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1.1 This Townscape and Visual Impact Appraisal (TVIA) 
has been prepared to support the applicaƟ on for full 
planning permission for the proposed scheme on a site at 
Manor Road, Richmond (hereaŌ er referred to as the ‘Scheme 
Proposal’) located in the London Borough of Richmond upon 
Thames (LBRuT). 

1.2 This TVIA has been prepared on behalf of Avanton 
Richmond Development Ltd. (‘the Applicant’) and assesses 
the eff ect of the Scheme Proposal (described below), on 
the townscape and visual receptors of the site at Manor 
Road, Richmond (hereaŌ er referred to as the ‘Site’) and its 
surroundings; the locaƟ on of which is shown in Figure 1.1.

1.3 The Scheme Proposal comprises the demoliƟ on of 
the exisƟ ng buildings and structures and the residenƟ al-led 
redevelopment of four buildings of between four and nine 
storeys providing 385 residenƟ al units, 480sq.m fl exible retail 
/community / offi  ce uses, car and cycle parking, landscaping, 
and public and private open spaces.

Background 

1.4 The TVIA is set out in fi ve secƟ ons. SecƟ on two 
provides a summary and approach of the methodology used. 
This is followed by secƟ on three, which assesses the baseline 
situaƟ on of the Site and its surroundings (the baseline study) 
in respect of both townscape character and visual amenity. 
This establishes the sensiƟ vity of the Site against which the 
Scheme Proposal is assessed. The fourth secƟ on provides an 
appraisal of eff ects of the Scheme Proposal on the previously 
idenƟ fi ed baseline situaƟ on.  A summary of the fi ndings is 
set out at the end of the report. The TVIA is supported by a 
series of fi gures, photos and appendices, the laƩ er includes 
an appraisal of eff ects on the idenƟ fi ed representaƟ ve views.

1.5 To support the TVIA a total of 12 representaƟ ve 
views have been used to inform the potenƟ al townscape 
and visual eff ects (see Appendix C). For each view exisƟ ng 
photography and proposed ‘accurate visual representaƟ ons’ 
(AVR) have been provided. The AVRs have been prepared 
through overlaying photographs from the agreed viewpoints 
with a representaƟ ve model of the Scheme Proposal.  
AddiƟ onal non-verifi ed CGIs, illustraƟ ons and elevaƟ ons are 
included within the architect Assael’s Design and Access 
Statement and should be read in conjuncƟ on with this 
appraisal.

Planning Context

1.6 Relevant planning policy for the Site includes the 
further alteraƟ ons to the Greater London Authority’s London 
Plan (2016), along with LBRuT’s local planning policies. 
These documents provide local guidance with regard to 
development aff ecƟ ng townscape and visual maƩ ers and 
accord with the statutory duƟ es and the general principles 
outlined in the NPPF. ConsideraƟ on also needs to be given 
to the DraŌ  London Plan (2018), which has been consulted 
on and, although not adopted, should be aff orded some 
weight in decision making now that ExaminaƟ on in Public is 
underway.

1.7 LBRuT’s Local Plan policies relevant to townscape 
and visual maƩ ers include ‘LP1-Local Character and Design 
Quality’, ‘LP2-Building Heights’, ‘LP3-Designated Heritage 
Assets’, LP4-Non-Designated Heritage Assets’, and ‘LP5-Views 
and Vistas’. 

1.8 The Site is not covered by any planning policy 
designaƟ ons relaƟ ng to townscape value and does not 
fall within or adjacent to a London View Management 
Framework (LVMF) or an established LBRuT view or vista.

1.9 The Site is covered by the 2016 LBRuT Richmond 
and Richmond Hill Village Planning Guidance SPD, which 
establishes the character of the various components of this 
area of the borough. It is located within ‘Character Area 6: 
Old Gas Works’.

1.10 Other local planning guidance which has informed 
this appraisal include:

• LBRuT Sustainable Urban Development Study (2008)
• Kew Village Planning Guidance SPD (July 2014)
• East Sheen Village Planning Guidance SPD (December 2015)
• Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew: World Heritage Site 

Management Plan (2011, DraŌ )
• Relevant ConservaƟ on Area Studies

1.11 The relevant planning policy context within which the 
Scheme Proposal is considered is set out in full at Appendix 
A.

1. IntroducƟ on

1. INTRODUCTION

Site 

Study Area 

Figure 1.1 - Study Area

N
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IntroducƟ on

2.1 The methodology and approach in undertaking this 
appraisal is based upon informed and reasoned professional 
judgement, taking into account a combinaƟ on of quanƟ taƟ ve 
and qualitaƟ ve factors.

Summary Methodology

2.2 This TVIA is undertaken with a prior understanding 
of the nature of the Scheme Proposal and its purpose is to 
assess how it may aff ect the townscape and visual amenity 
of idenƟ fi ed receptors. In line with best pracƟ ce, whilst 
interrelated, townscape and visual eff ects are considered 
separately. It is carried out in accordance with the Guidelines 
for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, Third EdiƟ on 
(2013), An Approach to Landscape Character Assessment 
(2014) and GLA’s Shaping Neighbourhoods: Character and 
Context SPG (2014). 

2.3 A summary of the approach taken in this appraisal 
is set out in the following paragraphs, with the full 
methodology described in full at Appendix B.

2.4 Through a combinaƟ on of desk based and fi eld 
studies, receptors, which may be aff ected by the Scheme 
Proposal, are established. The term ‘receptor’ is used to 
mean an element or assemblage of elements (e.g. people 
using a public right of way or a townscape character area) 
that may be aff ected by the Scheme Proposal.

