figure 1.2:

Milestones in the Development of Planning Policy for Sustainable Residential Quality

Year Central Government Other Key Events LPAC Policy and Studies
1990-91 ‘This Common Inheritance:
Britian’s Environmental Strategy’.
Renewed interest in planning and a
major review of planning policy
guidance,
Town and Country Planning Act Rio Earth Summit establishes Local
1990/91 re-introduces “plan-led” Agenda 21 for reduction of green
system. house emissions.
1994 Revised PPG13 advises authorities to: Joseph Rowntree Foundation publish 1994 Strategic Advice published.
. i i “Providing More Homes in Urban Recommends integrated approach fc
concentrate higher density Areas” highlighting the potential to eeo > 1M€9 pproach
housing in areas well served by make better use of urban land. densty, .pubhc t.ransp.nort accves&bmty,.
public transpart and facilifies car parking, residential quality, amenity
and desigh '
s reduce or waive the requirement
for off-street car parking
Discussion document “Quality in 1994 Housing Capacity Study
Town and Country” marks a renewed published.
commitment to securing high quality
design through the planning system.
“The Quality of London’'s
Residential Environment™
demonstrates no relationship between
density and quality and highlights the
amount of space given over to roads
and car parking in new developments.
“Putting London Back on its
Feet" Pedestrian Study published
1995 Household Projections indicating an
629,000 increase in London’s
household population between 1991
and 2016.
1996 Green Paper “Household Growth: Offices to Other Uses published.
where shall we live?” exploring the
issues-raised by the household
projections.
1997 PPG1 revised to further emphasise the Review of Urban Capacity Studies
benefits of mixed use development and published by UK Round Table.
good design. Authorities advised to Highlights the need to challenge
allocate “the maximum amount of existing planning pelicies and standards
housing to previously developed sites in assessing urban housing capacity
withir: urban areas, which have access
to arange of transport and other
facilities”

Llewelyn-Davies
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Year Central Government Other Key Events LPAC Policy and Studies
1998 Planning for the Communities of Possible Future Sources of Large
the Futare Recognises need for urban Scale Housing Land in Londen
capacity studies to test aiternative published.
assumptions about density, car parking
and road layouts. Commends the SRQ
approach.
Transport White Paper establishes DETR publishes Sustainable Dwellings over Shops published.
integrated approach to land-use and Development Good Practice Guide
transport.
DETR publishes Places, Streets and One Person Households pdbiished
Movement exploring the housing preferences of
one person households, and how they
might relate to existing and future
housing supply.
House of Common’s Select LPAC publish SRQ | highlighting the
Committee Housing Inquiry potential of a design-led approach to
recognises that local authorities must making most of urban sites for housing.
be at the centre of urban regeneration
and should “adopt a . helpful and -
imaginative approach to proposals for SkQl af’ws%eSdRLolndon Boroughs on the
urban  development, particularly in approach of SRQ |
respect of the density, layout and
number of car parking spaces they
require” {para. 246).
1999

loseph Rowntree Foundation publishes
“Sustainable Renewal . of
Suburban Areas™ considering how
suburbs could be improved,

Consultation draft of the revised PPG3.
Authorities told to:

e avoid too much low density
development and provide for higher
density housing in and around
existing centres and close to public
transport;

e promote improved layouts of
development which promote good
quality urban design, higher density
and which put the needs of people
and communities before those of
the car.

The Urban Task Foree publish their
report placing urban design at the

. forefront of Urban Renaissance.

Llewelyn-Davies
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This potential to create high quality living environments
through imaginative design and reduced provision for off
street car parking is developed further in the
Consultation Draft of the Revised PPG3 on Housing. This
requires local authorities to "increase the density of
development at and immediately around places with good
public transport accessibility, such as town, district and
local centres, or in public transport corridors" (para. 39)
and to "revise their parking standards to allow significantly
lower levels of parking in all housing developments”
(para. 42).

The Draft Guidance recognises the particular
opportunities which exist close to town centres and other
places with good access to public transport and facilities.
Here it may "not be possible nor desirable to provide any
off-street parking....and where there is on-street parking
control, the provision of ‘car-free' housing should be
encouraged” (para.44).

These concerns about making efficient use of urban land
cannot be considered in isolation from other important
objectives. Of particular concern to this study is the
effective provision of affordable housing. Here too there
continue to be important developments in policy and
practice with the emphasis increasingly on the creation of
mixed tenure and socially inclusive communities. This
raises issues about how best to accommodate affordable
housing within private sector led developments and the
need to ensure that the housing forms provided are
appropriate to local needs.

Objectives of this study

Against this emerging policy background this study was
commissioned to extend the application of the "design-
led" SRQ approach to larger sites of over 0.5ha in Inner
London and 1ha in Outer London. The specific study
objectives are to:

e Provide a framework within which Boroughs can
assess the development densities and capacities
appropriate to large sites with different locational,
physical, market and development characteristics;

e  Explore how the SRQ approach might contribute to
meeting affordable housing needs, taking account
of the requirements for family accommodation and
the provision of related facilities;

e  Examine the relationships between housing capacity
and public transport accessibility, particularly in
terms of the potential for improved public transport
to contribute increased housing capacity; and

Llewelyn-Davies
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Provide guidance on the planning and design
principles to be followed in seeking to make the best



A disclaimer

Inundertaking the research we were guided by a Steering
Group representing each of the client bodies as well as by
an expert panel. We are grateful for their advice and
guidance. We were also assisted by many of the London
Boroughs in the provision of information on the nature of
sites and the local policy contexts.

Itisimportant to point out that the selection of case study
sites and the design options explored is the consultants’
work alone. It does not imply any endorsement of the
local authority, land owners, LPAC, GOL, DETR, the
Housing Corporation or London Transport. The design
case studies are examples of how innovative, good
quality housing development could be achieved. They are
not meant to be indicative of how these specific sites
should be developed, nor should they be construed as
such.

In particular we would stress that the application of the
nine generic housing tiles described in Chapter 4 and
illustrated in Appendix | was conducted as a desk exercise
and did not include detailed site analysis. The
appropriate form of development for these sites must
emerge from a site specific design-led approach and the
generic housing tiles attributed to the sites in Appendix |
should be taken as indicative of the density which may be
achievable but not necessarily of the built form implied.

Llewelyn-Davies
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Estimating the Housing Potential of Large Sites
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2.1

2.2

2 Characteristics of Large
Housing Sites

Introduction

The starting point in considering the potential of large
housing sites is the nature of the sites themselves. This
Chapter examines the main characteristics of the likely
future supply of large housing sites. It must be stressed
from the outset that the purpose of the analysis is not to
provide a definitive analysis of the nature of large sites.
Rather it is intended only to ensure that the sample of
sites selected for analysis is representative of the sorts
of sites which are likely to come forward in future.

Setting the sample framework

The starting point in establishing a sample frame was
LPAC's Form 1 (Large Sites (10 or more units gross) and
Conversion) Database. This is a composite database
holding details of all identified large sites in London.
These include those sites:
o identified by the 1994 Housing Capacity Study;
o identified by the Offices to Other Uses Study;
o identified by the Potential Future Sources of Large
Scale Housing Land in London;
identified by Borough UDPs;
with extant planning permissions as of 1 January
1997 (may include sites completed or started
since 1.1.97);
o identified by planning briefs or other guidance, but
which have not yet been included in the UDP; and
e not identified above, but which the Borough
considers as suitable for housing and wishes to
include.

For the purposes of this study, taking into account the
Circular 6/98 "Planning and Affordable Housing"

definition of inner and outer London Boroughs for
affordable housing purposes, the definition of a large site
is:

"(a) housing developments of 25 or more dwellings or
residential sites of 1 hectare or more, irrespective
ofthe number of dwellings;

(b) in Inner London, housing developments of 15 or
more dwellings, or residential sites of 0.5 of a
hectare or more, irrespective of the number of
dwellings;..."

For the purposes of analysis a number of categories
included on the database were to be discounted:

e sites without planning permission identified in the
study "Possible Future Sources of Large Housing
Sitesin London” (LPAC 1998);

e sitesidentified in the “Offices to Other Uses Study”,
unless they were identified in LPAC's 1994 Housing
(Capacity Study or inthe relevant UDP;

e sites which were recorded as under construction,
completed or with full planning permission; and

e sites that did not fit the definition of a large site set
outin Circular 6/98.

These adjustments reduced the number of eligible sites
from nearly 3500 site entries to just under 600. In
addition, 139 of these entries included no record of site
size, either by area or number of dwellings. From the
remaining sample of 434 sites we sought an initial sample
of 50 sites to examine large sites in different locations
and their physical and policy characteristics. The pattern
of the 434 sites by size and location is illustrated in Figure
2.1,

Significantly, it can be seen from Figure 2.1 that almost
half (45%) of this sample of large sites are located in the
1-2 hectares size category. Furthermore, it also shows
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2.3

that despite the perception that Inner London is already
heavily developed, 36% of sites over 5 hectares
identified in this sample fell within Inner London.

A random sample of 75 was selected and tested in
discussion with LPAC and the relevant Boroughs with
some sites being discounted and others added. In the
end 41 sites were selected as part of the first round
sample.

Key site characteristics

For each of the 41 sites a short information sheet was
completed with the assistance of the relevant Boroughs.
This collected basic information on:

Location (by LPAC's standard sub-sectors);

Site area;

Physical characteristics;

Current, previous and surrounding uses;

UDP designation and policy position;

Level of accessibility to public transport and facilities;
and

o Local authority expectations for non-residential uses
or affordable housing provision.

This was supplemented by planning briefs, where
available and a map (1:2500 where possible) of each
site.

The key characteristics of the 41 sites can be
summarised as follows:

Figure2.1:Distribution of Large Sample Sites

Site Category 1 2
Number of Dwellings 15-24 25-49
Site Area (ha) 0.50-0.99 1.00-1.99

Inner East

o Most sites flat or with gradual slope, minority with
steeper slopes;

Majority of sites irregularly shaped;

Majority of sites vacant;

Most designated for residential use; and

Public transport accessibility considered poor for
most sites.

Inner West

e Mostlyflat or with gradual slopes;

o All sites, except one, were either rectangular or
square;
Majority of sites vacant;
Majority of sites do not have specific UDP land use
designation;

o All sites (with one exception) considered to have
good public transport accessibility.

Outer East

o Mainlyflat sites, but one with varying levels;

o Amixof shapesincluding one long thin site;

o Majority of sites vacant;

e Public transport accessibility fair to good for most
sites.

Outer West

o Evensplitbetweenflat and sloping sites;

o Mostsites are either square or rectangular, but a few
are long and thin;
Some sites in "soft uses" and could be windfall sites;
Broad range of UDP designations from residential to
mixed-use;

o Publictransportaccessibility good for most sites.

3 4
50-99 100+
2.00-4.99 5.00+ Total

No. (%)  No. (%) i No. (%) No. (%) No. (%)
Inner East 2 3 33 (17 |17 | 18 | 14 | 18 | 66 | 15
Inner West 12 19 | 31 16 17 18 14 18 | 74 17
Outer East 18 1 29 | 39 | 20 | 28 | 29 | 27 | 34 | 112 | 26
Outer West 31 49 | 93 | 47 | 34 | 35 | 24 | 30 | 182 | 42
Total 63 | 15 | 196 | 45 | 9% | 22 | 79 | 18 | 434 | 100

Llewelyn-Davies
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For the most part, sites had relatively good accessibility
to public transport and local facilities, yet surprisingly the
majority of sitesin the Inner East sector were categorised
as poor. To a degree, this may reflect the “depth” of
some Inner London boroughs, such as Southwark and
Lewisham, which front the Thames in central London but
extend well into a more suburban and less accessible
setting to the south. The same can also be said of
Haringey to the north, towards its boundary with Barnet
and Enfield.

Common across all four location sectors was that most
sites were vacant, derelict or underused. In contrast to
this, the topography and geometry of sites were quite
diverse - there were several irregularly shaped sites as
well as the more orthodox rectangle - and many sites
were on slopes of varying degrees of steepness.

Following this analysis, 24 sites were selected to reflect,
as closely as possible, the different physical
characteristics, surrounding uses, planning policy
context and access to public transport and facilities, as
well as ensuring a representative sample in spatial and
size distribution terms. The distribution of case study
sites is shown in Figure 2.2 and their characteristics are
summarised in Figure 2.3.

In reaching a representative sample that took account of
both the different site characteristics as well as spatial
and size distribution, the sample of 24 sites was skewed.
As aresult, 46% (11) of the 24 sites are between 2-5 ha
as opposed to 22% (96) from the large sample of 434.
Furthermore, 16% (4) of the 24 sites fall between 1-2 ha

Figure 2.2: Distribution of 24 Case Study Sites

compared to 45% (196) of the large sample. However,
it still stands true for both samples that over 63% of
sites range between 1-5 ha.

These 24 case studies now provide the basis for the
assessment of potential site capacities and
development densities in Chapter Four.

Site Category 1 2 3 4

Number of Dwellings 15-24 25-49 50-99 100+

Site Area (ha) 0.50-0.99 1.00-1.99 2.00-4.99 5.00+ Total
No. No. No. No. No.

Inner East 2 2 2 - 6

Inner West 1 - 2 2 5

Outer East 1 - 3 2 6

Outer West - 2 4 1 7

Total 4 4 11 5 24
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Figure 2.3: Characteristics of 24 Case Study sites

Site [1*|2*| 3* 4*| 5* 6* 7"

1 3 | 4 | Doctors Surgery and nursery F oI 30% MU

2 412 - F| O&R | 25% R

3 Ty - F|CP 25% MU

4 1| 1 | Open space Fl|A 25% R & 0S
5 211 - FlV 0% -

6 2110 - FlV 0% MU

7 3010 - F|OS 40% R

8 3014 - F|O 25% E

9 4121 - F 0% R&E
10 1| 2 | Medical centre F | CP 33% R, E&0OS
11 3121 - FlV - -

12 3121 - Fl- 25% -

13 4 | 3 | Open space, school & sheltered housing FlV 33% MU &R
14 4 | 3 | Open space, community, recreation & education facilities S|V 20% MU

15 T3] - S| - 20% MU

16 3| 3 | Educational and community facilities F|E 25% R&E
17 3 | 3 | Primary school, health centre and community facilities FlV 25% R&H
18 313 - S| - 25% R&E
19 2 | 4 | Children's play area F | OS 25% R

20 3 | 4 | Health centre & open space F|H 30% R

21 2 | 4 | Healthy living Centre FlV 40% | R

22 3 | 4 | Educational facilities and town centre improvements FlV 25% R

23 3 | 4 | Open space F|O 25% R&MU
24 4 | 4 | Surgery, community centre, children’s play & open space F|O 25% R

* 1 Size: 1 (0.50-0.99); 2 (1.00-1.99); 3 (2.00-4.99); 4 (5.00+)
2 Location: 1 (Inner East); 2 (Inner West); 3 (Outer East); 4 (Outer West)
3 LPA Expectations for non-residential uses
4 Topography: F (flat); S (sloping)
5 Current Site Use: | (industry); O (offices); R (residential); CP (car park); OS (open space); V (vacant); H (hospital)

6 LPA expectation for affordable housing
7 UDP Land-use designation: MU (mixed-use); R (residential); OS (open space); E (employment); H (hospital)
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3.1

3.2

3 Generic London Housing Types

Introduction

This Chapter introduces the nine generic housing types
which are used to estimate the capacities and
development densities of the 24 Case Study Sites. The
process of applying these types to the Case Study Sites is
described in the following Chapter. Here we explain the
types by breaking them down to their individual
development characteristics. This is supported by
illustrations of recent and historic development examples
of each type.

Introducing the modular
approach

Identifying a credible unit or "building block" of urban
composition is a challenge which has faced many studies
of this broad scope. It can be seen, for instance, in the
pioneering studies undertaken by the MHLG, by the LCC
New Towns Division and latterly by the GLC, as well as the
generic density/built form research associated with the
Martin Centre in Cambridge.

Subsequent investigation by leading housing architects
and their client agencies has provided a rich (if
fragmented) set of urban/residential prototypes which
have been built and are therefore now available as
measures of potential site capacity, varying space
standards or highway assumptions or, indeed,
contrasting "styles" of urban place making.

Historically, London has always been subject to area-wide
"modular” thinking. The Bedford and Grosvenor Estates,
for example, Cubbitt's Pimlico and many of John Nash's

master plans were built up of "pattern book" elements-
modular combinations of building plots, mews, squares,
streets and open spaces.

In the case of Pimlico, James Cubbitt was able to 'fine
tune' his stable of house types, frontages, property
values, street proportions and higher value locations to
produce a buildable, saleable, efficient, but also highly
civilised, urban quarter. Indeed, documentary evidence
reveals that Cubbitt's planning of the Pimlico estate was
the outcome of very sophisticated manipulation of
"pattern book" or modular elements. The street grid,
length of terrace, corner treatments, special sites were
all selected within a precision and confidence which still
today command our professional respect.

Hence the use of "models", "clusters", "modules",
"pattern elements” or (our term) "tiles" is both historically
relevant to and resonant in London as well as being a
thoroughly realistic way of understanding large urban
sites and using them as a starting point for the
development process.

In the context of this present study, the clear advantage
of a modular approach is that it allows development
densities to be calculated for a large number of sites with
a reasonable degree of precision without the need to
prepare full master plans for each and every site. Such a
“generalising” approach is essential, given the need to
derive broad estimates for sites with a wide variety of
factors influencing site capacitiy and achievable
densities.

Llewelyn-Davies
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3.3

The generic housing types

A set of generic house types forming modular elements
or "tiles" was identified from the analysis of published
sources, analysis of Ordnance Survey mapping and in
discussions within the research team as well as with
eminent housing architects. The main criteria used to
assess the generic types were that they should:

e Be well proven and relevant in both historic and
contemporary development practice;

e  Besuccessful and familiar in terms of the creation of
enduring places of quality; and

e Relate closely to present and future housing
typologies from a market standpoint.

In terms of affordable housing it is important to
appreciate that local authorities will require that the
affordable housing being provided meets their assessed
housing needs as set out in their housing strategy. The
predominant short-term need is usually for family
accommodation, but some local authorities may require a
mix of dwelling sizes to address longer-term needs for
smaller households. Consideration of these
requirements will be an important first step in assessing
the possible dwelling mix that could be produced from
various tile types. The tile types illustrated here are
flexible enough to incorporate affordable housing. This
should not result in a reduction in density in terms of
number of habitable rooms, but there is likely to be a
lower number of dwellings due to a greater proportion of
larger dwellings.

Four main generic groups were identified with each group
broken down into sub-types as follows:

e Lowdensity detached houses (Tile type A)

e A1 low density detached houses, ‘enclave
layout'
e A2 low density detached and semi-detached

houses, street based layout
e A3 semi-detached houses, cul-de-sac layout

e Terraced houses (Tile type B)
e B1 terracedhouses, street based layout
e B2 terraced houses, integral parking (town
houses)

o Flats (Tile type ()
e (€1 groupedflats, perimeter block layout
o (2 freestandingblock of flats
e (3 groupedflats, perimeter block layout

o Mixed development (Tile type D)
o D1 superblock with mixed houses and flats.

It should be noted that Tile Type A1 has been included to
illustrate the full spectrum of housing types. However, in
the context of policy objectives of making efficient use of
urban land, such low density forms of development
would need to be carefully justified in relation to the
particular circumstances of a site and its surrounding
context.

The following pages present an analysis of each of the
nine generic housing tiles. This considers the
arrangement of housing units, the layout principles and
arrangement of car parking as well as providing an
illustration of the 'abstracted' type and photographs of
both historic and recent London examples. This is
supported by a summary data sheet setting out some of
the key statistical information in terms of typical block
sizes, densities, levels of car parking and the suitability
of the type for affordable housing.

It should be noted that each of the generic tiles includes
an allowance for circulation access space between
adjoining tiles. This is achieved by including an
allowance for half the width of an access road around
each tile where appropriate.

Llewelyn-Davies
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TILE TYPE - A’

Type Attributes

Parking Format

Llewelyn-Davies
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"Leafy" villas on large plots in enclave setting.

Accepts a wide variety of architectural styles often
following individual designs at high cost and high value.

A strong planting framework places houses in soft
surroundings.

Large garages and driveways cater towards a car-based
community.

Applicable only as a small element in high-value locations
at lowest end of the density range in sub-urban areas.

Variable planting and setbacks create a semi-
public/private streetscape in appearance making the
public street less significant than the large houses.

Suitable for suburban and country-edge situations as well
as urban "windfall" or backland sites assuming smaller
plots and higher densities.

Double garages are typical with additional on plot
parking.

Some on street parking is available as a result of wide
frontage plots.

Less importance is placed on pedestrian circulation as
cul-de-sac layout impedes through-movement.



llustrative View

Description A‘

Low-density detached houses

Tile format 100

4

Ok}

n 3o

Units 1
Habitable Rooms : 8 per unit (avg.)
Total HR per tile : 88

Density

Habitable Rooms/ha : 80
Units/ha : 10
Habitable Rooms/acre : 29.4

Parking

On-plot  : 2-4 space/unit
On-street : 0 spaces/unit (CPZ)

Total Spaces : 33 on-plot

Recent Recent

Affordable Housing Type?
Yes Unlikely, due to

v

Tile Compatibility

J34H1 431dVH)

H IStO rc H IStO rc Maps reproduced from and based upon the Ordnance Survey mapping with the
permission of the Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office © Crown
copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and may lead
to prosecution or civil proceedings.
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Type Attributes

«  Typical "villa" formation suited to urban, high
value streets as infill or redevelopment.

. Plot retains wide frontage allowing for more
privacy through buffer planting.

. Seldom implemented as full urban block due to
high site acquisition costs.

TILE TYPE - A

. (an be used as modular element in structuring of
high value windfall sites such as a former
hospitals.

3
~>

N R
Public * Private front Private back

Layout Principles

. Street based layout describing a more urban and formal
layout.

. Privacy achieved through large plot sizes and on-plot
landscaping.

. Houses can be grouped for greater presence (as
historically in Maida Vale, Notting Hill Gate, Holland Park
and Dulwich).

Parking Format

. Garages are common but not necessary, mostly on-plot
parking.

. Some on street parking is available as a result of wide
frontage plots.

Llewelyn-Davies
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llustrative View
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Historic

Description

Semi-detached houses

Tile format
115

AZ

N

Tsarssan

J34H1 431dVH)

SLL

Units 132

Yes Unlikely, due to

v

Tile Compatibility

Habitable Rooms : 6 per unit (avg.)

Total HR per tile : 192
Density

Habitable Rooms/ha @ 96
Units/ha 16
Habitable Rooms/acre : 38.6
Parking

On-plot  : 1-2 space/unit
On-street : 1 spaces/unit (CPZ)
Total Spaces : 44 on-plot
Affordable Housing Type?

Historic

Llewelyn-Davies
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Type Attributes

Public Private front l Private back

Layout Principles

Parking Format

Llewelyn-Davies
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. Asmaller scale variant of tiles A1 and A2.

. Plots are tighter and smaller than in A2 allowing for
less soft landscaping to soften the road space.

Basic format within typical 60-70 metre width.

Development can be shortened from a maximum of
120 metres to suit local site circumstances.

Today most commonly appears as infill development on
large plots where the back of gardens are purchased to
create cul-de-sac development.

A maximum of three cul-de-sacs can be implemented
side-by-side.

Single entry point into site with central road access
ending in a turn around also permitting emergency and
service access.

Tile often enhanced by pedestrian path leading out at
head of cul-de-sac to a traffic - free footpath network
(i.e. Radburn - type layout).

On-plot parking is most common, sometimes in garage.

One on-street parking space is available per unit on wide
roads, otherwise street parking can only take place on
one side of the road reducing on-street parking to 0.5
spaces per unit.
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Type Attributes

Typically 2 storey height (3 storey including attic).
Tried and tested ‘London’ type (1870’s onwards).

Flexible internal plan suits changing personal
circumstances.

TILE TYPE - B'

Simple, robust structure.

Distinct front (public) and back (privacy).

accommodate’
parking; 2m |
without parking |

9
Public( Private front \l/\/ Private back

Layout Principles

. Very efficient rectilinear format.
(- i . G .
. Converging terraces possible if min. rear garden depth is

maintained.

\\\J . 2/3 storey flats at end-of-terrace or along flank is

possible.

Terrace length can vary between 90-120 metres.