2.5 The fi rst stage of the appraisal is to idenƟ fy the 
baseline condiƟ ons of the Site and surrounding Study 
Area. The exisƟ ng elements and characterisƟ cs that 
contribute to the townscape are considered to establish 
townscape character area receptors. This includes reference, 
where relevant, to published character assessments and 
conservaƟ on area appraisals. Visual receptors are recognised 
along with representaƟ ve, specifi c or illustraƟ ve views to 
establish the visibility of the exisƟ ng Site. ConsideraƟ on 
will be given to strategic or local views that are idenƟ fi ed in 
planning policy or guidance documents. 

2.6 The next stage considers the value of a receptor 
and its suscepƟ bility to the proposed change; this is used to 
establish the receptor’s sensiƟ vity. The Scheme Proposal is 
then considered and from this the potenƟ al degree of ‘eff ect’ 
is predicated and assessed on the previously idenƟ fi ed 
receptors. 

Study Area

2.7 The Site occupies 1.5 hectares and the Study Area 
(as illustrated in Figure 1.1) for the townscape character area 
appraisal includes both the Site and its wider context at a 750 
metre radius from its centre. The visual appraisal considers 
the zone of theoreƟ cal visibility (ZTV) within this Study Area, 
with further long distant views being considered where 
idenƟ fi ed and relevant.

ConsultaƟ on 

2.8 ConsultaƟ on was undertaken with Offi  cers from 
LBRuT regarding the locaƟ on of the representaƟ ve views. 
Feedback was received from LBRuT on 22nd October 2018 
regarding the inclusion of three addiƟ onal views; namely 
from Manor Road at the entrance to Sainsbury’s; from Manor 
Road west of Manor Grove; and from the southern end of 
Crown Terrace and Victoria Villages looking along Dee Road. 
These are included as representaƟ ve views 10, 11 and 12 
respecƟ vely. A number of other short distance views were 
also requested by LBRuT as non-verifi ed views. These have 
been included for contextual informaƟ on in the Design and 
Access Statement prepared by Assael.

AssumpƟ ons and LimitaƟ ons 

2.9 In considering the eff ects of the Scheme Proposal 
upon the townscape character areas and visual receptor’s 
representaƟ ve views the TVIA is based on the AVRs, set out 
in Appendix C, and material that accompanies the planning 
applicaƟ on, including the supporƟ ng Design and Access 
Statement, prepared by Assael. 

2.10 The TVIA has been undertaken based on access to 
publicly accessible areas; whilst the potenƟ al eff ects from 
residenƟ al properƟ es have been considered, no access 
was gained and so the appraisal is based on professional 
judgement based on the nearest publicly accessible locaƟ on. 

2.11 Whilst this appraisal considers the relaƟ onship 
between the Site and heritage assets within the Study Area 
and the value of the heritage asset is a factor in determining 
the value of the townscape and visual receptors, the 
appraisal does not assess the signifi cance and seƫ  ng of the 
heritage assets. These are addressed in the accompanying 
Heritage Statement prepared by Geoff  Noble.

2. Appraisal and Methodology

2.  APPRAISAL METHODOLOGY
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3.  BASELINE CONDITIONS

3. Baseline CondiƟ ons 

IntroducƟ on

3.1 This secƟ on considers the exisƟ ng site in terms of 
the physical townscape and its components along with the 
townscape character receptors and visual amenity from 
exisƟ ng visual receptors within the Study Area, which has 
been defi ned by a 750m radius from the centre of the Site 
(shown in Figure 1.1).

3.2  The ‘value’ of each townscape character and visual 
receptor has been considered as part of the baseline study 
through the desk-based review and site visits and this 
contributes to the resultant ‘sensiƟ vity’ of each receptor 
established at the appraisal of eff ects stage.

The Site

3.3 The Site, which is triangular in shape, contains a 
single low rise, large retail store, which is one storey of 
double height and associated hard standing. The retail store 
is currently occupied by three retailers  - Homebase, Europcar 
and Pets at Home  - who use the associated hard surfacing for 
vehicle parking, deliveries etc. Adjacent to the car parking is a 
bus depot at the northern extent of the Site. The retail store 
does not currently address the surrounding townscape and 
does liƩ le to contribute to it.

3.4 The Site’s eastern boundary fronƟ ng Manor Road 
is defi ned by a low brick wall with brick pillars and metal 
decoraƟ ve inset panels. The southern and north western 
boundaries, where the Site abuts the railway line, are defi ned 
by palisade fencing.

3.5 Set  back from the boundary, the retail building is 
surrounded by hard surfacing, with some, relaƟ vely small, 
trees; some of which are included within a tree preservaƟ on 
order (TPO). The TPO dates to 1993, which coincides with the 
likely planƟ ng of the trees throughout the car park.

3.6 A tree report has been produced by ACS (Trees) 
ConsulƟ ng which concluded that

"The majority (nearly 80%) of the recorded trees are low 
quality, ‘C’ grade individuals, which are standard landscape 
planƟ ng at the Ɵ me the area was developed. A small 
number qualify for the higher, moderate grading of ‘B’, 
simply owing to their somewhat larger size and limited 
number of defects. There are no ‘A’ grade, high quality 
trees. The trees provide a low collecƟ ve contribuƟ on to the 
landscape owing to their mediocre quality and low stature."

3.7 There are also some beds of shrub planƟ ng within 
the Site, although these have not been managed and in some 
areas extend over the boundary wall onto the adjoining 
public footpath.

The Surrounding Context

Landform

3.8 The landform in the Study Area is low lying 
associated with the valley fl oor of the River Thames. To the 
south of the Site are Richmond Park and Richmond Hill, 
where the land rises to approximately 60 metres above 
ordnance datum (AOD).

Land use

3.9 The majority of the Study Area is composed of 
residenƟ al dwellings and its associated infrastructure such as 
local shopping centres and schools. There are also pockets of  
light industrial and retail uses. 