F
=

Parking Format

: «  On plot parking possible if a minimum setback of 5m is
3 provided. With occasional street parking a ratio of 1:1.5
[, : can be achieved but, this option creates a very car
D dominant streetscape.
H D . For smaller setbacks on-street parallel parking can
Y D typically accommodate one car per frontage (1:1 ratio).
. [ This creates a safer walking environment for pedestrians
\ and a clearer distinction between public and private
PORP—— | I \
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Illustrative View L 1
Description B
Terraced houses

street based layout

Tile format

110

J34H1 431dVH)

65

Units 38
Habitable Rooms : 5 per unit (avg.)

Total HR per tile  : 190

Density
Habitable Rooms/ha : 264
Units/ha 1 52.8

Habitable Rooms/acre : 107

London Examples

Parking

On-plot @ 1 space/unit
On-street : 0.5 spaces/unit (CPZ)

Total Spaces : 38 on-plot

/:J@U)

Affordable Housing Type?
Yes Subject to funding,
management & design
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Maps reproduced from and based upon the Ordnance Survey mapping with the
permission of the Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office © Crown
copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes crown Copyright and may lead

to prosecution or civil proceedings.
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Type Attributes
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Layout Principles

Private back

Parking Format

CoC
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Flexible wide frontage house types with maximum light
and air.

Variety of house shells and variants possible.

Integral garage without compromising appearance of
street frontage.

Efficient format when available width does not allow for
standard terraced houses.

Less efficient in density terms than Tile B1 but still makes
efficient use of urban land.

Modern version of the standard terrace as it
incorporates on-plot parking.

On-plot parking includes integral single garage with
possible single hard standing space if setback allows.

On-street parking limited to one space per house to
allow for access to integral garages.



Illustrative View L
Description BZ

Terraced houses
Integral parking

Tile format
110

*
piEHHESEeeLE

50

Units 1 24
Habitable Rooms : 5 per unit (avg.)
Total HR per tile : 120

Density

Habitable Rooms/ha 1218
Units/ha 1 43.6
Habitable Rooms/acre : 96.8

I

Parking

On-plot  : 1 space/unit
On-street : 0.5 spaces/unit (CPZ)

Total Spaces : 24 on-plot

Affordable Housing Type?

Yes Unlikely, due to

v

Tile Compatibility

H IStO rc H IStO rc Maps reproduced from and based upon the Ordnance Survey mapping with the
permission of the Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office © Crown
copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and may lead
to prosecution or civil proceedings.
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Layout Principles
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i

oy

Through-flats with double aspect within 10m typical
building width. Single aspect units with wide frontage are
possible as an alternative.

Four storey form is effective in defining street front and
providing a strong urban edge.

Central courtyard can form attractive quality focus either
as communal space for entire block or for each set of
communal stairs.

Courtyard is well protected from external traffic noise.

3
y

On-street parking available for about 50% of units.

Undercroft parking can serve all units without need for
additional site area or on-street parking.

Half-level undercroft can provide privacy for lowest level
of flats by slightly raising them above street level
allowing views out onto the street, but not into the unit.
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TILE TYPE - ¢’

Type Attributes

Layout Principles

-

min. privacy distance l
-y

min.

Parking Format

(L

privacy
distance

Variable

Variable
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Free-standing block form (typically with 3-4 flats per
floor) commonly used for single plot development.

Scale of building complements Victorian villas and thus
often found as re-development of a former villa.

Wide plot required to allow building aspect to side as well
as back and front.

Did not commonly occur in London before 1940’s.

Providing less on-plot parking at the rear of each
segment can reduce tile depth, as long as a minimum
privacy distance of 20m is provided between building
faces.

Spacing allows for main aspect of two of four flats to

On-plot parking available as open surface spaces at the
back of the site accessed by private driveway along the
side of the property.

Lower standards of parking can reduce area allocated
per plot thus providing opportunities for more
landscaped areas and communal gardens. A maximum
parking standard of 2:1 can be readily achieved.
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Description cz

Free standing flats

Tile format

120

Units : 64
Habitable Rooms : 3 per unit (avg.)
Total HR per tile : 192

80

Density

Habitable Rooms/ha : 200
Units/ha . 66.7
Habitable Rooms/acre : 81

Parking

On-plot @ 1 space/unit
On-street : 0 spaces/unit (CPZ)

Total Spaces : 64 on-plot

Affordable Housing Type?

Yes Subject to funding,
management & design

v

Tile Compatibility

Maps reproduced from and based upon the Ordnance Survey mapping with the
permission of the Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office © Crown
copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and may lead
to prosecution or civil proceedings.
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Type Attributes

vﬂ@m@&r’/ . Based on Edwardian "Mansion Hats" model and later
_— T

exemplars such as 1930's pied a tere (Dolphin Square,

10m - @m : VS St John's Wood, Marylebone).
%gr —— === e . . Private Appropriate inner urban form, also valid for wide outlook
{ l
i

oo bk sites such as London Docklands riverside and adjacent

( to large open spaces.
. . Single aspect, wide-frontage flats assumed in relatively

Ay dhsy 12m

Private
ﬁF b front
) Public

Layout Principles

4

O

[ |
L
o
S
-
L
—
-

41/(/”, /)

PECINOPIIND)

<= 5 2N AS

1- 14 . 7 s .
< == MR XX A NN IR e L™

. Central Courtyard provides urban "oasis" but requires

Parking Format intensive, quality / landscape treatment.

. Imposing street facade which implies a similarly
substantial neighbour(s) - or riverfront / major open

. No on-street parking spaces assumed.

. Parking can be accommodated undercroft as 0.5:1 or
undercroft plus one basement parking level for 1:1
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TILE TYPE - D'

Type Attributes

2
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Private Private €
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Parking Format

On-street
parking

Parking in
courtyard

__ Undercrot__
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Flexible mix of flats and houses, planned for mutual
compatibility and privacy.

Varied building form designed in three dimensions, able
to include a wide variety of types.

Retains street-based architecture to form a strong built
edge on the four block faces.

Well suited to urban and (some) suburban contexts.

Can include its own minor semi-private communal
courtyard.

Mixed use possible such as corner shops or community
facilities.

On-plot
frontage

Parking as (maximum) 50% on-street spaces, plus
balance as half-level undercroft and on-plot frontage
spaces for the terraced houses.

Additional spaces provided by localised undercrofting.



llustrative View

Recent

Historic

Llewelyn-Davies
37

Description D1
Super block
Tile format
115
Units : 88

Habitable Rooms : 3 per unit (avg.)
Total HR per tile : 264

Density
Habitable Rooms/ha 1419
Units/ha : 139.7

Habitable Rooms/acre : 169.2

Parking

On-plot  : 0-1 space/unit
On-street : 0.5 spaces/unit (CPZ)

Total Spaces : 59 on-plot

Affordable Housing Type?

Yes Subject to funding,
management & design

v

Tile Compatibility

Maps reproduced from and based upon the Ordnance Survey mapping with the
permission of the Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office © Crown
copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and may lead
to prosecution or civil proceedings.
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4.1

4 Developing a Density Matrix

for Large Sites

Introduction

This Chapter describes how we applied the nine generic
housing tiles to 24 case study sites to produce estimates
of their potential development density. The purpose of
the analysis is to extend and refine the Density, Location
and Parking Matrix, which was developed for small sites in
SRQI.

The small sites matrix identified three different locational
categories, each with different levels of accessibility to
public transport and local facilities:

e  Ped-shed sites i.e. those within 800 metres of a
town centre (10 minute walking distance);

e  Siteslocated along public transport corridors; and

e  Currently remote sites.

It then related these sites with these different locational
characteristics to the three design options which had
been undertaken for 50 small sites across London. Each
of these options reflected different assumptions about
planning and design standards and particularly in terms
of car parking provision.

The resulting Density, Location and Parking Matrix is
reproduced in Figure 4.1. In comparison to LPAC's
established density range of 125-250HRH (which itself
was derived from the earlier GLDP range of 50-100 HRA)
the Matrix indicated a density range of 150-700HRH
depending on the level of accessibility to public transport
and local facilities. This Matrix was incorporated into
LPAC's Interim Advice on Sustainable Residential Quality
(LPACReport20/98).

A key objective of this study is to refine and extend this
matrix so that it can be applied to large sites of over 1ha

(0.5ha in inner London). A number of important issues
arise in thinking about the application of the existing
matrix to large sites. These include:

e  Themuch greater variety of site sizes. The majority
of large sites (45% of large sample) are between
1 and 2ha in size, but some are much larger (20%
of sample greater than 5ha). How might site size
influence achieved residential densities?

e  The need to incorporate affordable housing. Many
of the small gap and infill sites considered in SRQ |
were below the threshold for affordable housing
provision, but this will not be the case for large sites
where it is expected that affordable housing should
be provided on site as part of the development.
How might this affect residential densities?

e The need to include supporting community and
social infrastructure and other non-residential
uses on site. With the exception of ground floor
retail units, most of the small sites were exclusively
residential. With large sites there is an expectation
that other supporting facilities such as open space
and schools will be needed. Again meeting these
needs can be expected to impact on achieved
residential densities.

e Significant variations in the level of public transport
accessibility. While SRQ | concentrated on areas
with good accessibility to public transport and
facilities some large sites will be much more
remote. Here higher levels of car parking provision
may be needed.

e  The likelihood that large sites will include a much
wider range of house types (and densities) than

Llewelyn-Davies
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Figure 4.1: SRQ | Matrix

predominated.

o  The possibility to trigger new or increased public
transport provision through substantial new
development.

In addition, while SRQ | focused mainly on 'ped-shed'
areas around town centres this study looks at sites with
the full range of locational characteristics and settings
and takes account of varying housing market conditions
and different types of housing need.

While these considerations highlight some of the
underlying complexities, there is also a need to keep the
Matrix simple and straightforward. It is intended to
provide a strategic and conceptual framework for
assessing the potential capacity sites rather than acting
as a prescriptive blue print.

The starting point for this study was the belief that the
small sites matrix met these objectives well and that, if
possible, its logic should be built on and extended rather
than replaced by a more complex approach.

CAR PARKING 2 SPACES PER UNIT 1 SPACE PER UNIT NO CAR PARKING
(Design Option 1) (Design Option 2) (Design Option 3)
DWELLING MIX Mostly Houses Mix Mix Mostly Flats Mix Mostly Flats
LOCATION
Sites within Town Centre 150-250 200-300 250 4—— P> 500 500 ¢———P> 700
“ped-sheds”
Seleced Design Bramples > | 2% | 2 16[18] [17]19]a1]24] 271 ]12]3]7 6] 26]24]20] 3 12
23|27 4 41|71
Sites along Transport
Corridors & sites close to
e G e 150-250 200-300 200 ——P 400 300 ¢———P 500
, 16]18]23]20] [17]a1]2a]30] [29]28[17] 8 [10]31] 1] 17]28] 8 | 10]23] 18] 26 24
Selected Design Examples >
1824|2130
Currently Remote Sites
150-250 200-300 200 4—P 300 250 —P 450
16| 18]23 |29 17212430 29|28 (17| 8 | 10|31 17 16102318 (19
Selected Design Examples > | | | | | | | | | | | | —| | | | ‘
18
small sites where one type of housing often 4> Method and Appl‘oach

The method for estimating the potential capacity of the
24 case studies had four basic stages which followed
sequentially from each other. Each stage was splitinto a
number of tasks.

Toillustrate how the method was applied, Case Study 1 is
used as a worked example. Figure 4.2 summarises the
key steps followed in applying the generic housing tiles
to each case study site.

STAGE 1 UNDERSTANDING THE SITE

STEP 1: Review the Context. The first step was
concerned with defining the characteristics of the
surrounding area by collecting basic information
regarding:

Planning policy issues:

e The level of affordable housing provision
expected on site;

e  Requirements for significant open space provision
as part of the development;

e  Requirements for other community facilities or
non-residential uses such as schools, or
employment uses.

Llewelyn-Davies
40




Site characteristics:

e  Thetopography of the site;

e lts development setting in terms of the urban
structure and built form of areas around the site;

e  Accessibility to public transport and local facilities
(good, moderate or poor for each).

In collecting this information, discussions with the
Borough planning officers and an analysis of Ordnance
Survey mapping was conducted. This exercise was desk-
based and none of the 24 sites were visited at this stage.

This basic site information was used in two main ways.
First, it enabled the requirements for non-residential
uses to be identified so that appropriate areas of each
site could be set aside. Second, it provided a means of
classifying the sites by location in terms of the level of
accessibility to public transport (see Figure4.3):

Figure 4.2 Tiling Methodology

e  Siteswithin a ped-shed (i.e. those within 800m of

atown centre);

e  Sites located along public transport corridors,

but outside a ped-shed; or

e  Currently remote sites (i.e those not in either of

the above).

STEP 2: Establish the Setting. The second
step involved classifying the area into types of urban
setting.  Analysis of the Ordnance Survey mapping
provided important information regarding the nature of
the surrounding area, particularly in terms of the urban
grain, land uses, the form of existing housing (e.g.
Victorian terraces, inter-war semis etc) and significant
areas of local facilities and open spaces (see
Figure4.4).

STEP 1 Review the Context
STAGE ONE . .
STEP 2 Establish the Sett
Understanding the Site Stablsi the oetting
STEP 3 Identify Key Choices
STEP 4 Select the Tiles
STAGE TWO
Applying the Tiles
STEP 5 Position the Tiles
STEP 6 Substitute the Tiles
STAGE THREE
Analysing Policy and
Physical Issues STEP 7 Change Land-uses
STEP 8 Count the Tiles
STAGE FOUR
Computing
STEP 9 Apply Density Assumptions
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Figure 4.3: Location of Case Studies

Location Number of Sites | (%)
Sites within Town Centre “Ped-

Shed” 10 42

Sites along Transport Corridors &

Sites close to Town Centre “Ped- 11 46
Shed”

Currently Remote Sites 3 12

Total 24 100

Figure 4.4: Setting of Case Studies

Setting Number of Sites | (%)
Central 3 12
Urban 12 50

Suburban 9 38
Total 24 100

This information on the 'setting' of the sites proved
essential in deciding which of the nine generic housing
tiles were appropriate for each site. From this analysis, it
was possible to classify each site into one of three broad
categories of 'site setting":

e  Central (very dense development, large building
foot prints and buildings of 4-6 stories and above
e.g. larger town centres and much of Central
London)

e  Urban (dense development, with a mix of different
uses and buildings of 3-4 stories e.g. town centres,
along main arterial routes and substantial parts of
Inner London); and

e Suburban (lower density development,
predominantly residential of 2-3 stories e.g. some
parts of Inner London, much of Outer London).

It is important to stress that these categories of “site
setting” are to do with the established urban grain and
character of the place rather than being tied to specific
geographical locations. Specifically the category of
“central” does not imply a Central London location but
rather avery urban building and land use context.

This classification of site setting was then incorporated
within each of the locational categories, giving a finer
differentiation of locational categories. The emerging
matrix and distribution of Case Studiesis shown in Figure
4.5,

Figure 4.5: Location/ Setting of Case Studies

Location Setting | Number | (%)
of Sites
Sites within Town Centre “Ped- Central 3 13
Shed”

Urban 6 25

Suburban 1 4

Sites along Transport Corridors Urban 6 25

& Sites close to Town Centre

“Ped-Shed” Suburban 5 21
Currently Remote Sites Suburban 3 12
Total 24 100

STEP 3: Identify Key Choices Following on from
Steps 1 and 2, the next Step involved a site specific
analysis and identification of the key choices regarding
appropriate locations for higher density tiles, affordable
housing, non-residential uses (where applicable) and
the direction and location of key public transport and
cycle/pedestrian routes and nodes on and around the
site.

STAGE 2: APPLYING THE TILES

STEP 4: Select the Tiles Steps 1 to 3 provided the
basis for selecting the most relevant generic housing
tiles to apply to each of the case study sites. Step 4
involved carefully selecting tiles to apply to each site
under three development options each with different
assumptions about the form of housing and the level of
car parking provided, bearing in mind the different
building heights and densities that each tile implies.

The selection of appropriate tiles must not only respond
to the site's "setting", but also be compatible with
adjacent tiles on the site. Figure 4.6 illustrates which
tiles have been used in combination. The pattern of use
that emerges demonstrates the compatibility of tiles in
terms of building height, density and appropriate built
form.  For example, the lower density A type tiles
(density range 88-192 HRH) are rarely applied on the
same site as tile types Cand D (density range 200-1056
HRH). They have only been applied on sites greater
than 5 ha where there is greater scope for different
housing types. Tile A1 was never used, and has only
been included as a generic housing tile to demonstrate
the range of housing types in London.

In addition, the inherent characteristics of each tile
offers the "in-built" flexibility to sub-divide the tiles into

Llewelyn-Davies
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Figure 4.6: Tile Compatibility

halves, quarters, eighths, etc. In this regard the higher
density C3 tile type (mansion block) can be sub-divided
vertically (i.e. Into a four storey block) as well as into
small areas. The smallest division recommended for each
tile, and the number of units it implies, is shown in Figure
4.6. Sub-dividing tiles beyond this would undermine the
whole point of the simplicity of the tiling approach.

STEP 5: Position the Tiles. This step involves
positioning the first tiles along the main/strongest edge
(see Figure 4.7). For case study 1, this meant placing tile
type C2 (Flats) along the northern edge with blocks
facing the street and tile type B1 (terraced houses)
facing the western edge and terraced housing opposite
to mirror the existing street pattern and built form.

COMPATIBLE

<

Tiles must also be chosen to reflect sensitive edges of
the site and adjacent tiles' density and building heights.
It may be appropriate to leave a "breathing" space
between tiles i.e. providing open space or a wider road
between higher density tiles. However, all tiles have
been constructed in manner that incorporates land as
far as the centre line of the surrounding road. This is
important because while the application of the tiles as
illustrated opposite gives the impression of unbroken
development, in reality each tile includes an allowance
for roads, circulation and set backs.

The degree to which tiles can be repeated on a single
site not only depends on the surrounding site context
and setting, but the tiles’ density assumptions.
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Figure 4.7: Case Study 1 - Tile Application
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STAGE 3: ANALYSE PLANNING POLICY
AND PHYSICAL ISSUES

STEP 6: Substitute the Tiles. Following the first
attempt to apply the tiles in Stage 2, we revisited the site
context and "setting" to double check that the choice of
tiles is appropriate and meets the range of criteria set for
each site, i.e. the required level of affordable housing;
the height of buildings with respect to those of the
surrounding area; and the need to respect the physical
site constraints.

This might mean substituting tiles for lower density
alternatives, as well as considering the suitability of tile
types to meet the affordable housing needs.

STEP 7: Change Land-Uses Where applicable,
this step involved substituting tiles for non-residential
uses, such as open space, schools or community
facilities.

Llewelyn-Davies
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STAGE 4: COMPUTING THE DENSITY

STEP 8: Count the Tiles. This step involved adding
up the fractions of each tile type.
For Case Study 1 this meant:

Bl 3/8+1+1%+1/8+3/8+ Vs
3/8 +8/8 +4/8 + 1/8 + 3/8 + 2/8 = 21/8
= 2.625 tiles

C N+t Va=%
= 0.75 tiles

STEP 9: Apply Density Assumptions. Once the
total number of each of the ftile is calculated, the
habitable rooms per tile assumption identified on the
relevant Tile Information Sheet (see Chapter 3) can be
applied.

For example:
B1 2.625tiles @ 190 HR/tile = 498.75 HR
2 0.75tiles @ 192 HR/tile = 144 HR

Total HR for site = 642.75
Gross Site Area=3.12 ha

HRHA =642.75/3.12=206.01

The number of units per hectare is calculated using an
assumption about the average number of habitable
rooms per dwelling. For Tile type B1 this is assumed to
be 5 HR/unit and for C2 it is 3 HR/unit. All assumptions are
illustrated on each Tile Information Sheet in Chapter 3.

For case study 1, the number of units per hectare is
worked out as follows:

B1 498.75HR @ 5 HR per unit = 100 units
2 144 HR @ 3 HR per unit = 48 units

Total Units = 148
Total Units/ha=148/3.12=47.4

Density figures derived for each site and development
option were calculated as both a gross and net density.
While the gross density considers the full site area, net
density figures only include access roads within the site,
private garden space, car parking areas and incidental
open spaces. The net density therefore excludes: major
distributor road; schools; larger open spaces serving a
wider area; and landscape buffer strips. These definitions

of density are consistent with those set out in the DETR
research report “The Use of Density in Land Use
Planning”. Chapter 8 of that report sets out definitions
and guidance on the measurement of density at
different stages of the planning and development
process.

In cases where no open space or larger community
facility was included on the site, gross and net densities
are the same.

The Case Study Sheets showing the desk-top analysis
and tile application to the 24 Case Studies are in
Appendix I. The analysis included on each Case Study
Sheet comprises of:

e A broad contextual analysis examining the urban
structure, connectivity and public transport, the
location of local centres and open space;

e  Links and land uses of the surrounding area
which informed the choice of housing tiles and the
way they were applied to the site;

e  Asummary of the key characteristics of each site
and relevant planning policy considerations;

e  Acategorisation in terms of the site's location and
built form setting;

e Amap showing how the generic housing tiles have
been applied to the site for one of the options
considered; and

e A summary of the dwelling mix for each of the
options pursued identifying the tiles used,
dwelling types, number of habitable rooms,
number of car parking spaces provided and net
and gross densities achieved.

As with the small sites matrix of SRQ I, design options
were not pursued for some cells in the matrix where it is
felt that the form of development would not generally be
consistent with strategic objectives of optimising
housing potential and fostering sustainable
development. For example, no low density options with
1.5-2 parking spaces per unit were prepared for ped-
shed sites and no higher density options with reduced
car parking provision were prepared for remote sites.
These unfavoured options are represented in the matrix
through blank cells.
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Conclusions

The application of the generic housing tiles to the 24
case study sites produced net residential densities
ranging from 140HRH to 1,100HRH. Figure 4.8
summarises the density results for the different options
considered on each site.

Overall, we found that there was a close similarity
between the net densities achieved for the 24 large sites
and those which emerged from the analysis of small sites
inSRQ |. Two main factors explain this:

e  The majority of the large sites are fairly small (i.e
between 1 and 2 ha). Approximately half of the
case study sites were less than 3ha in size and 9 of
the 24 sites were smaller than 2ha; and

e  Discounting non-residential uses such as open
space and using a net density effectively removes
the impact of the requirement for non-residential
uses from the density calculation.

Nevertheless, the densities calculated for the case study
sites are very sensitive to the choice of housing tiles. In
this regard, we found that the “ setting” of sites was a
very significant determinant of the tiles selected.

On the basis of the analysis of 24 large sites we draw two
main conclusions:

° First, that it is possible to produce a single matrix
which relates to both large and small sites; and

e  Second, that building consideration of the
development setting of sites into the locational
categories of the matrix would be a useful
refinement to the existing small sites matrix.

On the basis of this analysis Figure 4.9 sets out the
suggested density matrix for small and large sites. The
ranges indicated are tested in Chapter 6 against a site-
specific design-led approach. This testing is important
to ensure that the density figures derived from the desk-
top tiling approach described in this chapter are
consistent with those produced by a preliminary master
plan approach.
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Figure 4.8: Summary of Achieved Densities for 24 Case Study Sites

* 6-1 indicates the accessibility index as displayed in the matrix
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Case Site ?::)‘ Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 E
Study (Category . hr/ha . hr/ha . hr/ha =
in Matrix*| Gross Tiles Tiles Tiles A
net gross net gross EI
1 3 3.12 B1,C2 206 206 |C1,D1 422 422 :
2 6 5.16 B1,C3 734 666 o
(=
3 6 0.41 1093 =
4 1 0.81
5 3 1.68
6 3 1.70
7 2 2.59
8 5 3.77
9 5 5.05
10 6 0.83
11 5 2.59
12 1 2.96
13 2 12.88 B1,82,D1
14 3 20.02 266 | 226 |B1,B2,D1 339 | 287
15 3 0.68
16 5 2.35
|| e
18 3 3.15 , 256 | 204 |c1,D1 371 | 297
19 4 1.50 231 231 |D1 322 322
20 | o | 165 2 | 200 |I |
21 5 1.33 204 204 |C1,G3 547 547
22 5 3.36 385 351 |C1,C3 617 617
23 2 330 |B2 191 | 165 [B1,2,D1 250 | 215
24 2 6.12  |A3,B2,(2 155 137 |B2,D1 263 241




Figure 4.9: Density Matrix for Large and Small Sites

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
Car Parking High Moderate Low
Provision 2 —1.5 spaces per unit 1.5~ 1 space per unit Less than 1 space per unit
Predominant Detached & Terraced houses Mostly flats
Housing Type linked houses & flats
Location  Accessibility Setting
Index
Sites within i Central 650 - 1100
Town Centre
“Ped-Shed”
Case Study Examples
Urban
200 — 450 450 - 700
8
Case Study Examples il | 16 | 21 | 2 | 9 | 1 | 16 | 21 | 22
Suburban
150 — 250 250 - 350
v
4
Case Study Examples 19
Sites along 3 Urban
Transport A 200 - 300 300 — 450
Corridors & Sites
close to a Town 1
gﬁzgf “Ped- Case Study Examples 6 | 14 | 15 | 18
Suburban
150 — 200 200 — 250
v
2 | Case Study Examples | 7 | 13 | 20 | 23 | 24
2
Currently Suburban
Remote Sites i 150 -200
1
Case Study Examples | 4 | 12 | 17
Definition of Site Setting:
. Central (very dense development, large building foot prints and buildings of 4-6 stories and above e.g. larger town centres and much of Central London)
. Urban (dense development, with a mix of different uses and buildings of 3-4 stories e.g. town centres, along main arterial routes and substantial parts of
Inner London); and
. Suburban (lower density development, predominantly residential of 2-3 stories e.g. some parts of Inner London, much of Outer London).