3.10 There are several areas of open space, notably, 
the southeast extent of the Royal Botanic Gardens of Kew, 
Richmond Cricket Club, North Sheen RecreaƟ on Ground and 
the North Sheen Allotments. The laƩ er is situated to the 
southeast of the Site and is referred to on the LBRuT Local 
Plan  - Proposals Map as ‘Other Open Land of Townscape 
Importance’.

3.11 The Royal Botanic Gardens of Kew, which is 
recognised as being of internaƟ onal importance as a garden 
and research centre establishment, is approximately 525 
metres distance from the Site to the northeast.

Movement

3.12 The main access point into the Site is from Manor 
Road  (B353) which bounds the eastern boundary. Manor 
Road is a busy route and links two primary vehicle routes, the 
A136 (Lower Mortlake/Lower Richmond Road) and the A305 
(Upper Richmond Road West/ Sheen Road). 

3.13 The Site is situated between two railway lines, to 
the northwest (underground and overground) and south 
(main line). To the southeast is North Sheen railway staƟ on. 
A footbridge, beyond the Site's southeast boundary, provides 
pedestrian access across the railway lines.

Built form and appearance

3.14 The Study Area contains a mixture of built form 
and appearance with residenƟ al dwellings consisƟ ng of 
two-three storeys  of height with front and back gardens. 
This is interspersed with 21st century, mid-rise, fi ve to six 
storey development in the immediate context of the Site, 
including St Georges House and Falstaff  House and also 
the development to the south of Garden Road which both 
comprise of employment space and apartment blocks. 

3.15 A variaƟ on from the general low to mid-rise 
townscape character is provided by The Towers, a 1960s 
eleven storey high block of fl ats situated to the northwest 
of the Site and Peldon Court to the south, a 1950s housing 
estate of two nine storey blocks. 

3.16 A large Sainsbury’s is located to the northeast of the 
Site on Manor Road and to the north are some self-storage 
units and warehouses. Along the northwest boundary on 
Burdolph Road there is also a Travis Perkins. 

3.17 The spire of the Church of St MaƩ hias (grade II), 
located outside of the Study Area, and the Pagoda (grade I) 
situated within the Royal Botanical Gardens of Kew are local 
landmarks along with The Towers and Peldon Court.

Vegetation

3.18 Notwithstanding the urban locaƟ on of the Site, the 
Study Area contains a generous amount of vegetaƟ on and 
tree cover in the form of street trees, private gardens and 
within the areas of open space.
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Figure 3.1 - Heritage Assets

Royal Botanical Gardens, 
Kew: World Heritage Site

Royal Botanical Gardens, Kew: 
World Heritage Site Buff er Zone

Registered park & garden of special historic 
interest 

ConservaƟ on  Areas 

(i) Sheendale Road
(ii) Sheen Road
(iii) Kew Gardens
(iv) Kew Road
(v) St MaƩ hias
(vi) Central Richmond
(vii) Kew Foot Road
(viii) Old Deer Park
(ix) Royal Botanic Gardens (Kew) 
(x) Sheen Common Drive

Grade I Iisted building

Grade II* listed building

Grade II listed building

Building of Townscape Merit

N
Heritage Assets

3.19 The Site itself does not fall within or contain any 
designated heritage assets, however, within the Study Area, 
there are the following heritage assets (shown in Figure 3.1): 

• Sheendale Road ConservaƟ on Area – to the west of the Site;
• Sheen Road ConservaƟ on Area – southwest of the Site;
• Southern extent of Kew Gardens and Kew Road 

ConservaƟ on Areas – north of the Site;
• Six further conservaƟ on areas (St MaƩ hias; Central 

Richmond; Kew Foot Road; Old Deer Park; Royal Botanical 
Gardens (Kew); and Sheen Common Drive) are situated at 
the edge of the Study Area;

• Buildings of special architectural and historic interest – 
Hickeys Almshouses (chapel & lodges) which are grade II* 
listed;

• Richmond Church Estate Almshouses grade II listed – south 
of the Site;

• Listed buildings in the surrounding area of the Site; 
Dunstable House 93 Sheen Road, No. 69 Sheen Road, 
Houblon’s Almshouses, St Johns Studio, MaƩ hias’s Café and 
Bakery, Nos 149, 151, 153, 155, 157 and 159 Sheen Road; 
and 

• Kew Royal Botanic Gardens: World Heritage Site (WHS) - 
north of the Site. The whole domain is designated as grade 
I on the register of parks and gardens of special historic 
interest and is a designated World Heritage Site (WHS). The 
WHS Management Plan 2011 (DraŌ ) requires that view lines 
from outside the WHS zone should be protected

3.20 ConsideraƟ on within the TVIA has been given 
to these heritage assets in determining the value of 
the townscape character receptors and visual receptor 
representaƟ ve views, however for an assessment of their 
signifi cance and seƫ  ng, reference should be made to the 
accompanying Heritage Statement.
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Baseline Townscape Character

3.21 This secƟ on considers the townscape features that 
contribute to the exisƟ ng character of the Study Area. The 
GLA London Plan SPG Character and Context sets out how to 
assess character areas. It builds on Policy 7.4 Local Character 
of the London Plan and sets out four principles:

• Character is all around us and everywhere has a disƟ ncƟ ve 
character.

• Character is about people and communiƟ es.
• Places are connected and overlap – boundaries and 

transiƟ ons are important.
• The character of a place is a dynamic concept.

3.22 The Site and its immediate environs are 
characterised by built urban form which varies in scale, 
footprint and height, comprising residenƟ al, retail, light-
industrial and transport infrastructure. As previously noted, 
buildings within and surrounding the Site are generally low 
-medium rise, ranging from 2 - 6-storeys, the excepƟ ons to 
the generally low-rise height being The Towers and Peldon 
Court to the northwest and south of the Site respecƟ vely. 