Shaded Case Study reference numbers refer to the Case Studies selected for the detailed design-led approach as discussed in Chapter 6
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PART I
Realising the Potential of Large Sites

Il 14vd
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5.1

5 Principles of a Design-led Approach

to Large Sites

Introduction

The previous three chapters have been concerned with
how the development potential of sites can be estimated
and with the development of the Density, Location and
Parking Matrix. This analysis is intended to provide a
strategic framework for assessing the development
potential of sites and to assist Boroughs in undertaking
housing capacity assessments.

This and the next chapter move beyond this strategic
analysis to consider how large sites should be developed
S0 as to optimise their contribution to London's housing
capacity and to sustainable development and urban
quality objectives. This Chapter sets out some of the key
urban design, movement and development principles.
These are then illustrated further in the following chapter
through five detailed case studies.

5.2

Key principles

The principles considered in this chapter build on those
set out in Sustainable Residential Quality | for small sites
and many of these principles apply equally to large sites.
However, with larger sites a number of broader
considerations also arise.

The key difference is that while small sites can often be
considered as 'sites', as size increases sites must be
seen more in terms of development areas representing
the opportunity to create a new part of the urban fabric; a
fully integrated urban neighbourhood catering for people
of different ages and income groups and well related to
the public transport networks. Inthe context of this study
anumber of implications arise from this:

e Aseries of strategic urban design principles need to
be understood and applied;

e Llarge sites must be planned around the needs of
walking and cycling and linked into the public
transport networks; and

e A positive and creative planning and development
process is needed to realise the full potential of
large sites.

The following sections set out the main issues to be
considered in each of these key areas.
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Strategic urban design principles

The urban design principles outlined in this section
operate through several spatial scales, the strategic,
local, and neighbourhood, and are concerned with
movement, structure, form, use, image, and community.
They are equally concerned with the physical and social
nature, location and role of place and space, and its
connectivity and continuity within the extended urban
hierarchy.

The urban design principles have been developed as a
guide to local authorities and developers in the
preparation of development briefs and development plan
documentation. The need for an urban design strategy in
the preparation of development documentation is now
well established. Good urban design practice can help to
deliver sustainable urban development:

e where the impact of the motor car might be reduced
and the needs of the pedestrian and cyclist
enhanced;

e where public open space might be realised as an
asset to the community and not a burden to the local
authority;

e Wwhere attractive public places become the settings
and generators of attractive built form; and

e where higher densities can be achieved as a
consequence.

Whilst not claiming to be fully comprehensive in the
imperfect science and art of urban design, the principles
are intended to act as a series of triggers to the creation
of connected urban mixed use and residential
neighbourhoods. The principles set out on the following
pages should be seen as complementing those set out in
SRQ I. These micro “building related” principles are
reproduced as Appendix Il to this report.
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Movement

Establishing good access and circulation to and through a site,
its relationship and connection with immediate surrounding
facilities and movement patterns, and the ease with which that
continuity is established and maintained, are the seeds for
successful urban development.
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The generators of new urbanism are to be found within the
surrounding urban hierarchy, and the long term success of
newly created urban settings will rely upon such conditions
being maintained. Preparation of development brief and
development plan documentation mean, giving priority to
pedestrian movement, clearly defining routes and safe
movement patterns for pedestrians and cyclists, providing
efficient public transport and pedestrian linkages to transport
stops.

Detailed considerations should be given to:

o new and existing routes and desire lines both within
the site and across the whole of the site perimeter so that movement
pedestrian movement is uninterrupted by vehicle based
layouts, cul-de-sacs or boundary walls;

o direct, secure and attractive pedestrian linkages,
to strategic, local, and neighbourhood amenities and
transport routes, shops, places of work, entertainment,
schools and colleges;

o efficient and attractive public transport connecting
discreet communities and neighbourhoods to local and
central facilities such as shops, places of work,
entertainment, schools and colleges;

o safe movement for all modes of transport,
motorised, pedestrian, cycle, within streets and movement
corridors; pedestrian and cycle routes integrated with the
mainstream of movement patterns, keeping cyclist and
pedestrian movement as an integral part of road and
street patterns,

e agquality street environment which helpstointegrate
the spatial needs of differing modes of movement,
pedestrian, vehicular, and cycle.
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Structure

The relationship of site location to surrounding built form,
landscape, open space, movement patterns, building and land
uses, and prevailing micro-climatic conditions provide a
framework for new development. Buildings and activities that
refer to those around them gain over those that do not.

In the preparation of development brief and development plan
documentation a survey of surrounding built form, landscape,
tree and hedge lines, together with patterns of movement will
provide the framework for new designs and development.
Consideration should be given to:

o networks of movement through and across the site
can organise and structure development by
responding to existing and potential routes and movement
patterns. Care needs to be taken in surveying and
understanding how people move about the area and the
paths they take;

e scale and massing of built form, particularly where
changes in form and density occur, should be designed in
context and with reference to the existing built form, at the
edges of sites, at junctions and connections with adjacent
development, and at points of entryto the site;

structure

o land shape and landscape structure, may act as a
frame to development, shaping and defining
neighbourhoods, centres, landmarks and focal points. In
detail design, street planting, private garden to street
relationships, public pathways and roadways complement
this structure;

e orientation characteristics of access, micro climate,
property fronts and backs, and aspect, will influence issues
of site design, access and circulation. Places and spaces to
enjoy the sun, to protect from the wind and rain, and
particularly for play and recreation both as public parks and
amenity areas, and as incidental space;

o the right to light, is a fundamental need for all habitable
rooms in both existing and new dwellings, and dictates
dimensional discipline in the spaces between buildings,
remembering also the differing characteristics of south light
and north light;

o catalysts for neighbourhood repair, and the
integration of new development, can generate area
improvement within and around the site and provide
improved facilities.
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Form

A strong block structure clearly defines spaces and places
between buildings, and can weave routes and street patterns
with spatial quality and continuity. These spaces and places,
streets and routes become the connections with surrounding
neighbourhoods, centres, and established route, street, place
and space patterns, providing a high degree of urban
integration.

3Ald 431dVH)

In the preparation of development brief and development
plan documentation a planning and design response to
prevailing site characteristics, constraints and opportunities
will provide the clues and cues for the formal composition of
new development, through:

o defining development blocks through existing
routes and patterns of movement; creating streets
as patterns and desire lines, maintaining established and
significant routes across the site can generate
development structure and form whilst maintaining desire

lines and existing public places which generate activity,

neighbourhood identity, and community focus, as well as .

being movement corridors; o
o providing eyes on the street, with entrances and

windows looking onto the street where residents overlook

and effectively 'police' the street;

. XN

e a clear demarcation of fronts and backs of "’

properties, with the definition of public and private space, : ‘!“

being accessible and protected respectively;

g p pectively _ | "

o the configuration of built form, the shape, height,

rhythm and grain of the building patterns, street and
buildings lines, setbacks, and the space between
buildings;

o the density of built form, dependant upon setting, the
density of buildings, their spatial relationship, use, and
occupancy.

W
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Use

The mix of development tends to be guided by its location,
surrounding uses and activities, market demands, and the
demographic characteristics of the population. In urban settings
single use or zoned areas of activity tend to lack vitality, whereas
mixed use areas can be exciting, economically viable and
sustainable serving the community well.

Similarly neighbourhoods which provide a mix of residential
types, both in terms of tenure and economic characteristics,
produce rich social settings. In the preparation of development
brief and development plan documentation the allocation of
uses is the primary determinant of activity, and activities are
core to the vitality and viability of urban settings. The most
successful urban settings tend to be characterised by patterns
of mixed use, mixed tenure, and mixed economy:

o mixed uses, introduce a range of activities and services
into a discreet location within a defined community;

o mixed tenures, provide a spectrum of occupancy types in
both housing and commercial property. Neighbourhoods
with a mix of family, single person and elderly person
accommodation are richer than those formed on only one
dwelling type.

o mixed economies, offer differing economic status and a
range of property value types within a neighbourhood or
community's housing and mixed use activities;

o relationships to local and town centres, pedestrian
distances and accessibility to centres of activity (e.g. Ped-
shed areas) will inform the development mix and spatial
allocation of uses;

o buildings without programme, the provision of
buildings which may be used for a number of differing
activities through the lifetime of the building;

o triggering support services and amenities through
additions in the local population may benefit wider
neighbourhoods and communities in terms of the range and
quality of available services and facilities.
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Image

Urban areas need to be accessible, legible and
understandable. The degree to which we understand and
relate to urban settings determines our enjoyment of urban
spaces and the community they harbour.
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In the preparation of development brief and development
plan documentation, the designation of public place, its civic
and community role, and particularly the treatment of public
areas in the use of materials, landscape and street trees,
street furniture and lighting, and its maintenance, will create
theimage of anarea. The main elements are:

o routes, roads and pathways, should provide clear and
direct circulation and access to facilities and services, both
within a neighbourhood and beyond;

o edges and boundaries to the development need to be
well defined, not for reasons of exclusivity, but to give
shape and identity to neighbourhoods, town centres, and
public parks;

o nodes of activity help to give mass to commercial and
leisure functions where activities and uses support one image {
another and provide choice. Areas form their identity not P or
only from their form but also their activity nodes such as (I
shops, cafes and restaurants. '

o districts are the primary components of urban areas . \ \ \#
which whilst being mixed in use, predominantly housing, or _
commercial in character can inherit distinctive identities; >

o landmarks provide direction, orientation and guidance in
and around urban areas and should be designed into
development accordingly by highlighting intersections,
corners and entrances;

o patterns of built form, land use, open space, mixed
densities and mixed uses, make up the urban character
and 'urban grain' of communities, towns, and cities;
discernible patterns can assist in planning and designing
urban development.
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Community

The role of the community in urban design is central. In the
preparation of development brief and development plan
documentation community consultation and community
provision are core issues in the process.

The involvement of the community at early stages in the
planning and design process is both a necessary and valuable
component, whilst the careful consideration of the needs of the
community should inform initial briefing and strategic urban
design thinking. Careful consideration should be given to:

e community provision, in the form of facilities for
education and health through to amenity and recreation are
necessary early inputs to the plan making process;

e mixed communities, mixed social and economic
groupings tend to be successful communities,
environmentally, economically, and socially.

e community ownership, or whose city, ..town,
neighbourhood is it anyway?, gives rise to issues of public
ownership and civic responsibility; community inclusion in all
aspects of planning, provision, and management tends to
engender civic pride, responsibility, and ownership;

e community management provides communities and
their representatives with the opportunity to take control of
their lives and environment through parish or community
council type structures.
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5.4

Design principles for sustainable
movement

Existing approaches to movement

Traditional approaches to site design have tended to
focus on the site as an isolated entity with a few identified
"connections" to the outside world. This has largely been
the result of assuming a motorised traffic viewpoint: once
using a vehicle, access is a question of finding a specific
link to a network, either public or private. This network
will have its own hierarchy from local to strategic roads or
from local bus to longer distance train.

Issues are usually ones of the capacity of the junction
between the site's road system and the existing road
network or of whether to enlarge the network in the
immediate vicinity of the site.

Car circulation within sites is usually of low priority since
internal delays are relatively unimportant. Bus access
sometimes includes internal circulation but this is both
rare and limited in scope.

New principles: the base mode for movement

Viewing the question of residential development from the
kerb up gives a different picture. The important concept
of permeability (fine networks which are linked to
individual buildings and for which the basic mode is
walking) changes the whole attitude to site access. The
links to the outside world are extensions of the fine
internal network. The design of these should integrate
the external transport system with the internal circulation
and access system.

This implies that a layered design approach is needed.
First the need for access from front door to local facilities
(on or off site) should be considered. This starts with
walking and next considers cycling. Both these modes
need directness, quality and security, especially walking.
This implies level, direct routes with open (not defensive)
frontages and where the impact of motorised traffic is
limited by careful streetscape design. Social and play
activities become easy and safe, and they not only mix
well, with walking and local cycling they can be supportive
interms of an active, non-threatening environment.

There is no illusion here that such designs wil
automatically result in welcoming and secure spaces.
Social problems and deprivation will not be cured by
transport policy. What these designs will dois provide the

conditions under which sustainable forms of transport
can flourish.

Permeability and door to door movement

The second level of access relates to the external
transport network. Here again the base modes are foot
and cycle. In the case of the latter, links to cycle
networks for longer distance journeys, for example to
intermediate employment or shopping areas are the key.
The journey must be considered not from the site
perimeter but from the front door. This applies even
more strongly to walking.

For journeys by foot the key access for longer distance
travel is to the public transport network and in many
cases this will be beyond the site. However, for larger
sites, as in this study, public transport may access the
development, and as the site grows it becomes capable
of supporting its own internal public transport corridor,
again linked to the external network.

However, in many cases (and for most of the case studies
in this project) the key is identifying the external public
transport network and accessing it by foot. From the
motorised viewpoint the quality of the road environment
is basically a speed related view. For people on foot not
only is the pace different, but also the quality of the
walking environment is more perceived and therefore
more important. Again the principle is for secure and
direct routes to public transport access points such as
stations and bus stops.

If the site layout is guided by the soft modes first, then
supplemented by public transport, the road mode can
then be accommodated. However, the designs which
flow from this approach will tend to be rather different
from many of the current pattern book layouts. Cul de
sacs with tortuous footpaths or walking links which are
shoehorned between back walls (and thus virtually un-
useable after dark) would tend not to be the norm.
Instead housing would front onto safe streets integrating
allmodes of movement.

Parking

The final issue is thus how much parking and how to cater
for it. Parallels from business development can be found
which are helpful here, for example the concept of
relating density of development to non-car access (both
to facilities and activities and to public transport). Thus
the number of parking spaces per hectare may not
change much, but the dwellings, rooms or persons per
hectare may rise with accessibility.
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How is non-car accessibility in this context to be
measured? Clearly access to work, shopping, leisure,
healthcare and education is important and the non-car
modes can be linked through multi-modal journeys, the
most basic of which is walking to the bus stop.

Inthe long term access to transport of all kinds, including
the car through car clubs, will provide an acceptable
answer for those unwilling to give up owning one. Car
clubs, street fleets and travel discount clubs are
beginning to be seen as part of access planning for
residential development, complementing the stick of
lower parking provision and the carrot of improved
alternatives.

There is also a strong social message here: such
provision actually extends the use of cars to those who
cannot afford them. This may seem a risky tactic, but the
evidence is that the increase in car use from those
previously without their own is far outweighed by the
reduction in use from those who previously did.
Equalising the marginal cost and convenience of the
modes is of itself a major force in changing travel choice.
The idea of including soft schemes such as these instead
of hard schemes like roundabouts or an extra traffic lane
will take some getting used to. It is, however, likely to be
the common currency of designing access to residential
development in the future.

Assessing sustainable access

As ever the requirement is for a system which is simple to
use and gives a reasonable and balanced indication of
accessibility. ~ As with all systems, even the most
elaborate models, an element of judgement is present.
The principles on which the assessment is carried out can
be set down and then the choice is how far it is necessary
to quantify each element.

Two factors are important in relation to residential sites:
access to other networks, particularly public transport,
and access to facilities (see Figure 5.1). The former
allows longer distance travel to larger centres for work or
non-work purposes (eg shopping, leisure or education).
The latter assesses how far residents will need to travel to
get to the places they need. This tends to focus on non-
work facilities such as shops, open space/recreation, and
again education (particularly primary schools).

Covering these two elements starts to capture both the
need to travel and the availability of non-car alternatives
if there is a need to travel. It should be noted that there
has been significant work on quantifying public transport

Figure 5.1:Individual Scores

Public Transport Access
Good Average Poor
3 2 1
Local Facilities Access
Good Average Poor
3 2 1

accessibility (PTALs), although the precise scores can
be slightly misleading and where routes actually go
needs to be taken further into account. Interpretation is
important. Asfaras access tofacilities is concerned, itis
very difficult to produce numerical values because of the
hugely variable nature of facilities and their qualitative
aspects. For example a badly run shop (or even primary
school) may not be counted as a realistic alternative by
those people who are deciding whether or not to travel.

This links to an important aspect to access - it can be
changed by a variety of means. Thus it is not simply a
question of supplying more buses or wider footways -
the quality of the destination is important and the idea of
active travel planning by shops, schools or workplaces
will influence accessibility. Examples of the latter are
school initiatives such as the "walking bus", green
commuter planning and home delivery projects. This
also emphasises the contribution that investment in
improving the quality of local centres and the walking
routes to them can make to encouraging greater
pedestrian access.

A combined score can be produced by combining public
transport accessibility and the walkability of local
facilities. This is the approach used for the case studies
presented in the next chapter. The base line is to
produce a matrix as set outin Figure 5.2.

Notes:

e Localfacilities should be classified so as to identify
Schools, Shops, Post Office/bank/Building Society,
Doctor/Dentist, Café/Restaurant within walking
distance.

Figure 5.2: Combined Score

Local
Facilities Public Transport Accessibility
Accessibility
Good Average Poor
Good 6 5 4
Average 5 4 3
Poor 4 3 2
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e  Producing the scores can be done using judgement
or simple assessments (e.g. is the bus stop
walkable, how many buses an hour) or more
complex (e.g. using the PTAL Index).

e It also follows that for large sites the immediate
surrounding area is relevant as well as facilities on
site. Inaddition, some parts of alarge site will score
differently from others, thus zones with different
scores can be identified.

The case studies presented in the following chapter
adopt this approach to assessing the accessibility of sites
and highlight some of the key considerations to be taken
into account in conducting travel assessment 'from the
kerbup'.

Exploring the potential for new or improved bus
services

The development of large sites can provide important
opportunities to enhance public transport provision. In
most cases this will mean new or improved bus services.
It is important that the potential for enhanced bus
services is identified early in the planning process and
preferably as part of the strategic appraisal described in
Section 5.5 below. This will enable the potential for new or
enhanced services to be considered with London Bus
Services Ltd. and the service providers as well as
ensuring that the needs of buses and passengers are
built into the layout and design of the development from
the outset.

The starting point for considering the potential for new or
enhanced bus services is an appreciation of bus network
planning objectives. Those used by London Transport
Buses seek a network which:

o Frequent: the aim is to run buses at the highest
justifiable level of frequency with adequate capacity
for peak periods, as it is important to minnimise
passenger’s waiting time. Concentrating services is
important; it is preferable to run one service every
5-10 minutes rather than two services with 15/20
minute frequencies;

e  Simple: bus networks can be difficult to understand
and market. The aim is to make services easy for
passengers to understand and remember. To
achieve thisitisimportant that all-day services ca be
sustained and not just at peak periods;

e Reliable: providing even service intervals when
frequencies are high and running to time when they

are low. If new development is likely to generate
additional car traffic an important consideration in
planning the development will be to mitigate the
impact of this on buses, for example, through bus
priority measures or bus gates. If journey times are
extended even by small increments by diverting an
existing service through a new development area
then routes may cost more to operate as additional
buses and drivers may be required in order to
maintain service reliability.

e Comprehensive: providing service to all areas and

recognising the needs of local people (including the
elderly and people with disabilities). However, this
aim of comprehensiveness needs to be carefully
balanced against the need to provide a frequent
service on eachindividual route..

Against these broad objectives, London Bus Services
Ltd. look at a 5 minute (400m) walking catchment for
bus services (i.e. an 800m corridor centred on the bus
route with the catchments of individual bus stops
overlapping). In assessing the potential for new services
associated with the development of a large site the key
issues will be:

o What are the public transport needs of the site?

(For example, where are the nearest town centres,
railway station and secondary school?)

e How many trips will be generated by the

development? and

e How does the site relate to the catchment of

existing services?

The general preference is to improve an existing bus
service (e.g. additional bus(es) and more frequent
services) rather than diverting services or creating
additional routes.  Wider benefits are delivered if
existing services are improved.

Where a new or extended service is being proposed LT
Bus services will seek to ensure that it is capable of
operating over the longer term i.e. to protect overall
service stability This means that even where a
developer is providing sponsorship for the first three
years of a new service there will still be a requirement for
the service to meet normal criteria for subsidy, if
required, in due course.

Detailed Case Study 3, presented in the following
chapter, examines the potential for a new bus service to
run through a new development in relation to these
network planning principles.
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5.5

More detailed guidance on physical planning for bus
services is set out in a series of publications prepared for
the London Bus Priority Network Steering Group. These
offer advice on the siting and design of bus stops, bus
friendly traffic calming and on bus priority at traffic
signals as well as on a host of other topics. These
documents can be obtained from the Bus Priority and
Traffic Unit at London Transport Buses.

Establishing a positive and
creative planning and
development process

Introduction

These new approaches emphasise the importance of
integrated design teams and of creative partnerships
between local authorities, developers and other
stakeholders including the general public, social housing
providers, public transport operators etc.

Shortcomings of current practice

Such partnerships have tended to underpin the most
innovative and successful developments, but they are
commonly absent from day to day practice. All too often
this is characterised by:

e A developer conceiving a scheme in isolation and
then seeking to push it through the statutory
planning process as fast as possible and with the
minimum possible modification;

e A local authority more concerned to control
development so as to minimise the potential for local
objections rather than to contribute positively to the
development of the best possible scheme;

o Key stakeholders such as public transport
providers, being consulted on firm proposals rather
than being engaged in the initial design and
development of the scheme; and

e The local community adopting a defensive attitude
rather than recognising the potential for the
development to make a positive contribution to
improving the quality of the local environment.

These isolated positions go a long way to explaining the
unsatisfactory nature of much new residential
development. In particular the application of general
planning and highway design standards (and in
particular on density) provides little incentive for
developers to engage with local authorities during the

development of proposals. From a developer's
perspective the fastest and most certain route to
planning permission is compliance with the standards
regardless of the impact on quality.

The stimulus of a design-led approach

A new way of working is needed if the full potential of
large sites is to be realised. In this respect a move to a
design-led approach provides an important opportunity
to establish a new and more positive culture of planning
and development. Following a design-led approach, the
form of development will emerge from analysis of the
strategic and local contexts and of the design
possibilities of the site.

The dialogue between a developer, a local authority and
the other stakeholders will therefore become much
more important in defining the form and nature of
development. From a developer's point of view, because
good design creates not only better places, but also
potentially increased development value, there should
be every incentive to engage with local authorities in a
positive dialogue about the potential of each site.

A design-led process

The organisation of the planning and development
process will vary depending on the nature of the site, the
particular objectives being addressed and in terms of
who is promoting development i.e. a local authority or a
private developer. Nevertheless the key considerations
which need to be built into the process and the nature of
the dialogue between the parties will be much the same.
The starting point is to develop a full understanding of
the nature of the site and its context. There are two
levels to this analysis: a strategic appreciation; and a
more local appraisal of the area surrounding the site.

Understanding the context
The strategic analysis should identify:

o Wider social, community and economic
development initiatives. For example, is the site
partof an existing or potential SRB area?

o Existing and proposed public transport
networks and nodes. How accessible is the site to
public transport ? What is the quality of service in
terms of frequency, reliability and destinations
served ? How might the development of the site
contribute to improvements in public transport, for
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example by adding to patronage on existing routes
or by enabling new public transport routes through
the site.

o Existing social and community facilities,
including shops, schools, leisure, health care
and open spaces. Where are these located in
relation to the site ? How convenient is access to
them ? What deficiencies exist in current provision
and how might the development of the site improve
provision?

e Strategic open space, cycle and pedestrian
networks, routes and desire lines. How might the
site be integrated with these networks ? How might
development help close strategic gaps in a
network?

e Other related sites and development
opportunities which may influence the form of
development and service provision, particularly in
terms of public transport;

e Local market conditions in terms of the demand
for housing and other uses. For example, is the site
located in an area of high or low market demand?
What types of housing is the market demanding and
what types of need are not being met through the
market.

Each of these considerations will have an important
influence on the approach taken to a site, in terms of the
mix of residential and non-residential uses and
supporting community facilities, the form of housing and
the nature of affordable housing provision as well as the
level of car parking required and the main pedestrian and
cycle routes through the site.

Understanding the Site

The analysis of the site and its more immediate
surrounding context should include consideration of:

e The setting of the site in terms of surrounding uses
and built form. For example, what are the
established building heights, what parts of the site
have good aspects or are affected by bad neighbour
uses ? What is the local landscape structure ? How is
car parking arranged on surrounding streets ?

e The potential pedestrian routes and how these
relate to local facilities and public transport stops;

e The need to retain existing buildings or important
landscape features within the site; and

e Physical constraints such as ground
contamination, overhead power lines or steep
slopes.

This analysis will inform the application of the urban
design and movement principles set out in Sections 6.3
and 6.4 above. The analysis presented in the next
Chapter illustrates how these principles can be applied
inrelation to four case study sites.

Articulating the urban design strategy

The output from this analysis could take the form either
of a Development Brief (such as where a local authority
are seeking to promote development) or an Urban
Design Strategy (such as in support of a planning
application for development).

|deally development briefs should be prepared by local
authorities with the active involvement of other key
stakeholders. The approach should be vision led with
roundtable sessions and joint site and community
consultation meetings rather than isolated working by
correspondence. The aim should be to engage
members of the team across the full spectrum of issues
rather than on narrow specialisms. It is only through this
sort of working that the full potential of sites will be
realised.

It does not automatically follow that the lead
responsibility for the preparation of a development brief
should lie with the local authority. There may well be
development interest in a large site before the local
authority are able to prepare a brief. In such cases there
is no reason why a developer cannot take lead
responsibility for the preparation of the brief. In such
cases we would see the process and the involvement of
key stakeholders as being the same with the local
authority contributing as a stakeholder. The key point is
that firm proposals for a large site should be worked up
onthe basis of an agreed brief rather than in isolation.
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6.1

6 Design Case Studies

Introduction to the case studies

This Chapter presents "concept designs" for four case
study sites. These have been selected to represent three
of the six rows of the Location and Density and Parking
Matrix which emerged from the analysis of 24 large sites
in Chapter 4.

The purpose of the more detailed design analysis
presented in this Chapter is five fold:

e To illustrate how a design-led approach can help
create higher density residential environments
which extend the range of housing choice and
maintain a high quality of amenity;

e To demonstrate how affordable housing can be
integrated into private sector led development of
large sites so as to promote inclusive communities
while recognising the need for efficient housing
management;

e To show how concerns to prioritise walking, cycling
and public transport can be built into the appraisal
of the development potential of large sites and
contribute to defining the optimum form of
development;

e To test the impact of more intensive forms of
development with reduced levels of car parking on
the development viability of sites; and

o Toverify the density ranges established in Chapter 4
by testing these against a more detailed indicative
master plan approach.

The case study analysis involved joint working by a team
of planners, urban designers, transport planners and
development advisors. Each site was visited by each
member of the team and the alternative forms of
development for each debated at a round table session.

The background work for each included:

e Discussion with the relevant London Borough
regarding affordable housing requirements, the
need for community facilities as well as issues of
access;

e Anaudit of the built environment around each site in
terms of established building heights, the presence
of landmark buildings and key local facilities such as
open space;

e Atransport analysis focusing particularly on walking
and cycling (what facilities can be reached
conveniently and safely) and access to public
transport (where to, how long and how frequently);
and

e A market appraisal in terms of values achieved on
recently completed schemes and from discussions
with developers active in each locality.

It is important to appreciate that while this analysis is
more in-depth than that undertaken for the larger sample
of 24 sites it is still fairly rudimentary in comparison to
that which we would expect to be undertaken in
formulating real development proposals. In particular it
did not include site investigation work, analysis of the
suitability of buildings for conversion in structural terms
or consultation with the local community. Thus while we
regard the case study examples as being realistic in
terms of the forms of development which could be
achieved, we also recognise that they can only be
considered as preliminary concept designs.

The presentation of each of the case studies follows a
similar format as follows:

e An overview explaining the nature of the site, the
particular design and development issues being
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considered and how the site relates to the Density,
Location and Parking matrix;

e Asustainable transport appraisal looking at access
onfoot to local facilities and to public transport;
Abrief market overview;

e Concept designs for the site (depending on the
number of options being explored) including a
layout plan supported by a schedule of
accommodation (broken down between market and
affordable housing and giving details of car parking
provision and non-residential uses) and a
perspective showing how the new development
would relate toits surroundings;

e A brief design commentary explaining the design
intent underlying each option; and

e A general discussion of the performance of each
option in terms of development costs and values
andthe issues arising.

A disclaimer

Itisimportant to point out that the selection of case study
sites and the design options explored are the
consultants’ work alone. It does not imply any
endorsement of the local authority, land owners, LPAC,
GOL, DETR, the Housing Corporation or London
Transport. The design case studies are examples of how
innovative, good quality housing development could be
achieved. They are not meant to be indicative of how
these specific sites should be developed, nor should they
be construed as such.
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Detailed Case Study 1
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Area Analysis

S X

2o =
2y
o U

i X

e

W CEIY
i 5

VLAY

o

5 minute
- walking distance

%ﬂfmq“m Pt i
10 minute

=17 walking distance =
T

Bt |

“ \
R |

.

&0

% o \\3“:"‘ !

N Rt At

s RS
RERRDRT

Legend:

Bl Sie A\ School

[ Commercial Health Facility
[T Public Open Space & Place of Worship

Transport Analysis

General situation

This site is located in an area where the local environmental
quality has been eroded by heavy and fast moving through-traffic.
Despite this the wider area is exceptionally attractive in terms of
the urban environment and the range of amenities and services
available. Motor vehicle access to the development will be from a
one-way, northbound road running past the north eastern side of
the site. Trafficin residential areas away from the main roads and
gyratories seems to be relatively light and the atmosphere
improves as one goes east towards the heart of London.

e Bus routes

&= » C(ycle Network
e Underground Station

Local access and facilities

There are some high street shops and cafés within five minutes
walk, along fairly unpleasant roads. The main shopping area with
an excellent range of other facilities is ten minutes walk away.
Other shopping areas exist within 10-15 minutes walk east of the
site, and at a similar distance to the south-west, although the
latter has narrow pavements, constant, slow-moving traffic and
major arterial roads which need to be crossed. A supermarket
and petrol station are 5 minutes south east of the site. A home
delivery service operates in the area provided by Marks &
Spencer and Tesco as well as specialist operators. There are a
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Transport Analysis cont

number of pubs and churches, a vet, library, postal services, a
cinema and tennis courts within ten minutes walk. Open space is
most plentiful to the north east, with a very attractive park and a
square within ten minutes walk. To the East, a pocket park
provides an extremely welcome respite. There is a primary
school under ten minutes walk away, but it is unlikely that the
development will attract a large child population, given its very
urban characteristics.

The site's access road has adequate pavements for the most
part, except outside the petrol station, where the path all but
vanishes. The trafficis one-way and moves at high speed. There
are two long sections of dead frontage on the East side. Heading
North the core shopping area is reached by crossing an
unpleasant junction. Crossing the railway bridge to the West
leads one towards one of the lesser retail high streets, passing a
long section of dead frontage along the way. Heading East
conditions improve. The pavement is adequate and the road is
wider and tree lined, so that the traffic is less noticeable.

East-West movement by foot or cycle is limited to two bridges over
the railway lines. One bridge has a narrow, extremely unpleasant
pavement and is not a usable cycle route. The second forms the
major barrier to north-south movement, with the three junctions
at which crossing is feasible although decidedly pedestrian
unfriendly.  Even at the least problematic junction pedestrian
crossings tend to be impeded by queuing vehicles. The only area
with dropped kerbs is a stretch of road to the north-east of the
site and even these are old and not truly step-free anymore. The
one-way system and the heavy traffic on the site access road, in
particular, are further barriers to cycling.

Access to longer-distance non-car transport networks

The site lies within five to ten minutes walk of an underground /
mainline station with limited services. Two further underground
stations are about fifteen minutes walk away, offering access to
two lines. Both of these involve crossing major roads with an
unpleasantly large amount of fast traffic.

The best walking option would seem to be towards the
underground station to the south east of the site. This entails
crossing the access road at the first available opportunity and
cutting through by a church and pub to a road which forms the
southbound arm of the local one-way system. Although this
stretch is not ideal, it seems somewhat less unpleasant than
walking the length of the main access road. The route then
follows fairly busy main roads, crossing a major arterial route by
the least pedestrian unfriendly junction of the three inthe area.

Buses are available at reasonable frequencies from the main
roads surrounding the site, heading to neighbouring local
centres, and central London. The stops are generally adequate,

but the general walking environment, as described above, is a
disincentive to reaching them.

average number of
Destination t:;::' buses per hour
peak [ off-peak
A 5 25 17
B 7 12 9
C 12 14 9
D 15 6 3
E 19 5 4
F 20 8 4
G 23 6 4
H 25 7 5
[ 28 10 7
J 32 6 5
K 33 12 7
L 35 5 3

The only completed cycle route in the vicinity is the shared-use
path along the side of one of the area's parks. Other routes on
the Area Analysis Map are proposed routes.

Overall assessment

The site would seem to warrant a score of 2 for both local
facilities and access to strategic networks, suggesting an overall
score of 4. Whilst it is not a location into which one would choose
to inject more cars, neither is it an attractive place for car-free
development. There is also likely to be a demand for car
ownership.
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Market Analysis

Without doubt the most valuable of the four case study sites.
Situated on a major route in a densely developed part of Central
London within a short walk of a popular High Street. The site of
0.81 hectares is adjacent to a new residential development
currently being marketed at relatively high values and forms an
in-fill opportunity to create high density, high value apartments
within an established quality residential area. The site is
supported by reasonable public transport links with two tube
stations within fifteen minutes walk.

Development Appraisal

The development generates a very substantial land value as may
be expected from a high density scheme in a prime location. The
financial analysis highlights two interesting points. First, that a
requirement for one third of the dwellings to be affordable
housing can be integrated into a high density, high value
development. Second, it emphasises the impact that assumed
building costs can have on the land value/development surplus.

Two appraisals were conducted, one assuming normal building
costs, the other reflecting the high specification implied by the
illustrative image overleaf. It was found that the revised building
cost reduced the development surplus by more than £2m.

Llewelyn-Davies
70



Site Analysis
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Notable Site Characteristics Policy Matters

The site is located in an area with a complex building structure  The UDP designates this site for residential use, offices and open
where building heights range between 4-10 storeys. The site is  space. For residential dwellings the Council has set a maximum
accessed from the North-East. No on-site circulationis envisaged  density of 350 Habitable rooms per hectare. The UDP Policy is
due to the small size of the site. To the South-West a steep  that development proposed for the site needs to accommodate
embankment leads to railway lines acting as a physical access  33% of dwellings as provision of affordable housing. In
barrier. The benefit of this is good exposure to direct sun light.  addition, the Council is seeking to secure the provision of a
The site is mainly level and gently sloping to the embankment. At~ medical centre.

present, the site is used as a surface car park.
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llustrative Plan - Option 3
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lllustrative Image - Option
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Detailed Case Study 2

The site of Detailed Case Study 2 is located just north of a main
arterial road into London and within easy reach of both an
Underground and Mainline station. This mainly flat site overlooks
astream and lies adjacent to a large public open space which is
partof a strategic open space network.

Within the matrix developed in the first part of this study, the site is
placed in the Transport Corridor & close to Town Centre “Ped
Shed” category with an urban setting. On the following pages two
development options are explored creating solutions of different
character and density and adhering to different parking
standards.

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
Car Parking High Moderate Low
Provision 2 1.5 spaces per unit 1.5 1 space per unit Less than 1 space per unit
Predominant Detached & Terraced houses Mostly flats
Housing Type linked houses & flats

Location  Accessibility

Index

Setting

Sites within P Central 650 — 1100
Town Centre b
“Ped-Shed"
Case Study Examples
200 - 450
s
Case Study Examples [ W | s [ 21 | 2| s | W [ 16 | 2 [ 2
Suburban
150 - 250 250 - 350
v
4
Case Study Examples. 19
Sites along 3 Urban
Transport 300 - 450
Corridors & Sites
close to a Town
g:zge “Ped- Case Study Examples.
Suburban
150 - 200
2| Case Study Examples | 7 ‘ B ‘ 2 ‘ 2 ‘ 2
2
Currently Suburban
Remote Sites ¢ 150 -200
! Case Study Examples | 4 | 12 | 17

Llewelyn-Davies
75

¢ AQNLS 3SY) a3iviia




Area Analysis
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Transport Analysis

General situation

This site is located in a fairly quiet and pleasant area, between an
established residential area, a small river and local park. Car
access to the site will be from two roads in the west, one at the
north end and one to the south. Traffic in the immediately
surrounding area seems to be light, but there is a constraint to
the south of the site where parked vehicles, whose occupants are
accessing nearby housing and employment, obstruct the narrow
footpaths along animportant pedestrian route to the local shops.

e Bus routes

&= D (ycle Network

% Railway Station

Underground Station

Local access and facilities

A good range of shops is available within 5-10 minutes walk of
the site as well as a large superstore. Other facilities within easy
walking distance include:

Schools (one primary school almost borders the site);
Adoctor's surgery;

Arecreation centre;

A community centre;
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Transport Analysis cont

Pubs;

Recycling banks;
Churches;
Alibrary; and
Postal services.

A hospital is about 15-20 minutes' walk away (unfortunately no
buses serving the main retail concentration turn into the
hospital). The site is bordered by a river, whose bridges give
access to the local park and a large nature park, providing for
informal recreation.

The walking environment is generally good, with the roads within
the existing residential area to the West of the site quiet and in
places traffic calmed. However, they were not viewed at night, so
the potential for pavements being obstructed by parked vehicles
could not be ascertained. There are also a number of adequate
pedestrian cut-throughs. The main foot access south is via a
quiet and generally very pleasant road, although it does not have
adequate pavements (that on the western side is not continuous
and that onthe east s officially used for parking).

Going East, towards the high street, there are three options. The
longest is via the peasant southbound road discussed above. A
shorter route, and also a pleasant one, at least in daylight, is
through the park. The other option is across the river and along
aroad which has through-traffic excluded. The first street of this
route feels like a country lane, but further on the pavements are
barely usable yet access traffic still expects priority. The parking
problem may be caused by the current (industrial) use of the site.
The second road on this route has narrow pavements (despite
the well-advertised presence of disabled people's houses).
There is another road which links across the nature park to the
residential area North-West of the high street area, but this is
exposed and not easy to leave, and so unlikely to be popular at
night on foot. Fortunately, this residential area can easily be
reached via another route which has a good-quality path.

The pavements along the roads where retailing and community
infrastructure are located are generally adequate, although
variable, with dropped kerbs or raised paths over side roads. In
parts, the pavements are cluttered and parked on and the
arterial routes have heavy traffic.

Access to the superstore is via a signal-controlled crossing,
which also leads to a landscaped river-side path to a
neighbouring local centre.

Access to longer-distance non-car transport networks
The nearest Underground station is approximately ten minutes'

walk away by the longest reasonable route. Going across the
park would cut two or three minutes off the journey. It would not

take more than twenty minutes to walk to the next underground
stations in emergencies. Two Tramlink stops are a little further
away, but give access to other town centres.

The nearest railway station is about ten minutes' walk away, via
quiet residential roads, although the pavements are variable. A
half-hourly Thameslink service is available here. However, the
station appears to be largely unstaffed and step-free access is
only available to the London-bound platform.

A number of bus services operate within easy reach of the site.
Stops in the retail areas are adequate, but would benefit from
bus boarders. Those on the northern bus route (see Area
Analysis map) are poor. The services link the site with other
centres to the north, south east and west, with high frequencies
during the day and evenings, as set out below.

- travel | @verage number

Destination time of buses per hour

peak | off-peak
A 5 5 3
B 8 11 5
C 10 23 11
D 17 14 6
E 22 7 3
F 32 7 3
G 36 5 3

The London Cycle network crosses the South of the site, running
East to West. However, it is poorly signed and there are no
facilities. The roads used in the area are generally very good for
the purpose, except for one small link which uses a narrow
footpath. There are also supposed to be completed cycle routes
to the North and South, which would appear to use the footpath
northbound and the river-side path past the supermarket to the
South (which appear quite good as routes). These routes would
benefit from enhanced signage.

Overall assessment

The site would seem to warrant a score of between 2 and 3 for
both local facilities and access to strategic networks, suggesting
an overall score of 5. Comparatively simple improvements
would push these to clear 3s, giving an overall score of 6.

The site would therefore seem to lend itself to either the lower
end of conventional parking standards or to active promotion as
a car-free development, with its advantages of local facilities and
non-car transport options, as long as the following factors can
be dealt with:
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cycle route signage and quality;

pedestrian priority on routes to the high street areas;
reconfiguration of vehicular access in the area south
of the site to improve the quality of pedestrian routes;

Further notes on the design of car-free hoousing can to be found
inAnnex 1to SRQI.

Cycle route quality and signage, and pedestrian facilities need to
be addressed in any case, along with:

e permeability (the proposed site plans contribute to this);
e  riverside paths (achieved in the proposed site plans);
e accesstothe parkin more places (achieved in the proposed

Market Analysis

Assite of 3.12 hectares in a growing residential part of outer west
London near to local facilities and exceptional open space. The
site’s current use has created the possible risk of contamination
which would have to be considered in the event that its use is
changed to residential. The local market is wide with large
numbers of affordable dwellings interspersed with select
developments of houses and flats. The area at large is growing in
popularity and forms part of a wider strategy to improve
watercourses and reclaim open space from previous industrial
uses.

Development Appraisal

Financial analysis was carried out on each option to determine
the likely residual land value after making assessments on rate of
sale, construction cost and value. The two options vary
significantly in design terms.

Option 2 produces 230 units comprising a total area of almost
17000 sqm whereas Option 3 produces 358 units of almost
25000 sqm; almost 56% more units. In both options provision
has been made for approximately 30% of the dwellings to be
affordable units. The more dense scheme is in this case more
attractive to a developer due to a more imaginative and distinct
layout. However the higher risk involved in constructing larger
masses of building is a consideration worthy of note.

The river-side attracts higher value units, however for simplicity
the revenue has been averaged across the development. Rate of
sale also remains unchanged on both options as the market is
created by critical mass on such alarge site.
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Site Analysis
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Notable Site Characteristics

The site, which is currently used for industrial purposes, is
roughly rectangular and gently slopes towards the adjacent river
allowing views across to a public open space. Immediate access
to this open space is possible. To all other sides the site is
surrounded by residential uses (mainly 1-2 storey bungalows
and terraces) as well as some commercial uses to the south. An
existing road leads across the site linking the surrounding
residential area to public transport nodes and local facilities.

Policy Matters

The site is designated in the UDP for mixed-use and residential
development. As part of any new development the Council is
seeking to provide a new doctor's surgery and children's
nursery. Interms of affordable housing a minimum provision of
30% of all new dwellings on site is sought.
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lllustrative Plan - Option 2
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Design Intent - Option 2

The design had been inspired by the existing building structure
of the surrounding residential area. Rows of terraces and
townhouses and some blocks of flats create a building structure
that is not unfamiliar to the area. The street layout aims at
integrating the development easily into the existing fabric,
allowing for multiple routes to facilities and public open spaces
beyond the site boundary. The edge of the river is used as a
backdrop to private gardens while public access to the river is
maintained along a footpath.

This option provides one off street space per dwelling. However,
additional on-street parking the ratio willbe even higher.

DEVELOPMENT MIX

DENSITY
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lllustrative Plan - Option 3
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Design Intent - Option 3

The design for this option aims at creating a more urban living
environment that uses its riverside setting and seeks to take full
advantage of the views over the adjacent open space. The
height of the development increases from two storey terraces
adjacent to the existing residential area to four and five storeys
duplexes and flats overlooking the river and open space.
Closed building blocks are created keeping the courtyard
private but communal while each unit retains a private terrace
or balcony overlooking the courtyard.

In this option parking is only available on-street resulting in an
overall parking ratio of 0.6 spaces per unit. The site is in easy
reach of good and frequent public transport routes leading to
central London as well as other town centres. Local shopping
and service are also very accessible making this option
workable and desirable.
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Detailed Case Study 3
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Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
) . . Car Pal.king High Moderate Low
Detailed Case Study 3 is a large landlocked site on the edge of two Provision | 2 isguspk |15 oot | st
ped-sheds in Outer East London. The site is mainly flat and R R oy s
rectangular and has formerly been used as playing fields and for Housing Type | - Inked houses Gfts
some industrial uses. There is only one direct access route into T —
. . . . cation cessibili Settin
the site on its far western side creating a challenge for any D
. B Sites within 6 Central 650 - 1100
development solution. Public transport routes and some local .
e . . . . “Ped-Shed"
facilities are located little more than 10 minutes walking distance T
away, making the site less accessible than some of the other case Urban
study sites.
o Sy Eanpes ez v ][e]o]=
In terms of the Density Location and Parking Matrix, the site is Suburban
placed in the “Transport Corridors & Close to Town Centres” v 10 2030
category with a distinct suburban character. On the following L P—— =
pages the site potential is analysed and two development options stesaog > | Urban
are presented. G tes 000
close to a Town
g:zge “Ped- Case Study Examples
Suburban
150 - 200
2 | Case Study Examples | 7 \ B ‘ » \ 2 ‘ P
Currently 2 Suburban
Remote Sites i 150 -200
! Case Study Examples | 4 | 12 | 17
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Area Analysis
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Transport Analysis

General situation

This large site is located in a car-orientated suburban area,
between existing 1930s terraced residential estates and an
industrial estate. The surrounding housing appears to be a
mixture of council and private housing including a significant
proportion of right-to-buy stock. The quality of the stock is
variable and some is fairly run down. There is endemic pavement
parking (both official and unofficial) and frequent use of front
gardens for parking. Traffic on the surrounding main roads is
fairly intense, but the residential roads are quiet. Vehicular
access to the site will be from West only, with maybe a through link
tothe East. Pedestrian and cycle access points are obvious along

Bus routes

&= D (ycle Network

==

Mainline Station

Underground Station

the southern edge to the East, but access at the eastern end is

less clear. No access seems possible across the industrial estate
tothe North.

Local access and facilities

This site is relatively remote from significant centres. The nearest
high street is about fifteen minutes' walk away from the centre of
the site, twenty from the far end. This route goes over the railway
line, and alongside mainly dead frontage. Together with the
industrial estate, the railway forms a major barrier to North-South
movement.

Llewelyn-Davies
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Transport Analysis cont

There is a small parade of shops, including a grocer and post
office five minutes to the South of the site, and a secondary high
street is found ten to fifteen minutes' walk away (depending on
the precise foot access arrangements), to the South-East and
East. A little further on is an out-of-town food superstore and
swimming pool. There are only two pubs within a ten-minute
walk, but there are three schools, a doctor's surgery and a park.
Two churches are to be found between ten and fifteen minutes'
walk away to the East.

Whilst traffic on the main roads (which form a box around the site,
the existing residential area and the industrial estate) is fairly
intense, crossing does not seem to be too problematic, although
the traffic is not respectful. The pavements are very variable,
ranging from wide and fairly unobstructed to completely blocked
by parked cars. There is, however, a fair smattering of dropped
kerbs. The access road to the industrial estate would need great
improvement for pedestrians were it to be used as a second
general access route onto the site.

Access to longer-distance non-car transport networks

The only rail station in the area is about ten minutes' walk away:
This station is served every ten minutes daytime, providing a link
to other town centres and Central London. It appears to be
largely unstaffed.

Buses run on all the main roads around the site, although none
penetrate the narrow residential roads. Bus stops are variable,
but generally adequate, although timetable information is
incomplete. The main services are as follows:

average number of
Destination t:.a vel buses per hour
ime
peak | off-peak
A 5 8 6
B 7 4 2
C 13 8 6
D 15 5 3
E 25 10 7

Completed sections of the London Cycle Network are present on
the main roads to the South and East of the site. In both cases
they consist principally of narrow advisory cycle lanes, which are
in any case widely parked in. Further routes are planned along
residential roads running North South to the East of the site.

Overall assessment
The site would seem to warrant a score of 1 for local facilities and

access, and a score of between 1 and 2 for access to strategic
networks, suggesting an overall score of between 2 and 3. Car

ownership is likely to be high, but non-car access needs to be
improved. Aside from improvements to cycle and pedestrian
routes and to bus stop facilities the main opportunity is to
consider the potential to introduce a bus service through the
site.