3.23 Whilst the Site is not covered by any planning policy 
designaƟ ons relaƟ ng to townscape value, in the LBRuT 
Richmond and Richmond Hill Village Planning Guidance SPD, 
the Site is located within ‘Character Area 6: Old Gas Works’, 
described thus:

“This character area occupies the angle of two busy through 
routes: Lower Richmond Road and Manor Road. There is no 
coherent frontage to either road and the whole area has an 
irregular, adhoc character due to its industrial past.”

3.24 The TVIA has sub-divided the Study Area into 
eight townscape character areas (see Figure 3.2) to beƩ er 
understand the fi ner grain of the receiving townscape and 
idenƟ fy any potenƟ ally sensiƟ ve landscape receptors. This 
has been informed by The Mayor of London’s Character and 
Context SPG; Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew: World Heritage 
Site Management Plan (2011, DraŌ ); LBRuT’s Richmond and 
Richmond Hill Village Planning Guidance SPD, the Kew Village 
Planning Guidance SPD and the East Sheen Village Planning 
Guidance SPD. 

3.25 Table 3.1 provides a descripƟ on of the Townscape 
Character Areas (TCAs) found within the Study Area and their 
key features. The Site itself falls within 'TCA 1 North Sheen 
Mixed Use'. 

TCA 7

TCA 6

TCA 8

TCA 1

TCA 3

TCA 3

TCA 5

TCA 4TCA 5

TCA 2

Site 

Study Area 

Figure 3.2 - Townscape Character Areas

Townscape Character Areas

TCA 1 - North Sheen Mixed Use

TCA 2 - Manor Grove ResidenƟ al

TCA 3 - North Sheen ResidenƟ al

TCA 4 - East Sheen Open Space

TCA 5 - Richmond Hill and East Sheen 
ResidenƟ al

TCA 6 - Richmond ResidenƟ al Fringe

TCA 7 - Kew Gardens and Old Deer Park

TCA 8 - Kew Gardens ResidenƟ al Fringe

N



FEBRUARY 2019Pg. 12 

MANOR ROAD, RICHMOND - TOWNSCAPE AND VISUAL IMPACT APPRAISAL

Townscape 
Character 
Areas

Features Value

TCA 1 
North 
Sheen 
Mixed Use

• Mixed land uses comprised of industrial, residenƟ al and retail.
• The built environment creates a low lying relaƟ vely fl at landform; an elevated vantage point is the 

A316/B353 roundabout which is raised.
• The area consists of taller buildings varying between 5 to 11 storeys, which are predominantly of 

a larger footprint.  The buildings originate from the 20th-21st Century and oppose the 2 storey 
residenƟ al housing of surrounding areas.

• The high intensity transport systems surrounding the Site hinder the fl ow of movement.
• Green is present lining the streets, parƟ ally within car parks and private gardens.
• St George’s Road and Trinity Road have some buildings of townscape merit.

Medium to 
low value

TCA 2 
Manor 
Grove 
ResidenƟ al

• Foremost residenƟ al dwellings.
• Dense housing and fl at landform allow for long narrow views.
• Early 20th Century and interwar short terraces of two storeys made of stock brick with brick lintels, 

red brick, pebbledash and white render.
• Streets run parallel to the railway line and provides street parking on either side.
• Low brick walls with contained ornamentals shrubs combined with mature trees lined on the 

pavements creates a consistent visual character.
• Some short-terraced dwellings on Manor Grove are of townscape merit.

Medium 
value

TCA 3 
North 
Sheen 
ResidenƟ al

• Foremost residenƟ al dwellings land use with some educaƟ onal buildings, churches and open space.
• Ranging from Edwardian, Victorian and mid 20th century the street is composed of two storey 

semi-detached houses. Sheen Court and Courtlands are situated along Upper Richmond with 
several other taller apartment blocks. Stock brick with red brick lintels, stucco and red Ɵ le porches 
are common materials in the area.

• The residenƟ al streets are located between the busy passages of Upper Richmond and Lower 
Richmond Road.

• Generous front gardens and space for street parking create a wider but contained view.
• Street trees are semi-mature and oŌ en smaller scale fl owering species.
• Low brick walls, hedgerows and Ɵ mbre fencing defi ne front gardens.

Medium to 
low value

TCA 4 East 
Sheen 
Open 
Space

• • Formal and informal recreaƟ on including East Sheen and Pesthouse Common and Christ’s School Formal and informal recreaƟ on including East Sheen and Pesthouse Common and Christ’s School 
playing fi elds.playing fi elds.

• • A slight slope in the landform rising towards the higher grounds of Richmond Park.A slight slope in the landform rising towards the higher grounds of Richmond Park.
• • 1-2 storey school buildings form the built environment, which are set back and not visible from 1-2 storey school buildings form the built environment, which are set back and not visible from 

adjacent roads.adjacent roads.
• • East Sheen Common and Richmond Park are linked by PRoWsEast Sheen Common and Richmond Park are linked by PRoWs
• • The school grounds and playing fi elds are enclosed by mature trees and woodland.The school grounds and playing fi elds are enclosed by mature trees and woodland.
• • The Lancaster monument (grade II*) and the Buxton Monument (grade II) in East Sheen Cemetery The Lancaster monument (grade II*) and the Buxton Monument (grade II) in East Sheen Cemetery 

are heritage assets.are heritage assets.

High to High to 
medium medium 
value.value.

TCA 5 
Richmond 
Hill and 
East Sheen 
ResidenƟ al

• Primarily residenƟ al land use.
• The landform allows for occasional distant views such as tower blocks.
• 2-3 storey detached houses set back from the road.
• Bay windows, red and stock brick, applied Ɵ mbering and Ɵ mber sash windows are common.
• Various building styles, including semi-detached 2 storey houses, terrace coƩ ages and 3 storey 

villas.
• Space for street trees, planƟ ng and wide pavements as buildings are set back.
• Large front gardens defi ned by low brick walls and hedgerows, on plot parking and trees.
• Many buildings of townscape merit contained within the St MaƩ hias and Sheen Common Drive 

ConservaƟ on Areas.

High value

3.  BASELINE CONDITIONS

Table 3.1 – Townscape Character Areas 

Townscape 
Character 
Areas

Features Value

TCA 6 
Richmond 
ResidenƟ al 
Fringe

• Mainly residenƟ al mixed with retail units and cafes along primary routes.
• The fl at landform creates short views.
• Dominant materials and built features include 18th and 19th listed buildings, later semi-detached 

houses and Victorian terraces, detailed decoraƟ ve brickwork, red and stock bricks, slate roofs and 
sash windows.

• Short residenƟ al streets branching from the main roads leading to Richmond including Sheen Road 
and Lower Mortlake Road.

• Hedgerows and walls defi ne narrow front gardens of houses set in gardens with mature trees.
• Grassed courtyards are associated with the almshouses.
• Smaller scale street trees are present.
• Contains an array of listed buildings, buildings of townscape merit and conservaƟ on areas including 

Sheen Road, Sheendale Road, Central Richmond and Kew Foot Road.

High value

TCA 7 Kew 
Gardens 
and Old 
Deer Park

• Formal gardens and recreaƟ onal faciliƟ es of internaƟ onal importance create the open space.
• Predominantly fl at/ low-lying landform associated with the valley fl oor of the River Thames.
• Sparse buildings situated within the area assocaited with sports grounds and the Royal Botanical 

Gardens.
• Public access to The Royal Botanical Gardens is subject to a fee and opening hours.
• VegetaƟ on relates to amenity grassland, mature parkland trees, ornamental shrubs and the 

extensive botanical collecƟ ons.
• A small number of listed buildings, Royal Botanical Gardens (Kew) ConservaƟ on Area and registered 

park and garden, the Royal Botanical Gardens WHS and its associated buff er zone are all heritage 
assets.

ExcepƟ onal 
value

TCA 8 Kew 
Gardens 
ResidenƟ al 
Fringe

• ResidenƟ al in land use.
• Linear views directed along residenƟ al streets in combinaƟ on with fl at low lying landform causes 

for short views.
• Edwardian and Victorian houses and villas of 3 storeys in height constructed of red and stock bricks 

with decoraƟ ve balustrading, bay windows, stucco with Ɵ mber panelling and low pitched roofs.
• Kew Roads large detached houses with occasional 4 storey apartment blocks.
• Foliage and trees are mature and grand in appearance surrounding residenƟ al properƟ es.
• Large front gardens defi ned by low brick walls and ornamental planƟ ng enhancing the character.
• Short residenƟ al streets branch east-west from Kew Road.
• An important characterisƟ c is the linear relaƟ onship of the street frontages and the wall of the royal 

botanical gardens.
• Plot parking is possible due to the off set of the building line from the road.
• The area contains Kew Gardens and Kew Road ConservaƟ on Areas and partly falls within the buff er 

zone of the WHS.

ExcepƟ onal 
to high value
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Baseline Visual Appraisal

3.26 The fi rst stage of the baseline visual appraisal is to 
establish the zone of theoreƟ cal visibility or visual envelope 
of the Site, in other words, the extent of the area from which 
it is visible. This is done through a combinaƟ on of desk-based 
research, reviewing the topography of the Study Area and 
locaƟ ons of potenƟ al intervening visual barriers such as built 
form and signifi cant vegetaƟ on from maps and surveys, and 
site visits where the visual receptors are confi rmed.

3.27 The second stage considers the Site’s visibility from 
the idenƟ fi ed visual receptors. It establishes the nature of the 
view and to what extent the Site contributes to the view. This 
is demonstrated through a selecƟ on of representaƟ ve views, 
which are set out and described in detail at Appendix C.

Stage 1 – Site visibility 

3.28 Following the desk-based review of local OS 
mapping, site visits were undertaken on 11th & 26th July and 
27th September 2018. These established the visibility of the 
Site and a number of visual receptors were idenƟ fi ed. 

3.29 Visual receptors are defi ned as "viewing locaƟ ons 
where people can view or are likely to be able to view 
the site and therefore the emerging applicaƟ on proposal 
development". This TVIA’s methodology in idenƟ fying 
receptors and viewpoint locaƟ ons follows good pracƟ ce 
guidance set out in the Landscape InsƟ tutes’s (2013) 
Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, 
Third EdiƟ on. 

3.30 The visual receptors for the Site include:
• ConservaƟ on Areas and the WHS;
• Public open spaces situated within 500 metre of the Site;
• Public highways within 500 metres; 
• Low to mid rise residenƟ al properƟ es and taller residenƟ al 

apartment blocks, above six storeys, located within 750 
metres; and

• Infrastructure associated with the railway lines which run 
adjacent to the Site

Stage 2 – Appraisal of views

3.31 The visibility of the Site from the previously idenƟ fi ed 
visual receptor groups vary depending on their proximity to 
it. A series of representaƟ ve views have been considered to 
demonstrate this.  

3.32 In establishing the visual receptor group’s 
representaƟ ve views consideraƟ on has been given to view-
associated planning policy of the London View Management 
Framework SPD (LVMF); relevant ConservaƟ on Area 
appraisals; Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew – World Heritage 
Site Management Plan (2011, DraŌ ); LBRuT Core Strategy 
(2009); LBRuT Development Plan (DMP) (2001); and LBRuT 
Sustainable Urban Development Study (2008).  