Evaluating the Potential for New Bus Services

XIS 431dVYH)

Preliminary discussions with London Transport Buses indicate
the potential to introduce a bus service running through the site
for the Option 2 layout. The long cul-de-sac layout of Option 1
offers no such potential as the travel time penalties to existing
passengers imposed by such a circular route would be
disproportionate to the benefits to new residents of the
development.

In Option 2 the potential for new and improved bus services need
to be evaluated in terms of the degree to which the new
development can be served by existing services and the
potential to divert an existing service through the site. In this
particular case there are two good bus routes running along the
main roads to the South and East of the site offering direct and
frequent services.

Assignificant proportion of the new households on the site would
live within a 400m walk of an existing stop on one of these two
routes, leaving only a comparatively small pocket of households
in the north western part of the site without adequate access to
these services. The diversion of buses from either of these two
main routes through the site is unlikely to be practicable given
the impact this would have on existing passengers (longer
journey times and loss of service along part of the existing
route) compared to the limited additional patronage which
would be generated from within the site.

There are however other bus services operating in the vicinity of
the site and consideration could be given to extending or re-
routing one of these services to take it through the site. One
promising option would be to extend a route serving a strategic
centre to the East. This service which currently turns around to
the North East of the site could be extended so as to run through
the site then northwards past the local rail station and to the
local centre (to the North West of the site). While this would only
provide up to three services per hour it would provide a direct
link from within the site to the local railway station and shopping
centre.

The most obvious locations for bus stops on any such route
would be in the centre of the site close to the school and the
sheltered housing scheme and close to the small open space in
the south. These locations and especially that close to the
school and sheltered housing, are convenient for visitors and
are separated, at least to some extent, from surrounding houses

€ AQNLS 3SY) d3iviad

Llewelyn-Davies

87



so as to minimise any nuisance and disturbance to residents.
Clearly much more detailed analysis would be needed to ensure
satisfactory design of the stops in both urban design and
transport planning terms, as indicated in chapter 5 on pages 61
and 62.

It should be appreciated that although it does not seem practical
to divert the main bus routes running to the south and east of the
site, these services can be expected to benefit from additional
patronage generated by the development. This additional
demand could contribute to making the provision of additional
buses on this route viable and thus support a more frequent
service. This would benefit both new residents and existing bus
passengers. Again this highlights the importance of ensuring a
high degree of pedestrian permeability through the site as well as
through the existing residential area between the site and the
main east west bus route.

Market Analysis

A site of 12.88 hectares with difficult access and evidence of
underground contamination. An established residential area with
a narrow band of housing types and little opportunity for mixed
use development offers a challenge to developers to produce
high quality scheme which can add to the range of housing choice
and support wider area renewal objectives.

Development Appraisal

Financial analysis was carried out on each option to determine
land value after making assessments on rate of sale,
construction cost and value. Rate of sale was increased and
revenues were adjusted to complete the development within five
years. We know the land is contaminated and have included a
realistic remediation cost. However without detailed ground
investigation these costs cannot be guaranteed. Both options
vary but the changes are not as prominent in market terms.

Option 2 produces 463 units of between 72 and 110 sqm
representing a good cross section of housing requirements in
the area. Affordable housing consists of terrace and larger end
of terrace properties with gardens.

Option 3 is a more dense layout with a mixture of private flats,
semi detached, terraces and town houses producing a total of
644 units. Affordable housing on the layout tends to be towards
the smaller end of the housing types. Since carrying out the
exercise we know that a need exists for larger affordable family
housing in this location and if accommodated would reduce the
overall revenue and land value slightly. Both options provide
significant public open space.

The appraisals were conclusive in that Option 3 produced almost
82% more value for land on a residual calculation. However the
actual values were depressed due to the comparatively low
values of property in the area. Affordable housing was included in
both appraisals at the same rate of 33%.
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CHAPTER SIX

[llustrative Image - Option 1

DETAILED CASE STUDY 3

pedestrian routes have been encouraged to penetrate the
southern and eastern edge, the northern edge of the site is
treated differently. Here a strip of buffer planting visually
same time this buffer acts as a linear open space wrapping
around the development.

plot as well as some on-street parking, making an overall parking
ratio of 2 spaces per unit. Due to single access road to the site,

separates the new housing from its industrial neighbour. At the
Parking standards for this option were 1-2 spaces per unit on-
the layout precludes an effective bus service into the site.

to the west of the site while allowing multiple pedestrian routes

directly to the south and east making local facilities more
accessible on foot. A central boulevard flanked by detached

The design for this option follows a conservative approach to
developing the site by servicing it via the one direct access point
houses leads into the main part of the development. At the heart
of the development lies a new large open space overlooked by an
primary school and sheltered housing complex as well as
townhouses and terraces. The area around the open space and
towards the east of the development site is dominated by two and
three bed terraces while the area between the site access and
open space accommodates mainly three bed houses. While

Design Intent - Option 1

Llewelyn-Davies

91



SAAD(-UAIMI[T

9oeds uado
JawJoy bupyoojiano

1se3 2y 0} sabeyul| peoy

|00ydg Asejuawslg

ALISNEA

XIN LNANAOTIAIA

]
aeds uado | /
Buryooliano syey | !

4 wooipaqz® |
H ] _s ,i ‘,

;TBw Snq 10} UOIJeIO| JqISSOd

alls 0}
ssanoy Aousblowg
R UBLISIPaY |-

Sau0zZ
Japeleyd buiean

S3JB1IS) WO0IPa] € B 2

‘Siel} wooipaq 2 |

‘uoIsin0.4 Buisnoy ajqepiogy

=R

T_om Snq 10} UOIYEY0| 9]qISSOg 4

2 uondq - ueld aapessny||

Sqh 2 I e e o s 1T 3 i swdopanap
WOt mau bupnpojur sasnoy

it

i
uadp 21and i

i
|

-

I

awaLdg T
BuisnoH paayays Ll

I

Bunueyd sagng

?[

|

{sa2eds uado [e207]
T f

JLiGR} UBGUN "Xd Ojul

| Bupjuy Speos [pINaS | ).

T

Iy

- .{"‘LE" 'L_: e

ﬁ PaydBIap Yim preasnog
|

i

|
1
HEE
-

{
i
\
1

S3DBLIB)
1§ S3SNOYUMO]

¥

J

—
o L T T

LT

Bfxiipen

i

wos

T

17



DETAILED CASE STUDY 3
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Detailed Case Study 4
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Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
Detailed Case Study 4 lies south of a strategic ring road in Outer ] L N (L R
North-West London. The L-shaped site can only be serviced from R R oy s
its eastern edge but allows pedestrian access to the open space Housing Type | - Inked houses Gfts
on its north and west. Any future development would sit between oo o
residential areas and a hospital. The site takes advantage of o :
extensive views over the neighbouring open space and sports Tomtene A | oo
groun ds. “Ped-Shed" —

Urban
Interms of the Density, Location and Parking Matrix, the site has
been placed in the “Transport Corridor & Close to Town Centre”

e Sty e o[z e = ]=

category with an suburban character. On the following pages two Suburban
development options are presented. v 150-250 250350
4| Case Study Examples T‘
Sites along 3 Urban
Transport 300 - 450
Corridors & Sites
close to a Town
g:zge “Ped- Case Study Examples.
Suburban
150 - 200
2 | Case Study Examples | 7 | B [ » | 2 ‘ P
Currently 2 Suburban
Remote Sites 150 -200
1| case sty Bamples | « | w2 | v
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Area Analysis
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Transport Analysis

General situation

This site is located in a quiet, pleasant, medium-density suburban
area, between a 1930s terraced estate, a hospital and a sports
ground, which provides shelter from the nearby main road. Motor
vehicle access to the development will be from the east, with a foot
and cycle access to the north. Traffic in the area immediately
surrounding the site seems to be fairly light, although speed is
clearly a problem, as some roads have a degree of traffic-
calming.

Bus routes

&= » C(ycle Network

Local access and facilities

There is a variety of shops and services approximately ten
minutes' walk away to the east. This centre includes a post office,
dentist, health centre, library, chemist and a couple of pubs. An
out-of-town superstore is about ten minutes' walk, or a short bus
ride north, over the main road. The problem with this route is that
the first part only has a pavement on one side and has no
frontage (as it runs between allotments and a school field). The
main road is crossed by means of a narrow foot bridge, which
haspoorr lighting. The superstore car park then has to be
negotiated. Access via the bus appears to be better. The same
bus also goes to the nearest full town centre, which is about
twenty minutes' walk away.
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Transport Analysis cont

There are anumber of schools within ten minutes' walk of the site
and a couple of churches. Open space is plentiful, with a
recreation ground directly opposite, sports ground behind and
woods to the south of the sports ground. An entrance to the
cemetery is about five minutes' walk to the North. Thereisalsoa
large area of allotments to the north of the site.

The local walking environment is of mixed quality. Traffic does not
seem to be a great problem, but the pavements are poorly
maintained and there is quite a lot of pavement parking although
not so much as to prevent use of pavements altogether. Much of
this is actually officially sanctioned parking. Overall the roads are
quite pleasant to walk around, with a fair number of trees. There
are several walking routes across to the local shops, where the
pavements are better, with only a little parking on them.

Traffic is heavier than on the north-south route immediately
adjacent to the east of the site, but there is more space for
walking. The existing terraced estate to the south of the site,
whilst not having a high degree of permeability between its
streets, is characterised by several cut-throughs to the sports
ground and wood, although these are narrow, high-fenced and
generally unlit.

There is one lit path from this estate to main roads in the south,
but it is still dark and visibility is poor. In addition to the general
need for site permeability, it would be wise to replace these cut-
throughs with better quality ones from the new development onto
the sports ground.

Access to longer-distance non-car transport networks

There is no rail station within easy walking distance of the site.
The nearest is about thirty minutes' walk (for those prepared to
go through the wood) offering services to central London and the
north. However, a good quality bus route links the site almost
door-to-door with the station, the district shopping centres and
the superstore. Inaddition, a ten-minute walk to the east yields a
very frequent bus link to a second underground station, albeit on
the same line The service patterns are as shown in the table
opposite.

Bus stops in the area are adequate, but there are none (and
therefore no shelters or information) along the road to the
immediate East of the site. This section is ‘Hail and Ride’,
although not shown as such on the bus map. However, for most
of the ‘Hail and Ride’ section, people seem to wait in clusters
(including right outside the development site), which may reflect
former bus stopping points.

There is no part of the London Cycle Network, complete or
planned, which comes close to this site. However, there is a cycle

link along the north side of the main eastwards towards a retail
park.

Overall assessment

The site would seem to warrant a score of between 2 and 3 for|
local facilities, especially given the high quality bus link to
shopping centres, and a score of 2 for access to strategic
networks, suggesting an overall score of between 4 and 5.
Medium-density development (terraces) with on-street parking
only (maintained by designing frontages to make it unattractive
for owner-occupiers to exercise their permitted development
right to turn their front gardens into car parks) would seem to be
an appropriate development form.

XIS 431dVYH)

average number of
Destination t:_a vel buses per hour
ime
peak | off-peak
A 4 20 13
B 5 20 13
C 12 3 2
D 14 14 10
E 16 6 3
F 18 3 2
G 24 14 10

Market Analysis

A site of 2.59 hectares in Outer North-West London with road
frontage access and views over established open space. Within a
short distance of a strategic ring road this site is ideally suited for
suburban housing including starter homes and apartments. The
market inthe area is very good with developments taking place in
close proximity which provide a complete range of new homes
and apartments.
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Development Appraisal

Financial analysis was carried out on each option to determine
land value after making assessments on rate of sale,
construction cost and value. Both options vary but the changes
are not as prominent in market terms.

Option 1 produces 91 units of between 70 and 100sgm,
predominately private-for-sale semi-detached and detached
properties. Affordable housing consists of terraces and larger
semi-detached houses. Option 2 is more dense in layout with a
mixture of private flats, semi-detached houses and terraces
producing 157 units.

The appraisals were conclusive in that Option 2 produced almost
66% more value for land on a residual calculation. Affordable
housing was included in both appraisals at the same rate of 40%
of the total number of dwellings.
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Site Analysis
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Q.....

o
Views over sports groun

[0 Hospital/Schooll
[ ] Residential
[T Public Open Space

Notable Site Characteristics Policy Matters

The site is mainly flat and sloping towards the sports groundsto  The UDP designates this site for residential use, offices and open

the west of the site maximising the views across the countryside  space. For residential dwellings the Council has set a maximum

beyond. The site benefits from strong mature planting to its  density of 350 Habitable rooms per hectare. The Borough has

neigbours. Only one access road can service the site making a  decided that any development proposed for the site needs to

cul-de-sac development the only option. accommodate 33% of dwellings as affordable housing. In
addition, the Council is seeking to secure the provision of a
medical centre.
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lllustrative Plan - Option 1
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lllustrative Image - Option 1

Design Intent - Option 1

This design option follows the housing mix prevailing in the area.
Along the access road terraces and semi-detached houses with
front gardens line the street leading to a cluster of semi-detached
houses and detached houses. A crescent of large detached
houses back onto the adjacent sports grounds enjoying views
across the countryside beyond. At the end of the road a path
connects the development to the path system servicing the

sports grounds.

A parking ratio of more than 1:1 on-plot has been achieved.
When the potential for on-street parking is taken into account, the

potential capacity approaches two spaces per dwelling.
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DEVELOPMENT MIX

DENSITY
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lllustrative Plan - Option 2
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lllustrative Plan - Option 2

.

XIS 431dVYH)

Design Intent - Option 2

The road layout of this option is almost identical to the former, but
the development mix has changed dramatically. Rather than
mainly houses the predominant unit type in this option are flats.

DEVELOPMENT MIX

Blocks of flats are clustered along the sports ground edge taking
advantage of the attractive views across the fields. Parking
standards in this option have been brought downto aratio of 1:1.

¥ AQN1S ISV a3iiviaa
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6.3

Case study conclusions

The four detailed case studies are clearly very much the
product of their particular characteristics in terms of
their sizes, locations, shapes and market settings. While
they can never reflect the full variety of different types of
large sites across London they do illustrate well the wide
range of residential densities, housing forms and levels
of car parking provision which can be accommodated
within the Density, Location and Parking Matrix set out in
Chapter 6. The sites also exemplify the potential of
previously developed urban land to contribute not only to
meeting housing needs, but also to local area renewal
and image enhancement.

Density and the need for a design-led approach

The key point as the case studies exemplify is that the
optimum form of development including the density of
development and the appropriate form of parking,
should emerge from a design-led approach focused on
the particular characteristics of the site and its
surroundings rather than by reference to a set of pre-
determined planning standards.

Itis important to recognise that five of the seven options
illustrated exceed LPAC's current density maxima of 250
HRH. Indeed two of the illustrated options (case study 1
and option 3 of case study 2) are of a density more than
double the current maxima. Furthermore even where the
housing forms are predominately semi-detached and
terraced two storey houses with gardens (as in Option 2
of case study 3) the achieved densities are towards the
upper end of the current range of 125-250 HRH.

The explanation for these higher densities lies not only in
the need to respond to the established townscape
context of sites (Case study 1), and the opportunities to
make the most of an open space aspect (Case study 2
and option 2 of Case study 4), but also in the use of more
traditional layouts. In particular the return to traditional
street blocks (Case studies 3 and 4) with provision for
both on and off street car parking as opposed to
arrangements of circuitous distributor and cul-de-sacs
enables a more efficient use of land with less space
devoted to roads and car parking. To this extent the case
studies illustrate how the capacity of sites can be
increased without departing from traditional suburban
semi-detached and terraced houses with gardens.

Housing capacity and accessibility to facilities and
publictransport

The case studies highlight the important role that
accessibility analysis has to play in appraising the
development potential of sites. The emphasis given in
the case studies to pedestrian accessibility to local
facilities and to public transport represents a step
change from conventional transport assessment
focused on road and junction capacities. It is integral to
the SRQ approach.

Itis also clear from the analysis presented as part of the
case studies, that levels of accessibility cannot always
be taken for granted. For example, as Case study 1
illustrates it cannot be assumed that edge of central
London sites will always enjoy better accessibility to local
facilities and public transport than more remote sites.

In the case of Case study 2, for example, the range of
facilities within walking distance and the quality of the
walking routes (as, for example, compared to Case study
1) only emerged from site based analysis. In this
example the analysis helped to justify a more intensive
form of development than that which may have been
assumed to be appropriate.

The development of large sites also present the
opportunities to improve the quality of public transport
accessibility and thus to increase the development
potential of sites. Such potential is well illustrated in
(ase Study 3 where Option 3 includes a route through
the site as compared to the conventional cul-de-sac
approach shown in Option 2. By opening this up through
route the design creates the opportunity to extend an
existing bus through the site and linking it to the local
station and shopping centre.

Clearly the potential for such approaches needs to be
identified and confirmed early in discussion with London
Transport so that the form and layout of development
can be planned appropriately.

Affordable housing provision

The most apparent tension between the SRQ design-led
approach and affordable housing requirements arises
from the application of RSL standards. All affordable
housing being produced for an RSL will need to be
developed to meet the requirements of the Housing
Corporation's 'Scheme Development Standards', have
regard to the National Housing Federation's 'Standards
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and Quality in Development' and other standards and
guidance on quality such as Housing Quality Indicators.
At the same time, both organisations recognise the
Government's guidance to make best use of urban sites,
to enhance residential quality and promote mixed and
balanced communities and therefore allow the particular
circumstances of a scheme to be taken into account when
applying their standards. The principles of Sustainable
Residential Quality are equally relevant to market
housing providers and RSL's as part of the promotion for
better housing quality, as long as housing management
issues, such as avoiding high child populations on high
density schemes, are addressed. In fact, proper concern
for suchissues is essential in ensuring a range of housing
types and tenures is provided.

It is also important to record that the more intensive
forms of development illustrated in the case studies
produce a proportionately greater number of affordable
housing units than would come forward under current
density ranges.

The case studies show that there can be greater or lesser
integration of affordable housing within the overall
layout; this is dependent more on management and
marketing decisions than design criteria. It is also
assumed that affordable housing requirements are
flexible enough to allow the full range of housing types
from houses to flatted developments and that the form of
development will follow to a great extent the existing
content of the site and the surrounding urban grain.

The financial viability of providing an element of
affordable housing in private schemes is a litmus test of
planning policies and Circular 6/98. Policies on affordable
housing provision through the planning system vary
considerably in what costs the developer may be
expected to absorb and reflect the variations found within
the housing market in London. The proportion of
affordable housing provided as part of the development
options varied between 25% and 40% depending on the
policy of the Borough concerned. The case studies show
that these variations do not pose a problem as it is
assumed that any developer purchasing the site has
taken into account local policy and this is reflected in the
land value. In some instances the local authority will be
more flexible about the level of Social Housing Grant
being invested, especially where a higher proportion of
affordable housing has been negotiated. This shows the
need for close and early involvement of RSL's and
housing departments in the development of large
housing sites.

Urban renaissance and development risk

The case studies highlight the very different ways in
which sites can be developed and the different
contribution they can make to area renewal and urban
renaissance objectives. In a number of cases and
particularly Case studies 2 and 3 it seems to us that the
easier and more conventional development option
produces not only fewer dwellings but also contributes
less to widening housing choice and promoting local
arearenewal.

The implication is that to maximise the public interest
benefits of development may involve a developer taking
a greater risk, for example, promoting town house
development in an area with little proven demand (Case
study 3 Option 3) or pursuing (locally) untested layouts
(Case study 2 Option 3).

For these more imaginative forms of development, with
their public interest benefits, to be brought forward
there needs to be not only the correct market conditions
but also the support and encouragement of the public
sector partners. Realising the full potential of urban
sites demands a joint commitment to high quality
development on the part of both developers and local
authorities. In addition there may be the need to look at
the grant and funding regimes to ensure that they are
capable of supporting innovative urban developments.

The need for integrated design and development
teams

The case study analysis highlights the benefits of an
integrated team of planners, urban designers,
architects, transport planners and development
companies working together to understand and realise
the potential of urban brownfield sites.

While such approaches are commonplace for major high
profile projects they are often not in place for smaller
scale more routine urban developments. We believe that
integrated design and development teams including the
active involvement of local authorities, housing
associations and public transport providers is essential
if we are to realise the full potential of urban sites for
housing.

Relationship to the density matrix
The case study analysis following an 'indicative master

plan' approach confirms the density ranges which
emerged from the desk based tiling exercise reported in
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Chapter 4. Figure 6.1 overleaf shows the comparison
between the densities achieved. It can be seen that in
most cases the design-led approach produced densities
towards the middle of the range indicated on the Matrix.

The exception is the highest density category (Ped-shed
with Central Setting) where the detailed case study
analysis resulted in a density close to the top end of the
range indicated in the Matrix. In this category the
achieved densities will inevitably vary greatly depending
on the proportion of site coverage and the number of
stories. For these reasons it is quite possible to envisage
densities beyond 1,100 HRH on particular sites.
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An important point arising from the case study design
analysis is the need to balance the different factors built
into the Matrix. For example, the level of accessibility to
public transport and facilities needs to be balanced
against the townscape setting of the site and vice versa.
This is well illustrated by Case study 1 where the level of
accessibility is not as good as might be expected for a site
in an edge of central London location, but where the built
form of surrounding buildings and wider locational
considerations require a high density solution.

In balancing these different considerations different
choices can be made. These are well illustrated in the
case studies (especially Case study 2) and are
accommodated in different design options of the Matrix.
Overall therefore the detailed design-led analysis of four
sites supports the logic of the Density, Location and
Parking Matrix and its indicative density ranges.
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Figure 6.1: Comparison of Densities

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
Car Parking High Moderate Low
Provision 2 —1.5 spaces per unit 1.5 — 1 space per unit Less than 1 space per unit
Predominant Detached & Terraced houses Mostly flats
Housing Type linked houses & flats
Location  Accessibility Setting
Index
Sites within i Central 650 - 1100
Town Centre
“Ped-Shed” Desktop: 1012
Case Study Fxamples Design-led: 1048
Urban
200 - 450 450 - 700
No design-led No design-led
Case Study Examples Case Study Case Study
Suburban
150 — 250 250 - 350
v
4 No design-led No design-led
Case Study Examples Case Study Case Study
. 3
Sites along A Urban
Transport 200 - 300 300 — 450
Corridors & Sites
dose to a Town Desk-top: 206 Desk-top: 422
Centre “Ped- Case Study Examples Design-led: 253 Design-led: 394
Shed”
Suburban
150 — 200 200 - 250
v
Desk-top: 184 &187 Desk-top: 320 & 223
2 Case Study Examples Design-led: 223 & 174 Design-led: 262 & 223
2
Currently Suburban
Remote Sites i 150 —200
1 No design-led
Case Study Examples Case Study
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7.1

7.2

7 Conclusions and Implications
for Policy and Practice

Introduction

This study has sought to build on the outcomes of SRQ 1,
to increase residential capacity while maintaining and
enhancing residential quality and encouraging more
sustainable patterns of urban living. While that study was
concerned with small sites of up to 1ha in size, this study
has explored the applicability of SRQ principles to large
sites of varying character and location. This final chapter
of the report now sets out our assessment of the
implications of the research for policy and practice at the
strategic and borough levels.

Planning and design principles
for large sites

Recognising the potential of large sites

In looking at the potential of large sites we start with two
fundamental propositions: first, the recognition that the
potential of large sites goes far beyond their contribution
to London's housing capacity; and second that large sites
must be planned not as free standing residential
enclaves, but as fully integrated neighbourhoods catering
for people of different ages and different income groups
and supported by appropriate facilites and where
possible by local shops and employment.

Large sites must be seen as a strategic resource which

can:

e act as a catalyst and contribute to area and
neighbourhood renewal;

e provide community facilities which are currently
lacking in the surrounding area;

e extend the range and choice of housing (both in

terms of form and tenure) which is available to local
people;

e help re-integrate communities and places by
providing more convenient and direct walking and
cycle routes; and

e support the provision of new and enhanced public
transport routes and services.

The significance of large sites to the achievement of
sustainable development and urban renaissance
objectives should be recognised explicitly in Borough
UDPs and reflected in the approach taken to their
development. This should be based on a proper
understanding of the site and its context at both the
strategic and local levels and seek to apply the urban
design and sustainable movement principles set out in
Chapter 5 of this report and in other good practice
guidance.

Establishing a more positive culture of planning
and development

In particular we emphasise the need for a much more
positive and creative approach to the development of
large sites which brings together the key stakeholders to
explore and define the optimum form of development for
a site.