3.33 The following factors informed the selecƟ on of 
representaƟ ve viewpoints: 

• No LVMF views include the Site;
• None of the strategic and local views idenƟ fi ed on the 

LBRuT Proposals Map and idenƟ fi ed in Policy DM HD7 in the 
DMP are orientated towards the Site. Policy DM HD7 seeks 
to protect ‘the quality of views indicated on the Proposals 
Map'; 

• Although the North Sheen Allotments are not publicly 
accessible, they are classifi ed as ‘Other Open Land of 
Townscape Importance’ which requires that Policy DM 
OS 3 of the DMP should be followed; this recognises the 
need to take into account any possible visual impacts on 
the character and openness of this area when considering 
development in the surrounding area;

• The Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew – World Heritage Site 
Management Plan recognises views within the gardens. 
Those relevant to the Scheme Proposal include the views 
along Cedar and Pagoda Vista, and the viewing plaƞ orm 
at the top of the Pagoda. It is considered that the Site is 
only likely to be visible from the laƩ er and has been tested 
accordingly in representaƟ ve view 9;

• Long and short views are idenƟ fi ed within the St MaƩ hias 
and Sheen Road Study (1994) and Central Richmond, 
Richmond Green and Richmond Riverside ConservaƟ on 
Area study (2001), however these are not orientated 
towards the Site;

• None of the aƩ racƟ ve views of note described in The Kew 
Road, Kew Gardens and Lawn Crescent ConservaƟ on Area 
Study (2007) and the Old Deer Park Study encompass the 
Site; and

• No specifi c protected views have been idenƟ fi ed by the Kew 
Foot Road and Sheendale Road ConservaƟ on Area Study 
(2007)

Visibility from the Visual Receptors 

3.34 The visibility of the Site was assessed during the fi eld 
studies and in total 12 representaƟ ve views were idenƟ fi ed 
in consultaƟ on with Offi  cers from LBRuT. The locaƟ ons of 
the representaƟ ve views are shown in Figure 3.3 and the 
baseline situaƟ on summarised in Table 3.3 and discussed in 
detail in Appendix C of this appraisal.

Table 3.3 – RepresentaƟ ve Views

RepresentaƟ ve View Distance from Site boundary Visibility (ExisƟ ng) Value

1. Manor Grove Medium (180m) Glimpsed View Medium

2. Manor Road, opposite Townsend Terrace Medium (110m) Glimpsed View Medium-Low

3. Sheen Road, over Hickey’s Almshouses Medium (340m) No View High

4. Dee Road Short (95m) ParƟ al View Medium-Low

5. Church Road Long (560m) Glimpsed View Low

6. Trinity Road Short (88m) No View Medium-Low

7. Lower Richmond Road/Manor Road roundabout Short (95m) Glimpsed View Low

8. Sandycombe Road Medium (495m) No View Medium-Low

9. View from Pagoda, Royal Botanic Gardens of Kew Long (710m) Glimpsed View High

10. Manor Road, Sainsbury’s entrance Short (15m) Open View Low

11. Manor Road, near Manor Grove Short (25m) Open View Low

12. Crown Terrace Short (28m) Open View Low 
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Figure 3.3 - RepresentaƟ ve view locaƟ on plan

RepresentaƟ ve View 1
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4.  APPRAISAL OF THE EFFECTS OF THE SCHEME PROPOSAL

4. Appraisal of the Eff ects of the Scheme Proposal

 IntroducƟ on

4.1 This secƟ on considers how the operaƟ onal 
Scheme Proposal, described below and illustrated in the 
accompanying planning applicaƟ on documents, will aff ect 
the receptors idenƟ fi ed in the baseline study. The fi rst part 
of this secƟ on describes the anƟ cipated eff ects relaƟ ng to 
the Site and the wider townscape character. The second part 
describes the eff ects on the visual receptors. 

4.2 To assist in defi ning the eff ects, the sensiƟ vity of the 
townscape character and visual receptors is considered. As 
outlined in the methodology, sensiƟ vity is determined by 
combining assessments of value (set out in SecƟ on 3) and an 
appraisal of the suscepƟ bility of the receptors to the Scheme 
Proposal. The fi ndings for each are set out in Tables 4.1 and 
4.2. 

4.3 For each receptor, the magnitude of change resulƟ ng 
from the Scheme Proposal is then described. The magnitude 
of change, upon compleƟ on, considers the eff ects in terms of 
duraƟ on, reversibility, geographical extent and size or scale. 
The Scheme Proposal is considered to be long term and 
permanent and therefore to avoid unnecessary duplicaƟ on, 
duraƟ on and reversibility are not discussed further. 

4.4 In order to further describe the eff ects a series of 
representaƟ ve views are included at Appendix C.

DescripƟ on of Scheme Proposal

4.5 The Scheme Proposal seeks full planning 
permission for the demoliƟ on of the exisƟ ng building and 
redevelopment of the Site for predominantly residenƟ al use, 
providing an effi  cient redevelopment of a currently under-
developed and unaƩ racƟ ve site. 

4.6 The supporƟ ng Design and Access Statement, 
prepared by Assael, illustrates how the Scheme Proposal 
has been carefully considered and designed in response 
to the Site’s opportuniƟ es and constraints and its context. 
Throughout the process of developing the design, 
consultaƟ on has been undertaken with local stakeholders, 
LBRuT Offi  cers and the Greater London Authority. 

4.7 The Scheme Proposal has been informed by the 
following design principles:

• Create high quality pubic realm, acƟ ve frontages and fl exible 
retail faciliƟ es;

• Refer to local architectural styles and character and employ 
a contextual material paleƩ e;

• Establish a new high street frontage to Manor Road with 
enhanced tree planƟ ng;

• Create new areas of soŌ  landscaping parƟ cularly on the 
interfaces with the railway lines; and

• Provide high quality homes with taller building heights 
concentrated in the centre of the Site away from the 
boundaries and top fl oor set-backs on perimeter blocks

4.8 The Scheme Proposal comprises of four blocks (as 
shown in Figure 4.1), which range in height. ResidenƟ al land 
uses will be present in all buildings; commercial fl oorspace is 
concentrated around the Manor Road frontage. In summary:

• Block A ranges between four to nine stories in height
• Block B rises up to nine stories in height
• Block C ranges between six to seven stories in height
• Block D ranges between four to nine stories in height

4.9 Blocks A, C and D comprise a range of building 
heights and geometries. This creates visual interest and 
provides for well-defi ned public and private realm. The 
public realm includes new pedestrian routes, a public central 
Courtyard with pavilion for community uses, play features 
and communal gardens. 

4.10 Block B is intended as a feature building and provides 
a terminaƟ on of the vista from Manor Road, where the new 
access is aligned with Manor Grove.

4.11 To respond to the exisƟ ng situaƟ on along Manor 
Road, the elements of blocks A and D that face the road 
are three stories in height with the fourth storey set back.  
Ground fl oor entrances are distributed evenly to ensure 
arƟ culaƟ on and animaƟ on to the streetscape. 

4.12 The approach to the fenestraƟ on of the residenƟ al 
fl oors consists of verƟ cal windows with ground and upper 
fl oors typically denoted with horizontal brick banding. This 
adds visual interest and variety to the building facades. 
Special consideraƟ on has been given to the façade treatment 
at the upper levels of the Scheme Proposal to ensure that 
its crown is clearly defi ned. The paleƩ e of facade materials 
varies across the blocks and the proporƟ ons and architectural 
detailing create a varied, yet coherent development.

4.13 The basis for the proposed material paleƩ e 
and architectural details is derived from analysing the 
surrounding context and in response to the Richmond and 
Richmond Hill Village Guidance Plan for Character Area 6. 
It includes features such as paired entrances, arches, bay 
windows, projecƟ ng balconies and stone detail referencing 
Manor Road and buildings within the Sheendale Road 
ConservaƟ on Area. Further detail of the materials strategy 
for the Scheme Proposal is provided within SecƟ on 4 of the 
Design and Access Statement. 

Figure 4.1 - Block and landscape strategy plan

BLOCK B 

BLOCK C BLOCK D 

BLOCK A 

4.14 During the construcƟ on phase all contractors will 
be required to apply good pracƟ ce measures site measures 
as part of a ConstrucƟ on Management Programme. It can 
be assumed that the programme will include standard 
construcƟ on methods and housekeeping will be maintained 
to keep a Ɵ dy site and reduce visual cluƩ er during 
construcƟ on works.
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Table 4.1 – Townscape Character Appraisal of Eff ects

Townscape Character Area Value SuscepƟ bility 
to change SensiƟ vity Magnitude of 

change Eff ect

TCA 1 North Sheen Mixed Use Medium to low Low Low High Moderate / Benefi cial

TCA 2 Manor Grove ResidenƟ al Medium Medium to 
Low

Medium 
to Low

Low Minor / Neutral

TCA 3 North Sheen ResidenƟ al Medium to low Medium to 
Low

Medium 
to Low

Low to Negligible Minor to Negligible /
Neutral

TCA 4 East Sheen Open Space High to medium High High Negligible to None Negligible / Neutral

TCA 5 Richmond Hill and East Sheen 
ResidenƟ al

High High High Negligible to None Negligible / Neutral to 
None

TCA 6 Richmond ResidenƟ al Fringe High High to 
Medium

High Negligible Minor / Neutral

TCA 7 Kew Gardens and Old Deer Park ExcepƟ onal High High Negligible to None Negligible / Neutral to 
None

TCA 8 Kew Gardens ResidenƟ al Fringe ExcepƟ onal to high High High Negligible to None Negligible / Neutral to 
None

Eff ect on Townscape Character

4.15 The following secƟ on considers the eff ects of the 
Scheme Proposal on compleƟ on on townscape character. 
Defi niƟ ons and criteria used are found in Appendix B.

4.16 There will be temporary, localised eff ects during 
the construcƟ on phase caused by addiƟ onal larger vehicles, 
deliveries, cranes and plant etc. These eff ects are considered 
to be negaƟ ve, however they will be short-lived and 
temporary in nature and are not considered further.

4.17 At a naƟ onal level the townscape character has been 
considered in line with the NPPF and the Scheme Proposal 
‘responds to local character and history, and refl ects the 
idenƟ ty of local and surrounding materials, while not 
prevenƟ ng or discouraging appropriate innovaƟ on’, as set 
out in paragraph 58.

4.18 The Site falls within ‘TCA1 North Sheen Mixed Use’. 
This has been recognised as having a medium to low value 
within the baseline secƟ on of this appraisal. The Scheme 
Proposal is of a scale and mass that will not detract from the 
surrounding context and will help to reacƟ vate the street 
frontage and provide a new area of public realm to Manor 
Road. 

4.19 It is considered that 'TCA1 North Sheen Mixed Use' 
can accommodate the Scheme Proposal and has a low 
suscepƟ bility to the change proposed, as defi ned in the 
methodology set out in Appendix B. Through assessing the 
‘value’ and ‘suscepƟ bility to change’ it is concluded that 
'TCA1 North Sheen Mixed Use' has a low sensiƟ vity to the 
Scheme Proposal. 

4.20 Overall it is considered that the Scheme Proposal 
improves the townscape situaƟ on of 'TCA1 North Sheen 
Mixed Use', as shown in representaƟ ve views 6, 7, 10 
and 12 of Appendix C. The Scheme Proposal has a direct, 
permanent, high magnitude of change and overall moderate 
and benefi cial eff ect. 

4.21 ParƟ al to glimpsed views are possible from 'TCA2 
Manor Grove ResidenƟ al' (representaƟ ve view 1) of the 
Scheme Proposal and the Scheme Proposal has an indirect, 
permanent, low magnitude of change and minor and 
neutral eff ect on this TCA. From ‘TCA6 Richmond ResidenƟ al 
Fringe’, glimpsed views to the Scheme Proposal are possible 
(representaƟ ve views 4 and 5). The Scheme Proposal has an 
indirect, permanent, negligible magnitude of change and 
minor and neutral eff ect on TCA6 Richmond ResidenƟ al 
Fringe’. 