As we stressed in Chapter 5 this process must begin early
enough in the development of ideas for the site to
influence the form of development. This could be at the
point where the Strategic, Local and Site based analysis
has been completed and thoughts on the appropriate
structure and development form are beginning to
emerge. At this stage the local authority (Planning,
Housing, Transport and Regeneration Departments),
public transport operators, the relevant RSL(s) and
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other stakeholders can contribute to the structural
design thinking as it takes place and add to the
understanding of the local and strategic contexts from
theirin-depth knowledge of the area.

Where the local authority are preparing a development
brief for a site this is also the point where private
developers and RSLs can make a crucial contribution in
ensuring that the form of development envisaged by the
brief is achievable in financial and development terms.

One way of formalising the process would be for
Boroughs to establish 'Development Enabling Teams'
with special responsibility for contributing to the design
of development projects, co-ordinating the contributions
of other stakeholders and helping proposals through the
statutory procedures.

This may appear a novel approach, but it merely gives
direct effect to an over-arching objective of planning: to
enable development which is consistent with the
principles of sustainable development. It is also not
uncommon in partnership initiatives and many
authorities already adopt practices which approach what
is suggested here.

An area of potential concern could be the close
involvement of the local authority in the development of
proposals which it will ultimately have to consider as part
of the statutory development control process.
Developers will need confidence that the advice given as
part of the pre-application process will be acceptable to
Members. Equally, local authorities have a duty to
consider all material considerations in determining
planning applications including representations from
local people affected by development proposals. This
tension already exists in terms of pre-application
discussions and we are confident that both developers,
local authorities and local people will benefit from a closer
working relationship during the design of developments.

The need for skills training

This model of procuring development on large sites will
undoubtedly require not only investment in time but also
in new and enhanced skills. In particular from a local
authority's perspective the role is shifting from one of
reactive control to that of enabling development with an
emphasis on positive facilitation of joint working, a high
degree of expertise in urban design and good
understanding of development and market issues.

The fact that these skills are not as fully developed within
local authorities as they need to be, points to the very
high priority that now needs to be given to training and
career development. The initiative already taken by the
London Borough of Southwark shows how the
understanding of urban design issues can be
strengthened over a relatively short period through
tailored in-house training programmes. This is one
model which other authorities could follow (on both
design and development skills), but consideration could
also be given to partnerships and secondments.

In particular we would point to the contribution which the
development industry can make to fostering new and
enhanced skills within local authorities by offering
training courses and expertise. This could also help to
build better mutual understanding and thus more
efficient and successful relationships.

Strategic urban design and sustainable
movement principles

There is now a widespread recognition of need for much
greater importance to be attached to urban design and
to meeting the needs of pedestrians in planning new
development. While these objectives are  well
established in planning guidance and in the general
policy intent of development plans their achievement is
often frustrated by a series of historic planning and
design standards which have become established with
little regard to their cumulative impact on the quality of
new development.

We conclude that the principles of good place making
must be given a much higher profile in development
plans. The confusion between general statements of
good intent and detailed standards which deny quality,
must be replaced by a coherent set of design principles
and policies which provide a framework for creative
approaches to individual sites. We see three specific
requirements:

e A set of policies established in the development
plan reflecting the strategic urban design and
sustainable movement principles set out in Chapter
5 (and in other studies and good practice guides
such as Places Streets and Movement: Companion
Guide to Design Bulletin 32);

e The testing of any general planning or design
standard to be retained to ensure its compatibility
with the strategic policy approach; and

e Aclear statement of policy that in cases of doubt
the strategic design principles should have primacy.
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Consideration should also be given in LPAC's Strategic
Advice, GOL's Strategic Guidance and the proposed
Spatial Development Strategy to the need to establish a
London-wide set of urban design principles.

A framework for assessing the

potential of large sites
Background

The appropriate form of development including the
achieved density will emerge from the pro-active design-
led process described above. However, this process
needs to be informed by a strategic context and
Boroughs and other stakeholders need to know in
advance what the likely capacity of emerging sites will be.

To assist this we have refined and extended the Density,
Location and Parking Matrix developed in SRQ | and
included in LPAC's Draft Interim Advice on Sustainable
Residential Quality. That Matrix was concerned with the
potential of small sites of up to Thain size and was based
primarily on analysis of sites located within town centre
"ped-sheds".

This study has explored the potential of a representative
selection of large sites of varying sizes, with different
locational and built form characteristics and with different
market potential. The analysis, first of 24 large sites and
then looking in grater detail at the potential of 4 sites,
confirms the principles underlying the matrix approach,
but also provided the basis for refining the original matrix.

Revisions to the original matrix

The new matrix, set out in Figure 7.1, maintains the same
spatial framework in terms of accessibility to public
transport and facilities, but now also takes account of the
setting of sites in terms of the surrounding built context.
This is necessary because the established building form
in the area immediately surrounding a site will have
important influence over the form of new development.
For example, the form of development on a site
immediately fronting a major bus corridor may well not be
suitable in a quieter side street comprising two storey
terraced housing.

It does not follow from this that new development can
never exceed the established building context in an area,
but does need to respect it. Again careful design is
essential in making the most of urban sites and ensuring
a good relationship with the surrounding townscape. It

should also be remembered that currently applied
design policies often preclude this, by limiting densities
to below the existing level and by forcing dwellings to be
set back from the established building line to provide for
off street parking.

The new matrix also takes a less rigid approach to the
level of car parking preferring a range within each
option to the absolute level set by the earlier matrix. This
reflects the fact that across a large site there will be a
range of different levels of parking appropriate to
different types of housing with varying levels of
accessibility to public transport and facilities.

Using the matrix

With these refinements we believe that the new matrix
provides a useful conceptual framework for estimating
the potential of sites for housing. Providing that the
ranges shown are applied to net site areas (i.e.
excluding areas to be used for non-residential
purposes) we believe that the matrix can be applied to
both large and small sites.

In using the matrix two points should be remembered:

e The matrix is intended to provide a conceptual
framework; it is not intended to be followed
slavishly;

e The appropriate form and density of development
can only be determined properly though the
design-led process described in Section 7.2 above.
The matrix is only intended to provide a means of
anticipating this analysis. It cannot substitute for it.

With these caveats in mind the matrix can assist
Boroughs in estimating the potential capacity of sites.
The matrix can be used with varying degrees of
sophistication depending on the resources available.
The more analysis which is given to an individual site in
terms of its character, the requirements for non-
residential uses and the appropriate form of
development, the more accurate the estimate is likely to
be.

There are three main steps which need to be followed in
using the matrix to estimate housing capacity:

o  (ategorisation of sites to fit the cells of the matrix;

Determining the appropriate density range; and

e Translating the estimate based on habitable rooms
into a number of dwellings.
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Figure 7.1: Density Matrix for Large and Small Sites

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
Car Parking High Moderate Low
Provision 2 —1.5 spaces per unit 1.5~ 1 space per unit Less than 1 space per unit
Predominant Detached & Terraced houses Mostly flats
Housing Type linked houses & flats
Location  Accessibility Setting
Index
Sites within i Central 650 - 1100
Town Centre
“Ped-Shed”
Case Study Examples
Urban
200 — 450 450 - 700
8
Case Study Examples il | 16 | 21 | 2 | 9 | 1 | 16 | 21 | 22
Suburban
150 — 250 250 - 350
v
4
Case Study Examples 19
Sites along 3 Urban
Transport A 200 - 300 300 — 450
Corridors & Sites
close to a Town 1
gﬁzgf “Ped- Case Study Examples 6 | 14 | 15 | 18
Suburban
150 — 200 200 — 250
v
2 | Case Study Examples | 7 | 13 | 20 | 23 | 24
2
Currently Suburban
Remote Sites i 150 -200
1
Case Study Examples | 4 | 12 | 17
Definition of Site Setting:
. Central (very dense development, large building foot prints and buildings of 4-6 stories and above e.g. larger town centres and much of Central London)
. Urban (dense development, with a mix of different uses and buildings of 3-4 stories e.g. town centres, along main arterial routes and substantial parts of
Inner London); and
. Suburban (lower density development, predominantly residential of 2-3 stories e.g. some parts of Inner London, much of Outer London).

Shaded Case Study reference numbers refer to the Case Studies selected for the detailed design-led approach as discussed in Chapter 6
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A desk based map analysis supported by local knowledge
would be the crudest means of categorising sites in
terms of the matrix. Certainly, this can determine whether
a site is located within a town centre ped-shed or on a
public transport corridor. However, it is difficult to
establish real character of a site without a site visit and
we would recommend that wherever possible a visit is
made to eachssite.

There are two main ways in which a density assumption
can be derived. A broad estimate taking the range
indicated in the appropriate cell of the matrix (or the mid-
point) or alternatively matching the site to the most
appropriate combination of generic house types
considered in Chapter 3. This can be done either by cross
referring to the different design examples highlighted in
the matrix cell or by creating a tailor made combination of
tiles using the data set out in Chapter 3.

Finally it will be necessary to translate the capacity
estimate from habitable rooms to dwellings per hectare.
This can be done using the conversion table set out in
Appendix IV,

Providing for a range of housing densities

This study highlights the potential to create high quality
residential environments across a very wide range of
densities, from low densities of 150hrh (comparable to
much inter-war suburban housing) through to 1,100hrh
(comparable to the mansion blocks of Kensington). While
this range may appear wide in comparison to LPAC's
current range of 125-250HRH, it is necessary for a
variety of reasons:

e To enable the most appropriate form of
development on individual sites;

e Tocreate awide range of choice of new housing;
To make effective use of urban land; and
To reinforce a more sustainable urban structure
based on pedestrian accessibility to local facilities
and the public transport network.

Of particular importance is the contribution that the SRQ
approach can make to increasing London's housing
capacity. Not only does it provide a framework to
significantly increase density in areas well served by
public transport and facilities, but even at lower densities
it enables significant increases in site capacities without
departing from established suburban housing types with
private gardens. As the case studies in Chapter 6
illustrate, the return to traditional street blocks with a
mixture of on street, on plot and communal parking can

7.4

make more effective use of sites while also improving the
directness of walking routes and retaining the essential
features of suburban housing areas.

It is also worth remembering that new housing has
always been developed to a range of densities. The
range advocated here merely reflects the range which
has been achieved historically. In fact, as the analysis in
the introductory chapter shows, the policy of restricting
residential density to a fairly narrow range is only a fairly
recent phenomenon.

Implications for affordable
housing provision

The SRQ approach has a number of important
implications for the provision of affordable housing. In
particular it demonstrates how on-site affordable
housing is possible and practicable for a range of sites
with different market and locational characteristics. In
each of our four detailed case studies, it was possible to
achieve between 25% and 40% of the development as
affordable housing on site depending on the
requirements of the Borough concerned. This is an
important finding in terms of the objective of creating
inclusive communities with a mix of tenures.

It is crucial that the affordable and market housing
elements of a scheme are planned together in an
integrated manner. It can often make sense for
affordable housing to be grouped into blocks or areas to
enable effective management, but this must not mean
the segregation of sites into social and market enclaves
each with their separate accesses. Quite apart from the
polarisation of tenures such approaches can mitigate
against direct and convenient pedestrian access across
sites.

The study also highlights the need for a sensitive
approach to the matching of affordable housing needs
to appropriate sites. This is needed to ensure that the
affordable housing content is maximised, that the overall
development remains viable and that the best use is
made of urban sites for housing. This is particularly
important on smaller infill sites. On larger sites there will
be the opportunity to create a much greater range of
housing types.

The implication is that on sites where higher density
flatted development is appropriate in terms of the
market and the Density, Location and Parking Matrix the
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social housing provision should take a similar form. While
care is needed to ensure that this does not prejudice the
objective of creating balanced communities, it needs to
be recognised that unrealistic expectations in terms of
the form of affordable housing can prevent privately led
housing development coming forward altogether and
hence also the affordable provision. Equally, higher
density affordable housing in the right locations can also
make an important contribution to meeting London's
longer term needs for smaller affordable housing units.
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APPENDIX |
Tile Sheets for
24 Case Study Sites

| XION3ddV

A disclaimer

Itis important to point out that the selection of case study sites and the design
options explored is the consultants’ work alone. It does not imply any
endorsement of the local authority, land owners, LPAC, GOL, DETR, the
Housing Corporation or London Transport.

In particular we would stress that the application of the nine generic housing
tiles described in Chapter 4 and illustrated in this Appendix was conducted as a
desk exercise and did not include detailed site analysis. The appropriate form
of development for these sites must emerge from a site specific design-led
approach and the generic housing tiles attributed to the sites in this Appendix
should be taken as indicative of the density which may be achievable but not
necessarily of the built form implied.
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Tile Application
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o OPTION 2-  Development Mix OPTION 3-  Development Mix
,T;“;.LEFJH" o ook of Zi?”&i?ii{?”ﬂfii“n?fyy e o | T [ No-of Ty JDweling HR/Ha | Total R | P399 Tile | No.of f e 1 DWeling e e | otal HR | P2rkI9
copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and may lead Type | Tiles Type Spaces Type | Tiles Type Spaces
to prosecution or civil proceedings. Al 0lhouses 80 0 A 0lhouses 30 0
A2 0]houses 96 0 A2 Olhouses 96 0
A3 0fhouses 154 0 A3 0fhouses 154 0
B1 2.625] 99.8|terraces 264 499 100 B1 Ofterraces 264 0
B2 Ofterraces 218 0 B2 Ofterraces 218 0
C1 Oflats 467 0 C1 3] 336|flats 467] 1008 202
2 0.75 438|flats 200 144 48 2 0fflats 200 0
3 0flats 1056 0 (3 Olflats 1056 0
D1 0]mix 419 0 D1 1.17]  103|mix 419 309
Total 148 643 148 Total 439 1317 284
Density Net Gross Density Net Gross
Area (Ha) 3.12 3.12 Area (Ha) 3.12 3.12
Habitable Rooms/Ha 206.01 [206.01 Habitable Rooms/Ha 4221|4221
Units/Ha 47.356 |47.4 Units/Ha 140.7 |140.7




Urban Structure Connectivity & Public Transport

. ———

Local Centres & Open Spaces

T

= Open Space |-

Commercial

: Open Saace I

Characteristics Policy Issues Site Category
Size: 5.16 ha Affordable Housing: Location Setting
Location Category: Inner West The Council is seeking 25% a minimum
Topography: Hat of all new dwellings on site. Accessibility
Current Use: Army Barracks - I h‘ge"
offices and UDP Status: Centre “Ped.Shed” Central
residential Residential.
Surrounding Uses: Mixed-use Urban
(predominantly five storey residential) Community Facilities:
and open space No new facilities to be provided. . Suburban
Development -
Setting: Central gi;ﬁiﬂ?ﬁg i Urban
Public Transport lose to a Town
Accessibility: Good Centre “Ped.Sheq” 2| Suburban
Facilties Currently Remote |
Accessibility: Good Sites || Suburban




Tile Application

W)

| XION3ddVY

Maps reproduced from and based upon the Ordnance Survey mapping with the
permission of the Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office © Crown
copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and may lead
to prosecution or civil proceedings.

OPTION 3-  Development Mix

T;'LZ NT‘I?l'er Units D‘#;L'Z'Q HR/Ha | Total HR Z:::Zg

A1 0fhouses 80 0

A2 Ohouses 96 0

A3 0fhouses 154 0

B1 1.875] 71.3|terraces 264] 356.25

B2 Olterraces 218 0

C1 Offlats 467 0

2 0lflats 200 0

3 2.75] 1232]flats 1056] 3080 616

D1 0fmix 419 0

Total 1303 3436.3 687
Density Net Gross
Area (Ha) 4.68 5.16
Habitable Rooms/Ha 734.2  |665.9
Units/Ha 2785 |252.6




Urban Structure

Connectivity & Public Transport

Linking the Site

Commercial

Commercial

Characteristics Policy Issues Site Category
Size: 0.41 ha Affordable Housing: Location Setting
Location Category: Inner East The Council is seeking a minimum of
Topography: Flat 25% of all new dwellings. Accessibility
Current Use: Car Park T I“ge"
Surrounding Uses: Commercial and UDP Status: Cmst W’tp TS;’]"CV; Central
arts facilities Mixed-use (mainly residential, but also e fee
Development leisure, retail, etc) Urban
Setting: Central
Public Transport Community Facilities: . Suburban
Accessibility: Good The Council is seeking improvements to, -
o, - e Sites along Transport 3
Facilities or provision of new facilities via : i Urban
- . g Corridors & Sites
Accessibility: Fair developer contribution towards or a lose to o Town
planning obligation. Centre “PedShed” 2 Suburban
Currently Remote | Suburban
Sites 1




Tile Application

| XION3ddVY

Maps reproduced from and based upon the Ordnance Survey mapping with the
permission of the Controller of Her Majesty's Stationery Office © Crown
copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and may lead
to prosecution or civil proceedings.

OPTION 3-  Development Mix

TTy'Lee NT‘I’le ‘;f Units D“T";:)'z‘g HR/Ha | Total HR Z:::gg

Al 0fhouses 80 0

A2 Ohouses 96 0

A3 0fhouses 154 0

B1 Olterraces 264 0

B2 Ofterraces 218 0

C1 0lflats 467 0

4 Olflats 200 0

(6] 0.4] 179|flats 1056 448

D1 0 mix 419 0

Total 179 448
Density Net Gross
Area (Ha) 0.41 0.41
Habitable Rooms/Ha 1093|1093
Units/Ha 437.1  |437.41




Urban Structure

Connectivity & Public Transport

Characteristics Policy Issues Site Category
Size: 0.81 ha Affordable Housing: Location Setting
Location Category: Inner East The Council is seeking a minimum of
Topography: Hat 25% of all new developments over 15 Accessibility
Current Use: Allotments units. — h‘ge"
Surrounding Uses: Residential and open f:m Wlt}?lél g(}’lwél Central
space (including UDP Status: entreed-She
cemetery) Residential and open space Urban
Development Community Facilities: . Suburban
Setting: Suburban Provide 50% of site as open space. -
. Sites along Transport 3
Public Transport . i Urban
- Corridors & Sites
Accessibility: Poor
g close to a Town Suburban
Aaa me'z'r . g Centre “Ped-Shed” 2
ccessibility: air Currently Remote |
Sites 1 Suburban




Tile Application

| XION3ddVY

B2 (1/2)

k.

OPTION 1-  Development Mix

T [T [ ol T TP et O o
Type | Tiles Type Spaces copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and may lead
A 0lhouses 30 0 to prosecution or civil proceedings.
A2 0]houses 96 0
A3 0fhouses 154 0
B1 0.5 19|terraces 264 95 29
B2 0.5 12 |terraces 218 60 18
C1 Offlats 467 0
2 0Offlats 200 0
C3 0Offlats 1056 0
D1 0fmix 419 0
Total 31 155 47
Density Net Gross
Area (Ha) 0.81 0.81
Habitable Rooms/Ha 191.36 [191.36
Units/Ha 38.272 |38.272




Urban Structure

Connectivity & Public Transport

-

L L'.‘:J,,,,"‘ ’
i ,"’7. 10 minute
; walking radius .

ot

e
S
!

l

“ Local Shopping

T Residential |~

Local Shopping

Residential

Commercial

Characteristics Policy Issues Site Category
Size: 1.68 ha Affordable Housing: Location Setting
Location Category: Inner East No provision expected.
Topography: Hat Accessibility
Current Use: Vacant UDP Status: _ Ingex
Surrounding Uses: Commercial, railway No land-use designation. Sites it hl; Tivg Central
sidings, open space Ui e
and River. Community Facilities: Urban
Council expectations unknown.
Development . Suburban
Setting: Urban -
. Sites along Transport 3
Public Transport : . Utban
- . Corridors & Sites
Accessibility: Fair l I
Facilties cretos e Suburban
L Centre “Ped-Shed 2
Accessibility: Good
Currently Remote |
Sites 1 Suburban




Tile Application

2

£

il

1\

OPTION 2-  Development Mix OPTION 3-  Development Mix
e st e T o Ty Towi g Tooa] o] [ e e o o P
copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and may lead
to prosecution or civil proceedings. Al 0lhouses 80 0 At 0]houses 80 0
A2 0fhouses 96 0 A2 Olhouses 96 0
A3 0]houses 154 0 A3 0fhouses 154 0
B1 Ofterraces 264 0 B1 Olterraces 264 0
B2 Olterraces 218 0 B2 Olterraces 218 0
C1 0.5 56|flats 467 168 56 C1 1.5] 168]flats 467 504 101
C2 0Offlats 200 0 C2 0.5]  32|flats 200 96 16
C3 Offlats 1056 0 C3 Oflats 1056 0
D1 1.25]  110fmix 419 330 132 D1 0] mix 419 0
Total 166 498 188 Total 200 600 117
Density Net Gross Density Net Gross
Area (Ha) 1.55 1.68 Area (Ha) 1.55 1.68
Habitable Rooms/Ha 321.29 |296.43 Habitable Rooms/Ha 387.1 3571
Units/Ha 107.1  ]98.81 Units/Ha 129.0 |119.0




Urban Structure Connectivity & Public Transport

walking radius

-
.
E
]
.
.

Linking the Site

< -
% Waterfront| %
% Views

Commercial

"
1

R 1 Integ%tmg the
g siteinto
= existing fabric [

Commercial

i
Ing

ocal Shopp

Characteristics Policy Issues Site Category
Size: 1.70 ha Affordable Housing: Location Setting
Location Category: Inner East No provision expected.
Topography: Flat Accessibility
Current Use: Vacant UDP Status: R h‘ge"
Surrounding Uses: Residential, "Major Opportunity Zone " - Mixed-use 16 WL 0N Central
commercial and Cenire”Pe-Shed
mixed-use Community Facilities: Urban
Council expectations unknown.
Development . Suburban
Setting: Urban ,
Sites along Transport 3
Public Transport Cl Otr:sri(é;);;g&r;intsgor Urban
Accessibility: Fair lose to a Town
Facilitiets“ Centre “Ped-Shed” 2 Suburban
Accessibility: Good Currently Remote | Saburban
Sites 1




Tile Application

| XION3ddY
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OPTION 2-  Development Mix OPTION 3-  Development Mix
Maps reproduced from and based upon the Ordnance Survey mapping with the » n : n n :
permission of the Controller of Her Majesty's Stationery Office © Crown Tile N(_)' of Units Dueling HR/Ha | Total HR Parking Tle N(.)' of Units Dweling HR/Ha | Total HR Parking
copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and may lead Type | Tiles Type Spaces Type | Tiles Type Spaces
to prosecution or civil proceedings. Al 0lhouses 30 0 Al 0lhouses 80 0
A2 0fhouses 96 0 A2 Olhouses 96 0
A3 Ohouses 154 0 A3 Ohouses 154 0
B1 1.5]  57|terraces 264 285 86 B1 Olterraces 264 0
B2 Olterraces | 218 0 B2 Olterraces | 218 0
C1 0Offlats 467 0 C1 Offlats 467 0
C2 Olflats 200 0 2 Olflats 200 0
3 0Olflats 1056 0 (3 1.25] 560|flats 1056] 1400] 560
D1 0.75]  66]mix 419 198 79 D1 0 mix 419 0
Total 123 483 165 Total 560 1400 560
Density Net Gross Density Net Gross
Area (Ha) 1.7 1.7 Area (Ha) 1.7 1.7
Habitable Rooms/Ha 284.12 128412 Habitable Rooms/Ha 823.5 8235
Units/Ha 72.353 72.353 Units/Ha 329.4 1329.4




Urban Structure Connectivity & Public Transport

Mixed Use

Mixed Use

Characteristics Policy Issues Site Category
Size: 2.59 ha Affordable Housing: Location Setting
Location Category: Inner East The Council is seeking 40% of dwellings
Topography: Flat in new development. Accessibility
Current Use: Open space — Index
Surrounding Uses: Hospital, residential UDP Status: Sites Wffhm TOW“” 6 Central
and open space Residential (maximum density: 210 (Gl 2t
dwellings/ha) Urban
Development
Setting: Suburban Community Facilities: . Suburban
Public Transport No provision expected. 5
- . ites along Transport 3
Accessibility: Fair Corridors & Sites Urban
Facilities Jose to a Town
Accessibility: Fair E?erzetre “DeloShed” 2 Suburban
Currently Remote | Suburban
Sites 1




Tile Application

&

@2 (1/4)
/

| XION3ddY

B1 (1/2)

OPTION 1-  Development Mix

OPTION 2-  Development Mix

TTy'LZ NT?ier Units DVT";L'ZS’ HR/Ha | Total HR z;’akc'zsg TTy'[')ee NT‘i’I'er Units D"T";:)'Z‘g HR/Ha | Total HR :::::g

Al 0fhouses 80 0 A 0OJhouses 80 0

A2 0.67| 21.4|houses 96| 128.64 43 A2 0fhouses 96 0

A3 0]houses 154 0 A3 0fhouses 154 0

B1 1.875| 71.3|terraces | 264| 356.25 107 B1 1.75] 66.5|terraces |  264] 3325 100

B2 Olterraces 218 0 B2 Ofterraces 218 0

C1 0Offlats 467 0 C1 0flats 467 0

2 Offlats 200 0 2 1|  64]flats 200 192 64

(3 Olflats 1056 0 C3 Olflats 1056 0

D1 0fmix 419 0 D1 0fmix 419 0

Total 92.7 484.89 150 Total 131 524.5 164
Density Net Gross Density Net Gross
Area (Ha) 2.59 2.59 Area (Ha) 2.35 2.59
Habitable Rooms/Ha 187.22 |187.22 Habitable Rooms/Ha 223.19 {202.5
Units/Ha 35.788 |35.788 Units/Ha 55.5 50.4

Maps reproduced from and based upon the Ordnance Survey mapping with the
permission of the Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office © Crown
copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and may lead
to prosecution or civil proceedings.
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Urban Structure

Connectivity & Public Transport

~110 minute\

alking radius

_Commerdal

Commercial

new routes
through

Characteristics Policy Issues Site Category
Size: 3.77 ha Affordable Housing: Location Setting
Location Category: Inner East The Council is seeking 25% of dwellings
Topography: Hat in new development. Accessibility
Current Use: Offices S— h‘ge"
Surrounding Uses: Commercial, mixed- UDP Status: Sites Wf‘thm TOWH,, Central
L Centre “Ped-Shed
use and residential Zoned for employment.
Urban
Development Community Facilities:
Setting: Urban No provision expected. . Suburban
Public Transport Sites along Transport 3
Accessibility: Good Corridors & Sites Urban
Facilitie?s. ) close to a Town
Accessibility: Good Centre “Ped.Sheq” 2| Suburban
Currently Remote | Suburban
Sites 1
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| XION3ddY
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B (1/2) |

A

OPTION 2-  Development Mix OPTION 3-  Development Mix
e e oy o e [ TN ] Towa T T Rotea) [ e TWo o Towinl o o TP
copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and may lead ype e ype R3CES ype fles ype paces
to prosecution or civil proceedings. Al 0lhouses 80 0 Al 0]houses 80 0
A2 Ofhouses 96 0 A2 Ohouses 96 0
A3 0Jhouses 154 0 A3 0fhouses 154 0
B1 1.5]  57|terraces 264 285 68 B1 Ofterraces 264 0
B2 Ofterraces 218 0 B2 Olterraces 218 0
C1 3.25] 364|flats 467| 1092 364 C1 3.5] 392]flats 4671 1176 235 ;
C2 0Offlats 200 0 C2 Oflats 200 0 (7,)
C3 Offlats 1056 0 (3 0.75| 336|flats 1056 840 168 m
D1 0]mix 419 0 D1 0fmix 419 0 (%)
Total 421 1377 432 Total 728 2016 403 E
=
Density Net Gross Density Net Gross -<
Area (Ha) 345|377 Area (Ha) 359 [3.77 (<)
Habitable Rooms/Ha 399.13 ]365.25 Habitable Rooms/Ha 561.6 |534.7
Units/Ha 122.03 |111.67 Units/Ha 202.8 |193.1




Urban Structure

Linking the Site

—

_i River views

Residential

Commercial

Characteristics Policy Issues Site Category
Size: 5.05 ha Affordable Housing: Location Setting
Location Category: Inner West No provision expected.
Topography: Flat Accessibility
Current Use: Vacant and storage UDP Status: — Index
Surrounding Uses: Open Space, Residential, but also part of Riverside SteswithinTown €1
commercial, river Employment Area. Centre “Ped-Shed
and derelict Urban
industrial buildings. Community Facilities:
Development No provision expected. . Suburban
Setting: Urban PR S—
Public Transport Cl @ glong T Urban
I . orridors & Sites
Acc§§§|b|||ty: Fair lose to o Town
Fauhhgsl ‘ . Centre “Ped-Shed” , | Suburban
Accessibility: Fair Qurrently Remote | b
Sites 1
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| XION3ddY
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OPTION 2-  Development Mix OPTION 3-  Development Mix
permision of e Convaler ot e Mg Soney Once © o | 1€ | N0-0F [ s [DVENng o L | Prking Tie | Mo of f1 . DVeing | oy | ogar g | Porking
copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and may lead Type | Tiles Type Spaces Type | Tiles Type Spaces
to prosecution or civil proceedings. Al 0lhouses 80 0 Al 0lhouses 80 0
A2 0fhouses 96 0 A2 0fhouses 96 0
A3 0]houses 154 0 A3 0]houses 154 0
B1 Olterraces 264 0 B1 Olterraces 264 0
B2 Olterraces 218 0 B2 Olterraces 218 0
(1 0fflats 467 0 C1 0Offlats 467 0
2 0fflats 200 0 2 Offlats 200 0
(3 1.5] 672|flats 1056] 1680 672 (3 2.75) 1232]flats 1056  3080| 1232
D1 1.917]  169|mix 419] 506.09 202 D1 0fmix 419 0
Total 841 2186.1 874 Total 1232 3080| 1232
Density Net Gross Density Net Gross
Area (Ha) 4.72 5.05 Area (Ha) 4.72 5.05
Habitable Rooms/Ha 463.15 |432.89 Habitable Rooms/Ha 652.5 [609.9
Units/Ha 178.11 |166.47 Units/Ha 261.0 [244.0




Urban Structure

Connectivity & Public Transport

Characteristics Policy Issues Site Category
Size: 0.83 ha Affordable Housing: Location Setting
Location Category: Inner West The Council is seeking 33% of
Topography: Flat dwellings in new development. Accessibility
Current Use: Car park S h‘ge"
Surrounding Uses: Railway line, UDP Status: Sites Wffhln TOW“,, Central
residential and Residential (minimum site coverage Gz BBl
commercial 51% and maximum density: 350 HRH), Urban
business and open space.
Development . Suburban
Setting: Central Community Facilities: R ITETERE
Public Transport The Council is seeking to secure Corridors & Sites Urban
Accessibility: Good provision of a medical centre. dose to0 o Town ‘
Facilities Centre “Ped-Shed” 2 Suburban
Accessibility: Good Currently Remote | b
Sites 1




Tile Application
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| XION3ddY
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G (1/2)
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OPTION 3-  Development Mix

S I o P e
copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and may lead ype 1ES ype RAcES
to prosecution or civil proceedings. Al 0lhouses 80 0
A2 0Ofhouses 96 0
A3 Olhouses 154 0
B1 Ofterraces 264 0
B2 Ofterraces 218 0
C1 Olflats 467 0
2 Oflats 200 0
(3 0.75) 336]flats 1056 840 336
D1 0fmix 419 0
Total 336 840 336
Density Net Gross
Area (Ha) 0.83 0.83
Habitable Rooms/Ha 1012 1012
Units/Ha 404.8  |404.8




Urban Structure

Connectivity & Public Transport

Characteristics Policy Issues Site Category
Size: 2.59ha Affordable Housing: Location Setting
Location Category: Inner West The Council is seeking 84% of dwellings
Topography: Flat in new development Accessibility
Current Use: Vacant S Index
Surrounding Uses: Mixed-use, UDP Status: Sites Wlt i TOWH,, ° Central
residential and Conservation Area. Cenire”Pe-Shed
commercial. Urban
Community Facilities:
Development No provision expected. . Suburban
Setting: Urban 5
, ites along Transport 3
Public Transport Conid : Utban
- orridors & Sites
Accle.sl5|blllty: Good lose to o Town ‘
;acmtlelzll.t Good Centre “Ped-Shed” y | Suburban
ccessibility: 00
y SCiltl;grently Remote ! Suburban
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| XION3ddY
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BRI — )

Maps reproduced from and based upon the Ordnance Survey mapping with the
permission of the Controller of Her Majesty's Stationery Office © Crown
copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and may lead
to prosecution or civil proceedings.

OPTION 3-  Development Mix

OPTION 2-  Development Mix

TTy':e NT?{er Units D”T”;')'Z‘g HR/Ha | Total HR :Z:ggg TTy':e NT?E Zf Units D‘#;L":g HR/Ha | Total HR z;‘gzg

At 0fhouses 80 0 Al 0]houses 80 0

A2 0fhouses 96 0 A2 0Jhouses 96 0

A3 Ohouses 154 0 A3 0]houses 154 0

B1 Ofterraces 264 0 B1 Olterraces 264 0

B2 Ofterraces 218 0 B2 Olterraces 218 0

C1 Offlats 467 0 C1 1] 112|flats 467 336

C2 0.75]  48|flats 200 144 48 2 Offlats 200 0

C3 Offlats 1056 0 C3 1] 448|flats 1056 1120 224

D1 3] 264 mix 419 792 317 D1 1| 88mix 419 264

Total 312 936 365 Total 648 1720 335
Density Net Gross Density Net Gross
Area (Ha) 2.59 2.59 Area (Ha) 2.59 2.59
Habitable Rooms/Ha 361.39 |361.39 Habitable Rooms/Ha 664.1 |664.1
Units/Ha 120.46 |120.5 Units/Ha 250.2  [250.2




Urban Structure

S

Connectivity & Public Transport

T =

[10 minute ]
“Jwalking radius

i

T

Open Space]

Characteristics Policy Issues Site Category

Size: 2.96 ha Affordable Housing: Location Setting

Location Category: Inner West The Council is seeking 25% of all

Topography: Hat dwellings Accessibility

Current Use: - - h‘ge"

Surrounding Use:  Open space UDP Status: f:letligltp:ig%v:; Central

Part of Hampstead Conservation Area

Development Grade Il Listed Building on site Urban

Setting: Suburban

Public Transport Community Facilities: . Suburban

Accessibility: Poor No new facilities to be provided. Sites dong Truaport. 3

Facilities : : Urban

. Corridors & Sites

Accessibility: Poor lose to a Town
Centre “Ped-Shed” 2 Suburban
Currently Remote | Suburban
Sites 1




Tile Application

| XION3ddY

/
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@
OPTION 1-  Development Mix
I P e e e S el i
copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and may lead
Al 0lhouses 80 0 to prosecution or civil proceedings.
A2 0] houses 96 0
A3 0Jhouses 154] 0
B1 Ofterraces 264 0
B2 Olterraces 218 0
C1 O} flats 467 0
C2 0.25|  16]flats 200 48 32
C3 0O} flats 1056 0
D1 0fmix 419 0
Total 16 48 32
Density Net Gross
Area (Ha) 0.25 2.96
Habitable Rooms/Ha 192 16.216
Units/Ha 64 5.41

Z1 AQN1S 3SY)




Urban Structure

Connectivity & Public Transport

Linking the Site

£ Local Shopping

Characteristics Policy Issues Site Category

Size: 12.88 ha Affordable Housing: Location Setting

Location Category: Outer East No provision expected.

Topography: Flat Accessibility

Current Use: Vacant UDP Status: — Ingex

Surrounding Uses: Residential and Mixed-use and residential. Sites it mTOWH,, Central

. Centre “Ped-Shed
commercial
Community Facilities: Utban

Development The Council is seeking provision of

Setting: Suburban open space, a new school and , | Suburban

Public 'Trlalnsport sheltered housing. Sites dlong Transport 3 .

Acc§§§|blllty: Poor Corridors & Sites Utban

Facilities close to a Town

Accessibility: Fair Centre “Ped.Sheq” 2| Suburban
Currently Remote | Suburban
Sites 1
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Tile Application

| XION3ddY
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— 5 \ e
_ 0
J(L0iT] o
[ e =" \°N
OPTION 2-  Development Mix OPTION 3-  Development Mix
Mapslreproduced from and based upon th§ Ord'nance Survey mapp\'ng with the Tile | No. of [ owelling Parking Tile | No. of [ Dwelling Parking
permission of the Controller of Her Majesty's Stationery Office © Crown ) Units HR/Ha | Total HR ) Units HR/Ha | Total HR
copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and may lead Type | Tiles Type Spaces Type | Tiles Type Spaces
to prosecution or civil proceedings. Al 0lhouses 80 0 Al 0lhouses 80 0
A2 0Ofhouses 96 0 A2 Ofhouses 96 0
A3 Olhouses 154 0 A3 Ofhouses 154 0
B1 Ofterraces 264 0 B1 Olterraces 264 0
B2 0.5  12]terraces 218 60 12 B2 Ofterraces 218 0
C1 0fflats 467 0 C1 0.875]  98|flats 467 294 59
C2 0flats 200 0 C2 Offlats 200 0
C3 Offlats 1056 0 (3 Offlats 1056 0
D1 0.5  44|mix 419 132 44 D1 0]mix 419 0
Total 56 192 56 Total 98 294 59
Density Net Gross Density Net Gross
Area (Ha) 0.68 0.68 Area (Ha) 0.68 0.68
Habitable Rooms/Ha 282.35 282.35 Habitable Rooms/Ha 432.4 4324
Units/Ha 82.353 |82.353 Units/Ha 1441 |144.1




Urban Structure

Connectivity & Public Transport

Commercial

Commercial

Characteristics Policy Issues Site Category
Size: 2.35ha Affordable Housing: Location Setting
Location Category: Inner East The Council is seeking 25% of
Topography: Flat dwellings in new development. Accessibility
Current Use: College Halls of S h‘ge"
Residence UDP Status: Sites Wffhln Town Central
Surrounding Uses: Mixed-use, Listed building - re-use for business. (Gl 2t
commercial and Remainder of site zoned for residential. Uthan
residential.
Community Facilities: . Suburban
Development The Council may seek improvements to, ool E
Setting: Urban or provision of new educational and Corridors & Sites Utban
Public Transport community facilities via a developer lose to o Town ‘
Accessibility: Fair contribution or planning obligation. Centre “Ped-Shed” 2 Suburban
Facilitie:s. ) Currently Remote |
Accessibility: Good Sites || Suburban
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OPTION 2-  Development Mix OPTION 3-  Development Mix
i i et urqpe?nhtazgeg;nsagf;is:;:fyy e & o | Tl [ Norof [ Jowelingf o T g Parking Tile | No.of f i 1 Dweling e e | otal HR | Porking
copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and may lead Type | Tiles Type Spaces Type | Tiles Type Spaces
to prosecution or civil proceedings. A 0lhouses 30 0 Al 0lhouses 80 0
A2 0] houses 96 0 A2 0fhouses 96 0
A3 OJhouses 154 0 A3 0fhouses 154 0
B1 Olterraces | 264 0 Bi Olterraces | 264 0
B2 Olterraces | 218 0 B2 Olterraces | 218 0
C1 1] 112]flats 467 336 112 C1 1] 112]flats 467 336 112 o
2 Offlats 200 0 2 Offlats 200 0 a
3 Offlats 1056 0 (3 1.083] 485|flats 1056 1213 364 m
D1 2| 176]mix 419 528 176 D1 0fmix 419 0 (7]
Total 288 864 288 Total 597 1549 476 E
Density Net Gross Density Net Gross s
Area (Ha) 2.35 2.35 Area (Ha) 215 2.35 -
Habitable Rooms/Ha 367.66 |367.66 Habitable Rooms/Ha 7204 |659.1 (-]
Units/Ha 122.55 |122.55 Units/Ha 277.8 |254.1




Urban Structure Connectivity & Public Transport

Linking the Site

Characteristics Policy Issues Site Category
Size: 4.16 ha Affordable Housing: Location Setting
Location Category: Outer East The Council is seeking 25% of dwellings
Topography: Flat in new development. Accessibility
Current Use: Vacant land and — I“ge"
derelict buildings. UDP Status: f:l“s W‘;?;’}‘Z; Central
Surrounding Uses: Residential Residential and healthcare services. entre “Fed-
Urban
Development Community Facilities:
Setting: Suburban The Council may seek improvements to, . Suburban
Public Transport or provision of new primary school, a -
- o Sites along Transport 3
Accessibility: Poor health facility and replacement . i Urban
o . e Corridors & Sites
Facilities community facilities via a developer
s - . o close to a Town burb
Accessibility: Poor contribution or planning obligation. Centre “Ped-Shed” 2 Suburban
Currently Remote | Suburban
Sites 1




Tile Application

| XION3ddY

OPTION 1-  Development Mix

Maps reproduced from and based upon the Ordnance Survey mapping with the

Tile N(?' of Units Duellng HR/Ha | Total HR Parking permission of the Controller of Her Majesty's Stationery Office © Crown
Type | Tiles Type Spaces copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and may lead
Al 0lhouses 80 0 to prosecution or civil proceedings.
A2 1 32{houses 96 192 48
A3 1.42]  34fhouses 154 170.4 51
B1 Ofterraces 264 0
B2 2.5]  60[terraces 218 300 90
C1 Oflats 467 0
C2 Offlats 200 0
(&) 0flats 1056 0
D1 0]mix 419 0
Total 126 662.4 189
Density Net Gross
Area (Ha) 3.38 4.16
Habitable Rooms/Ha 195.98 ]159.23
Units/Ha 37.3 30.3




Urban Structure

Connectivity & Public Transport

Characteristics Policy Issues Site Category
Size: 3.15ha Affordable Housing: Location Setting
Location Category: Outer East The Council is seeking 25% of dwellings
Topography: Sloping in new development. Accessibility
Current Use: - T T h‘ge"
Surrounding Uses: Residential and UDP Status: Hes WH o Central
- - - Centre “Ped-Shed
commercial Residential or industry.

Urban
Development Community Facilities:
Setting: Urban No provision expected. . Suburban
Public Transport -

- Sites along Transport 3
Accessibility: Poor ) : Utban
Fadilties Corridors & Sites ‘

L . close to a Town
Accessibility: Fair Centre “PedShed” 2 Suburban

Currently Remote | Suburban
Sites 1
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Maps reproduced from and based upon the Ordnance Survey mapping with the
permission of the Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office © Crown
copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and may lead
to prosecution or civil proceedings.

OPTION 2-  Development Mix OPTION 3-  Development Mix

TTy':)ee NT‘I’le‘;f Units D¥;2:9 HR/Ha | Total HR era'ﬂgg T;"')ee NT?ier Units D"T”;")'Z‘g HR/Ha | Total HR 2:;‘:23

Al 0fhouses 80 0 Al 0Jhouses 80 0

A2 0]houses 96 0 A2 0Jhouses 96 0

A3 0fhouses 154 0 A3 0]houses 154 0

B1 2| 76|terraces 264 380 114 B1 Ofterraces 264 0

B2 Olterraces 218 0 B2 Olterraces 218 0

C1 0Olflats 467 0 C1 2| 224|flats 467 672 224

2 0Olflats 200 0 2 0Olflats 200 0

(3 0Offlats 1056 0 3 0lflats 1056 0

D1 1 88| mix 419 264 88 D1 1 88| mix 419 264

Total 164 644 202 Total 312 936 290
Density Net Gross Density Net Gross
Area (Ha) 2.52 1315 Area (Ha) 252 ]3.15
Habitable Rooms/Ha 255.56 |204.44 Habitable Rooms/Ha 3714 [297.41
Units/Ha 65.079 |52.1 Units/Ha 123.8 199.0
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Urban Structure Connectivity & Public Transport

10 minute
walking radius

Characteristics Policy Issues Site Category
Size: 1.50 ha Affordable Housing: Location Setting
Location Category: Outer West The Council is seeking 25% of dwellings
Topography: Flat in new development. Accessibility
Current Use: Sports ground — Index
Surrounding Uses: Residential and UDP Status: Sites Wf‘thm Town | Contra
open space. Residential. Sl e
Urban
Development Community Facilities:
Setting: Suburban The Council may seek contributions to . Suburban
Public Transport provision of new children's play area 5
. . ites along Transport 3
Accessibility: Poor and landscape improvements. Corridors & Sites ‘ Urban
Facilities
Accessibility: Fair 22;;?;3@ o2 Suburban
Cprrently Remote | Suburban
Sites 1
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to prosecution or civil proceedings. Al 0|houses 80 0 Al 0lhouses 80 0
A2 Ohouses 96 0 A2 Ohouses 96 0
A3 0fhouses 154 0 A3 0fhouses 154 0
B1 Olterraces 264 0 B1 Olterraces 264 0
B2 2,083 50]terraces 218]| 249.96 75 B2 Olterraces 218 0
1 Offlats 467 0 32 C1 Offlats 467 0 g
C2 0.5  32|flats 200 96 C2 Offlats 200 0 (7,
C3 Offlats 1056 0 C3 0]flats 1056 0 m
D1 0] mix 419 0 D1 1.83] 161|mix 419 483.12 161 (7]
Total 82 345.96 107 Total 161 483.12 161 E
=
Density Net Gross Density Net Gross -<
Area (Ha) 1.5 1.5 Area (Ha) 1.5 1.5 b
Habitable Rooms/Ha 230.64 [230.64 Habitable Rooms/Ha 3221 3221 o
Units/Ha 54.7 54.7 Units/Ha 107.4 ]107.4




Urban Structure

10 minute
walking radius

Connectivity & Public Transport

Characteristics Policy Issues Site Category
Size: 3.75 ha Affordable Housing: Location Setting
Location Category: Outer West The Council is seeking 30% of
Topography: Flat dwellings in new development. Accessibility
Current Use: Hospital T h‘ge"
Surrounding Uses: Commercial and UDP Status: SIS Central
S S . . Centre “Ped-Shed
residential. Residential (Maximum density:
190HRH). Urban

Development
Setting: Suburban Community Facilities: . Suburban
Public Transport The Council may seek provision of new -

e . o , Sites along Transport 3
Accessibility: Fair health care facility and open space via a Corridors & Sites Urban
Facilities developer contribution or planning dose to a Town ‘
Accessibility: Good obligation. Centre “Ped-Shed” 2 Suburban

Cprrently Remote | Suburban
Sites 1
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Type | Tiles Type Spaces Type | Tiles Type Spaces copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and may lead

A 0lhouses 80 0 Al olhouses 80 0 to prosecution or civil proceedings.

A2 | 0417 13{houses 96| 80.064 26 A2 Ofhouses 96 0

A3 0] houses 154 0 A3 0] houses 154 0

B1 Ofterraces 264 0 B1 1 38|terraces 264 190 57

B2 4.5] 108|terraces 218 540 162 B2 Ofterraces 218 0

i offiats s 3 offats w7] o ;

¥ 0]flats 200 0 2 1|  64]flats 200 192 64 w

& offiats 1056 0 a3 offlats 1056 0 m

D1 0 mix 419 0 D1 2| 176]mix 419 528 211 w
Total 121 620.06 188 Total 278 910 332 El

<

Density Net Gross Density Net Gross -<
Area (Ha) 3.75 3.75 Area (Ha) 3.75 3.75 N
Habitable Rooms/Ha 165.35 |165.35 Habitable Rooms/Ha 242.67 |242.67 o
Units/Ha 32.358 |32.4 Units/Ha 74.133 |74




Urban Structure

Connectivity & Public Transport

LOpen

Commercial

Commercial

Characteristics Policy Issues Site Category
Size: 1.33 ha Affordable Housing: Location Setting
Location Category: Outer West The Council is seeking 40% of
Topography: Flat dwellings in new development. Accessibility
Current Use: Vacant S— h‘ge"
Surrounding Uses: Commercial and UDP Status: Sites WH i TOWH,, Central
o - Centre “Ped-Shed
residential Residential
Urban
Development Community Facilities:
Setting: Urban The Council may seek contributions to . Suburban
Public Transport the provision of healthy living centre via Sites dlond Tramsport 3
Accessibility: Fair a developer contribution or plannin o Urban
o y N P P 9 Corridors & Sites
Facilities obligation. close to a Town
Accessibility: Fair Centre “Ped.Sheq” 2| Suburban
Currently Remote | Suburban
Sites 1




Tile Application

| XION3ddY

Maps reproduced from and based upon the Ordnance Survey mapping with the
permission of the Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office © Crown
copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and may lead
to prosecution or civil proceedings.
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OPTION 2-  Development Mix OPTION 3- pment Mix
TTy"'fe NT‘i’I‘e‘: Units Dﬁ'}':g HR/Ha | Total HR z;:gzg TTy':)ee NT?Ie ‘;f Units D"T";')'Z‘g HR/Ha | Total HR Z;;':Zg
Al 0houses 80 0 Al O] houses 80 0
A2 0fhouses 96 0 A2 Ohouses 96 0
A3 0fhouses 154 0 A3 Ohouses 154 0
B1 0.67 25|terraces 264] 1273 25 B1 Ofterraces 264 0
B2 Olterraces 218 0 B2 Ofterraces 218 0
C1 0flats 467 0 C1 1.33] 149|flats 467| 446.88 89
2 0.75]  48|flats 200 144 48 2 0lflats 200 0
(&) 0flats 1056 0 3 0.25] 112]flats 1056 280 56
D1 0fmix 419 0 D1 0fmix 419 0
Total 73 2713 73 Total 261 726.88 145
Density Net Gross Density Net Gross
Area (Ha) 133 1.33 Area (Ha) 1.33 1.33
Habitable Rooms/Ha 203.98 |203.98 Habitable Rooms/Ha 546.5 |546.5
Units/Ha 55.233 ]55.2 Units/Ha 196.2  ]196.2
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Urban Structure

Connectivity & Public Transport

Characteristics Policy Issues Site Category
Size: 3.36 ha Affordable Housing: Location Setting
Location Category: Outer West The Council is seeking 25% of dwellings
Topography: Flat in new development. Accessibility
Current Use: Vacant S h‘ge"
Surrounding Uses: Railway, residential UDP Status: Sites it i TOWH,, Central
and mixed-use Residential Cenire”Pe-Shed
Urban
Development Community Facilities:
Setting: Urban The Council may seek contributions to . Suburban
Public Transport the provision of educational facilities Sites dong Truaport. 3
Accessibility: Good and improvements to the town centre Corridors & Sites Urban
Facilities via a developer contribution or planning close to a Town
Accessibility: Good obligation. Centre “Ped.Sheq” 2| Suburban
Currently Remote | Suburban
Sites 1
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Mapslreproduced from and based upon thg Ord'nance §urvey mapp\'ng with the Tile | No. of | Dwelling Parking Tile | No. of [ Dwelling Parking
permission of the Controller of Her Majesty's Stationery Office © Crown . Units HR/Ha | Total HR ¥ Units HR/Ha | Total HR
copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and may lead Type | Tiles Type Spaces Type | Tiles Type Spaces
to prosecution or civil proceedings. Al 0lhouses 30 0 A 0lhouses 80 0
A2 OJhouses 96 0 A2 0fhouses 96 0
A3 Olhouses 154 0 A3 0fhouses 154 0
B1 Olterraces 264 0 B1 Ofterraces 264 0
B2 Olterraces 218 0 B2 Olterraces 218 0
C1 2| 224|flats 467 672 224 C1 1.167] 131|flats 467] 392.11
2 Offlats 200 0 2 0Olflats 200 0
(3 0flats 1056 0 (3 1.5] 672|flats 1056 1680 672
D1 1.917] 169|mix 419] 506.09 202 D1 0]mix 419 0
Total 393 11781 426 Total 803 2072.1 750
Density Net Gross Density Net Gross
Area (Ha) 3.06 3.36 Area (Ha) 3.36 3.36
Habitable Rooms/Ha 385 350.62 Habitable Rooms/Ha 616.7 |616.7
Units/Ha 12833 [116.87 Units/Ha 2389 2389




Urban Structure Connectivity & Public Transport

Commercial

Characteristics Policy Issues Site Category
Size: 3.30 ha Affordable Housing: Location Setting
Location Category: Outer West The Council is seeking a minimum 25%
Topography: Flat of dwellings in new development. Accessibility
Current Use: MOD Research — h‘ge"
Facility UDP Status: Sies WH bin TOWH,, Central
Surrounding Uses: Railway, residential Residential or mixed-use Cailigloaiet
and commercial Urban
Community Facilities:
Development The Council is seeking provision of . Suburban
Setting: Suburban open space on site and contributions ‘
Public Transport towards school places Ste dlong Trungport. Urban
- . ' Corridors & Sites
Accg.s.5|b|hty: Fair lose to o Town
;aa“tle.ts).l.t Fai Centre “Ped-Shed” 2 Suburban
ccessibility: air
y SCiltl;grently Remote ! Suburban
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copyright. Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown Copyright and may lead
Al 0]houses 80 0 Al 0]houses 80 0 to prosecution or civil proceedings.
A2 0fhouses 96 0| A2 Olhouses 96 0
A3 0]houses 154 0| A3 0fhouses 154 0
B1 Olterraces 264 0 B1 1.5 57 |terraces 264 285 86
B2 4.545] 109|terraces 218] 545.4 218 B2 Ofterraces 218 0
Cl offats 467 0 & olfiats 467 0 ;
2 Offlats 200 0] 2 0.5] 32|flats 200 96 48 (7,3
a 0|flats 1056 0 G 0|flats 1056 0 m
D1 0]mix 419 0| D1 1.25]  110fmix 419 330 165 ‘—’"
Total 109 545.4 218 Total 199 711 299 P—
=
Density Net Gross Density Net Gross -<
Area (Ha) 2.85 3.3 Area (Ha) 2.85 3.3 N
Habitable Rooms/Ha 191.37 |165.27 Habitable Rooms/Ha 249.47 1215.45 w
Units/Ha 38.3 33.055 Units/Ha 69.825 60.303




Urban Structure Connectivity & Public Transport

[ipeiE
\4 Residential

Characteristics Policy Issues Site Category
Size: 6.12 ha Affordable Housing: Location Setting
Location Category: Outer West The Council is seeking 25% of dwellings
Topography: Flat in new development. Accessibility
Current Use: Employment (RAF) —— In‘ge"
Surrounding Uses: Residential and UDP Status: Hes WH o Central
S Centre “Ped-Shed
open space Residential.

Urban
Development Community Facilities:
Setting: Suburban The Council is seeking provision of a . Suburban
Public Transport new doctor's surgery, community -

. L Sites along Transport 3
Accessibility: Poor centre, children's play area and open Corridors & Sites Urban
Facilities space on site and contributions towards dose to ¢ Town

ibility: i burban
Accessibility: Fair school places. Centre “Ped-Shed” 2 Su

Currently Remote | Suburban
Sites 1
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APPENDIX I
Key Design Principles
Sustainable Residential Quality:
new approaches to urban living
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1. Providing Feeling of Safety

Residents feel safer when they are able to see the street and the activities in
it. Passive or natural surveillance can strengthen the residents’ governance
of the street and provide quick response to incidents.

The ‘see and be seen’ concept can effect the conduct of non-residents that
use the street. Easy access improves the residents’ relationship to the street
and the feeling of social connection.

Streets should be designed for the safe circulation of people and not just
cars and service vehicles. Other interested parties that value the street are
pedestrians, the mobility impaired, children and cyclists. Streetscape detailing
should prioritise these users over the car.



2. Clear definition of Private and Public Realm

Housing with an aspect or outlook provide a clear definition between private and public space.

=,
§ é_‘ b 3
»la -~ e :I:
Pubkc | Private T Private I Public
Front Back Back Front

Layouts should form continuous fronts and backs, with consistent levels of privacy.

& }'d/ Y
hf\% S
Front gardens serve as a Many traditional layouts provide
buffer zone of semi private a clear definition between public
space. fronts and private backs.

Rear parking should be a continuation of private space and be secure.
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3. Safeguarding Privacy, Light and Street Frontage

y 4 ZOm -
} E’z&

20m is an appropriate privacy distance between windows, less can be
considered only when appropriate to local context.

s

Overloocking of gardens is
acceptable if loss of privacy is
consistent between neighbouring
dwellings.

Single aspect can reduce distances
further between dwellings but not to
the detriment of neighbours’ right to
light.

Rear parking should not automatically dictate rear
front doors as this weakens the connection
between dwelling and street for non car users.
With rear access the character of the street
changes to that of a road.



4. Creating a Healthy Environment

\\-\ h—*'l Housing plans with front to back

¥ R dimensions of 9-13m provide good sun
e and day light penetration.

Plan depths over 13m have poor light
penetration to the core, increasing the
need to artificial lighting.

Layout design should demonstrate
minimum overshadowing from one block
to another.

This kind of shallow plan building
provides the opportunity for natural
through ventilation and reduces the
need for mechanical assistance.
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5. Designing Robust and Adaptable Dwellings

I8-25m

Building design and layout should be flexible enough to cater for the needs of
present and future generations of users. Changing demographics, live/work
arrangements and changing uses of ground floors require robust layouts
which are easily convertible from employment to residential.

Common circulation cores provide fire protected areas. In adaptable buildings
these should be not more than 25m apart so that prompt exit can be
achieved.

Layouts allow easier conversion into flats or apartments if corridors leading to
protected areas are not more than 7m long.

The rooms needing most
maintenance and refurbishment
are bathrooms and kitchens.
Layouts of flats and apartments
should be rationalised so that
these areas are able to be
isolated and change made easier.




6. Respecting Local Character

e l“':g\i‘ Tx I
-, ==11' ' B
1§ ] l - JIfNEE:
B

e [“!"]H;'ll%

]
4

New development should contribute positively to the
character of its context. This requires building line
continuity, expression of vertical and horizontal
rhythms, regard to adjacent building heights and use of
quality detailing and materials.

Il XION3ddV

Unsympafhetic development undermines the character
of the whole street.

Many of the potential sites identified in the report require attention paid
to corners. Standard off-the-shelf layouts are insufficient. Corner sites
are visually prominent, have two frontages, occur at the confluence of
two access-ways, allow for more parking, have potentially more
entrances to different parts of the building and often therefore provide
a special opportunity for mixed uses. Their landmark status should be
recognised and prominent entrances incorporated.







APPENDIX 1l
Key Elements of Development Appraisal
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1.1

.2

Introduction

This Appendix supports the consideration given to the
need for closer working relationships between local
authorities, private developers and social housing
providers set out in Chapter 6. This argued that as the
majority of large sites will be brought forward by the
private sector, it is crucial that the other partners have a
good understanding of the market realities within which
developers operate and the processes of appraisal
followed in considering the potential of large sites.

We therefore begin with an overview of how developers
appraise the viability of housing sites before considering
the particular issues raised by affordable housing
provision. This then provides a context for considering
how current practice could be improved.

How developers approach large
sites

We know that in general particularly on large sites private
developers will more than likely wish to build and sell new
housing stock whereas housing associations may hold
the asset for many years. Private developers may
occasionally get involved in letting but in such cases will
often deliver a whole section of the development to a
third party investor rather than hold on to the asset.

Both private developers and housing associations spend
huge sums of money investigating sites and carrying out
market and risk analyses before going ahead on major
schemes, similar to the steps presented in Chapter 7. In
some cases the developer may spend two or three years
negotiating development details with the land owner and
during which the market may change depending on local
housing and commercial activity as may key areas of
legislation and planning guidance. As a result it is not
uncommon for developers to abandon projects even
after lengthy and expensive analysis.

Viability assessment is a continuous process throughout
the development. It begins at the land report stage and is
subject to constant adjustment until planning permission
is granted. Unless the developer is absolutely sure of his
ground in all aspects of the appraisal at an early stage,
which is rare, only at the planning approval stage is the
land paid forinfull .

Developers when assessing scheme viability look at
various aspects of the site before forging ahead with a
detailed layout. In general viability is a financial exercise

with sophistication in specific areas. Prior to any work
being undertaken to ascertain cost and value the
developer will complete a preliminary exercise which is
sometimes described as a land report. This is usually
carried out in the case of a large private developer by
four managers associated with their own field of
development; these are:

Sales (submitted by the sales manager)
Development ( by the development manager)
Design (by the consultant or in-house architect)
Construction (by the construction manager)

He or she will visit the site with a view to collecting
information which will be used in production of the
viability report.

In further detail the information collected could take the
following form:

Sales

e Education - proximity and description of local
schools, colleges and their facilities;
Publictransport - buses, railway stations, airports;
Facilities - shopping, pubs, filling stations, leisure
facilities and recreation;

o Competitors report on nearby sales and rent; and
Brief description of local market, existing housing
stock and value.

Development

e Siteaddress, O/S reference;

o Names, addresses, telephone numbers of all
people involved in the development;

e Land purchase particulars, status
(leasehold/freehold), price required and legal
constraints and factors which may affect the sale of
land to third parties;

Brief description and site area;

General overview report; and

Consultants charges budget and initial scheme
viability assessment.

Design

e Report on discussions with local authority planning
and housing departments; and

e Current conditions/restrictions (density, car
parking, affordable housing, open space provision
and TPO).

Construction

o Nature of site, previous uses, boundaries and other
key factors affecting design;

e Groundreport;
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Level and tree survey;
Water courses, streams, ditches and surface drains
survey;

o Services survey, overhead and underground cables,
pipes;

e Existing buildings survey including those previously
demolished;

e Report on enquires to all new service authorities for

information on new supplies;

Foul and surface water drain survey; and

Programme report.

The above list is not intended to be in any way
comprehensive, in fact some developers will go to great
lengths to collect as much data as possible.

Viability assessment - next stage

When all the information has been collected the
development manager will contribute the team's findings
in the form of a report submitted and updated on a
regular basis to the management group meeting. Such
meetings are led by a senior member of staff, usually a
regional director and all sites are discussed in depth until
a short list of priority sites is approved. At that stage a
site may be investigated in further detail to ascertain its
potential and to calculate a realistic land value.

In our experience when housing associations carry out
their land report there may sometimes be a distinction in
the sales and construction areas of the report. Housing
"need" is a key factor affecting a housing association and
its ability to develop whereas housing "demand" will drive
the private developer's decision to build. This is not to say
that housing associations ignore housing demand, quite
the contrary, as many joint ventures and shared
ownership schemes are developed often in partnership
with private developers. This distinction may seem fairly
obvious but requires consideration if we are to attempt to
bring both parties together more closely.

The other major difference in approach is the fact that
many private developers now prefer to carry out their
own building whereas in general housing associations
assign building contracts to building contractors. This
often affects the way a development is designed as many
private developers carry a portfolio of standard housing
types which are co-ordinated with the company's
financial analysis structure. This can be very effective in
efficiency terms and helps private developers to
maximise return on capital employed in the scheme.

Attempts by contractors to develop portfolios of
affordable house types have not proved very successful

due to lack of understanding of this market. Most large
housing associations will have their own design brief
which have been developed over a number of years to
encompass the Housing Corporation’s Scheme
Development Standards and the requirements of their
own tenant’s needs.

Housing developed for the private sales market is
developed to meet the various price ranges and will
include features that will attract purchasers with limited
available cash. Housing associations will generally be
looking at first lets that fully occupy a property on day
one, with limited ability to rehouse tenants to larger units
as the household grows. This highlights the importance
of bedroom space while seeking to minimise
responsibility and expenditure for landlords fixture and
fittings. Housing associations will require a product that
is far mor robust, will withstand heavy use and that may
not benefit from the care shown by owner occupiers.

In addition, affordable housing in the past has been far
more concerned with the needs of disabled tenants and
therefore the requirement for accessible homes (level
threshold etc.) Not previously a point many developers
would have considered when developing their designs.
New Part M of the Building Regulations now extends to
all new housing and therefore this maybe less of an
issue.

It is therefore understandable that very simple
adjustments to contractors’ standards house types to
meet the requirements of affordable housing is not
always successful nor well received by housing
associations.

With more thought and consultation problems can be
overcome and mixed tenure housing can be successfully
developed side by side without any obvious external
differencesin standards.

The private developer will build what he knows will sell
whereas a housing association may be driven by a whole
range of different important issues which are not always
commerecially orientated.

Detailed viability assessment - the next stage

Let us assume the private developer has carried out the
initial land report, has placed the site on a priority list
and assigned a budget for completion of the land
bidding process. The next stage is the detailed viability
assessment which will follow the initial viability carried
out with the land report. The detailed viability
assessment will become a "master" report along with the



development programme and the master-plan. These
master reports form the contents of the director's main
board report and from time to time will be adjusted and
updated at the request of the main board.

In assessing the detailed viability report certain
information and advice offered by team members will be
used. The main aspects addressed are set out in Figure
[11.1 below.

A Note on land evaluation

We have explained in some detail the method used by
developers to determine land value. It should be said that

Figure Ill.1: Key Aspects of Development Appraisal

current understanding of land evaluation processes
can vary depending on where the view is taken i.e.
buyer or seller.  Market value of land from a
developer's viewis site specific, not only in terms of the
physical nature of the site but in the scale and quality
of the planned development. It is therefore impossible
to judge residual value on a regional basis using data
sources because development quality and design can
change from area to area, street to street and in urban
areas, block to block.

We know from experience that high density planned
development attracts far greater land values than
would otherwise be created by lower densities. We also
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Rate of sale of housing units

Defined as units per month or units per annum, this factor determines
the speed at which the development is built based on the speed at
which it is sold. The rate of sale determines the cost of many
preliminary items e.g. construction manager's wages or hire of site
accommodation. Also sales and marketing expenses which are "time-
driven" e.g. wages of sales personnel or costs relating to show houses
can be affected by rate of sale.

Interest rate

This is the percent rate at which the developer expects to pay interest
on the borrowings throughout the development process. In the case
of a developer using their own financial resources it may be
represented as the rate which the developer would expect to receive
if the money is used for alternative investment purposes. The rate may
fluctuate over several years or may be assessed in the case of larger
developments on the same basis as a long term loan offered to the
developer by a banking institution.

Lead-in period
The time planned to complete the detailed viability assessment and
begin the construction process.

Preliminaries

All direct expenses associated with the construction process e.g.
supervision, accommodation, material management and distribution,
site security and removal of accumulated rubbish, etc.

External Development Works

All external works and infrastructure which at some stage will be
transferred to a third party i.e. to a local authority in the case of
adopted works or to a management company or housing association
inthe case of private areas.

Abnormal Development Works

All external works within adopted or transfer areas which would not be
found on a level "green field" site, e.g. demolition, decontamination,
mains service diversions and abnormal retaining structures.

Plot Development Works
Allexternal works carried out within the curtilage of a plot or individual
conveyance e.g. paths, drives, local drains and services.

Abnormal Plot Development Works
Allworks within the areas defined above which would not be found ona
level "green field" site.

Substructures
Allfoundations and piling works

Superstructures
All construction above damp proof course.

Development Expenses
Costs associated with the design, management, planning process,
legal acquisition, legal disposal and specific agreements e.g. Section
106 and Commuted sums.

Overheads
Developers overhead costs sometimes imposed on the divisional
office by group H.Q. as a percentage of turnover.

Profit
The developers net return after payment of all expenses, usually the
targetis set as a percentage on sale value.

Marketing
All costs associated with the selling process including advertising,
brochures, site sales personnel and show houses.

Finance
A calculation from the cash-flow forecast representing the cost of
borrowing over the period of development and sale.




know that affordable housing can be accommodated
within urban development without affecting quality.
Resultant land values irrespective of "market value
perception” will be driven by planned development.

Each developer in competition for land will speculate
on the risk involved in each development. Some
consider internal rate of return, others concentrate
on return on capital employed. Sensitivity testing in
the final analysis will be varied and sometimes
sophisticated depending on the scale of development
but the final land bid will often involve "one final tweak"
by the directors making the bid. This final act may win
or lose a site for the developer but has little effect on
market value, it is the long and difficult appraisal
technique which drives that.

Most developers have come to terms with the
requirement for affordable housing on large sites.
They will agree that land values can be determined on
aresidual basis by a well structured planning brief.

Planning policy will affect land value. While some land
bidders may not be well informed of current policies, it
is to their own peril. But implementation and
realisation of housing on large sites requires close
attention to planning policy and sustainable
movement concerns.
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Appendix IV Habitable Rooms to
Dwellings Conversion Factors

INTRODUCTION

The Density Location and Parking Matrix set out in Chapter 4 is
expressed in Habitable Rooms Per Hectare, reflecting the
established approach to expressing density in LPAC's Strategic
Advice and Borough UDP's. While habitable rooms per hectare
is also the measurement used in development control, the
calculation of site capacities for the purposes of estimating
urban housing potential requires a density measure expressed
indwellings per hectare.

It must be recognised at the outset that densities calculated as
habitable rooms and dwellings cannot be translated with
certainty. Forexample, 50 habitable rooms could equate to 7
large (7 habitable room) houses or almost 17 smaller (3
habitable room) flats. Moreover, a very small change in the
conversion factor applied could result in a significant change in
the estimated capacity of a site or borough.

With these caveats in mind the following sections explain how we
have calculated the conversion factors set out in the Matrix.

APPROACH

This Appendix sets out a range of conversion factors which
enable each cell in the Density, Location and Parking Matrix to
be expressed as dwellings as well as habitable rooms. These
conversions have been generated on the basis of all Case
Studies used in this study, taking account of the densities
achieved through the tiling method applied to 24 large sites as
well as through the more detailed design-led approach
undertaken for four case study sites.

From all case studies in each of the Locations and Settings
(ategories of the Matrix an average number of habitable rooms
(hr) per dwelling could be calculated (see Figure IV.1). These
average numbers of habitable rooms per dwelling reflect the
change of dwelling type and increase in sizes the further away
one moves from central and urban locations. While in the most
central locations with mainly flats the average unit sizeis 2.7 hr,
it increases to an average of 4.5 hr in the most suburban
locations explored in this study.

Itisimportant to appreciate that these averages do not exclude

any specific size of unit in any location, but only express the mean
size of the dwelling mix on each case study site. Some very large
units can be accommodated in central areas as long as these are
complemented with more small ones. Even within the Case
Studies used in this study, a broad range of number of habitable
rooms per dwelling was achieved in each category. The range of
average numbers of hr shown for the case studies in Figure IV.1
illustrates the difficulty of setting one particular average size.

The resulting density figures are expressed in dwellings per
hectare for each of the matrix cells and set out in Figure [V.2.



Figure IV.1: Habitable Rooms per Dwellings for Different Locations and Settings

Car Parking
Provision

Predominant
Housing Type

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

High

2 — 1.5 spaces per unit

Moderate
1.5 — 1 space per unit

Low
Less than 1 space per unit

Detached &
linked houses
ave. 4.5hr/u

Terraced houses
& flats
ave. 3.6hr/u

Mostly flats

Ave. 2.8hr/u

Range of average hr/u
25-3.1

Ave. 2.7hr/u

Range of average hr/u
25-28

Ave. 2.7hr/u

Range of average hr/u
2.7-35

Ave. 3.0hr/u

Location  Accessibility Setting
Index
. - 6
Sites within A Central
Town Centre
“Ped-Shed”
Ave. 2.7hr/u
Urban Range of average hr/u
2.6—-3.7
Ave. 3.1hr/u
Ave. 2.9hr/u
Suburban Range of average hr/u
v 35-50
4 Ave. 4.2hr/u
Ave. 3.6hr/u
Sites along 3 Urban
A Range of average hr/u
Transport 34-43
Corridors & Sites
close to a Town
Centre “Ped- Ave. 3.7hr/u
Ave. 3.4hr/u
Shed”
Suburban Range of average hr/u Range of average hrfu
3.7-50 33-4.1
v
Ave. 4.6hr/u Ave. 3.8hr/u
2 Ave. 4.2hr/u
2
Currently Suburban
. Range of average hr/u
Remote Sites i 3052
1 Ave. 4.4hr/u
Ave. 4.4hr/u

Range of average hr/u
25-34

Ave. 3.0hr/u

<




Figure IV.2: Conversion of Density Matrix to Units per Hectare

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3
Car Parking High Moderate Low
Provision 2 — 1.5 spaces per unit 1.5 — 1 space per unit Less than 1 space per unit
Predominant Detached & Terraced houses Mostly flats
Housing Type linked houses & flats
Location Accesslirt])(ijliet){ Setting
6 240 — 1100 hr/ha
Sites within A Central 240 — 435 u/ha
Town Centre
“Ped-Shed”
Ave. 2.7hr/u
200 — 450 hr/ha 450 — 700 hr/ha
55— 175 u/ha 165 — 275 u/ha
Ave. 3.1hr/u Ave. 2.7hr/u
Suburban 150 — 250 hr/ha 250 — 350 hr/ha
35-60 u/ha 80— 120 u/ha
v
4 Ave. 4.2hr/u Ave. 3.0hr/u
Sites along 3 200 — 300 hr/ha 300 — 450 hr/ha
Transport A 50 — 110 u/ha 100 — 150 u/ha
Corridors & Sites
close to a Town
Centre “Ped- Ave. 3.7hr/u Ave. 3.0hr/u
Shed”
Suburban 150 — 200 hr/ha 200 — 250 hr/ha
30-50u/ha 50 — 80 u/ha
A\
> Ave. 4.6hr/u Ave. 3.8hr/u
Currently 2 Suburban 150 — 200 hr/ha

Remote Sites

30-65u/ha

Ave. 4.4hr/u

<
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