4.22 The Scheme Proposal indirectly aff ects the areas of 
‘TCA3 North Sheen ResidenƟ al’ which are close to the Site 
(representaƟ ve views 2 and 11) and from which glimpsed 
views are possible. Overall, the Scheme Proposal has an 
indirect, permanent, low to negligible magnitude of change 
and overall minor to negligible and neutral eff ect on TCA3. 

4.23 The Scheme Proposal will result in negligible to no 
magnitude of change and overall negligible and neutral to 
no eff ect on 'TCA4 East Sheen Open Space', 'TCA5 Richmond 
Hill and East Sheen ResidenƟ al'. 'TCA7 Kew Gardens and Old 
Deer Park' and 'TCA8 Kew Gardens ResidenƟ al Fringe'; their 
value, suscepƟ bility to change and sensiƟ vity are summarised 
in Table 4.1.

4.24 The Scheme Proposal enhances the townscape 
character and visual appearance of this area of Richmond. 
It provides high quality architecture that improves legibility 
within the local and wider townscape. The Scheme Proposal 
provides a well designed development which relates 
posiƟ vely to the exisƟ ng building line of Manor Road and 
respects the receiving context. 
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Eff ects on Visual Receptors 

4.25 With the implementaƟ on of the Scheme Proposal, 
it is considered that the Site's ZTV will increase, with the 
views from some of the visual receptors idenƟ fi ed within the 
baseline secƟ on changing.   

4.26 There will be temporary, localised changes in the 
view from some visual receptors during the construcƟ on 
phase, typically associated with the temporary enclosure of 
the Site with hoarding and views of construcƟ on plant. These 
eff ects are considered to be negaƟ ve, however they will be 
short-lived and temporary in nature and are not considered 
further.

4.27 In order to idenƟ fy and assess the likely eff ects of 
the completed Scheme Proposal on the idenƟ fi ed views and 
visual receptors, rendered Accurate Visual RepresentaƟ ons 
(AVR) have been prepared. AVRs are defi ned as images 
that illustrate the locaƟ on, scale, degree of visibility, visual 
descripƟ on of architectural form and use of materials. 

4.28 The AVRs and a descripƟ on of the likely eff ects of 
the Scheme Proposal within all 12 representaƟ ve viewpoints 
are provided at Appendix C and in Table 4.2 which provides 
a summary of the fi ndings relaƟ ng to the value of the views, 
the sensiƟ vity of the receptors and the magnitude of change 
resulƟ ng from the Scheme Proposal. 

Table 4.2 – Visual Receptor RepresentaƟ ve Views Appraisal of Eff ects

RepresentaƟ ve View Value SuscepƟ bility 
to change SensiƟ vity Magnitude 

of change Eff ect

1. Manor Grove Medium Medium Medium Medium Moderate / Neutral

2. Manor Road, opposite Townsend Terrace Medium-Low Medium-Low Medium-Low Medium-
Low

Moderate-Minor /
Benefi cial

3. Sheen Road, over Hickey’s Almshouses High Medium High -Medium None None

4. Dee Road Medium-Low Medium Medium-Low Medium Moderate / Neutral

5. Church Road Low Low Low Low-
Negligible

Negligible / Neutral

6. Trinity Road Medium-Low Medium Medium Medium Moderate / Neutral

7. Lower Richmond Road/Manor Road 
roundabout

Low Low Low Low-
Negligible

Minor / Neutral

8. Sandycombe Road Medium-Low Medium Medium-Low None None

9. View from Pagoda, Royal Botanic Gardens 
of Kew

High High High Negligible Minor / Neutral

10. Manor Road, Sainsbury’s entrance Low Low Low Medium Moderate-Minor / 
Benefi cial

11. Manor Road, near Manor Grove Low Low Low High to 
medium

Moderate / Benefi cial

12. Crown Terrace Low Medium-Low Low High Moderate / Neutral

4.29 The following provides a summary of the visibility of 
the Scheme Proposal for the key visual receptors / receptor 
groups:

• Overall it is considered that the Scheme Proposal will not be 
visible from the majority of publicly accessible areas within 
the conservaƟ on areas that surround the Site. 

• The Scheme Proposal will, however, be visible from views 
orientated outside the southern secƟ on of Sheendale Road 
ConservaƟ on Area, as shown in representaƟ ve view 4 and 
12.

• The mature trees within the WHS will prevent views to 
the Scheme Proposal. A limited glimpsed view will be 
gained from the Pagoda, when it is accessible, as illustrated 
in representaƟ ve view 9. The Site, however, is a minor 
component in the wider 360 view of this area of west 
London. 

• It is considered that the Scheme Proposal will be visible 
from the North Sheen Allotments, but not Richmond 
Cricket Club and North Sheen RecreaƟ on Ground due to 
intervening vegetaƟ on.

• Where the windows are orientated towards the Site, it is 
considered that parƟ al to glimpsed views will be possible 
to the Scheme Proposal from the upper stories of the low 
to mid rise residenƟ al properƟ es and taller residenƟ al 
apartment block located within 500 metres of the Site.

• RepresentaƟ ve views 1, 2, 4 and 6 demonstrate that 
the Scheme Proposal will be visible from the public 
highway where roads are orientated towards the Site and 
representaƟ ve views 5 and 7 illustrate it will also be visible 
from elevated locaƟ ons and bridges within 750 metres of 
the Site.

• Away from the roads orientated towards the Site and 
elevated locaƟ ons, built form and intervening vegetaƟ on 
typically prevent a view to the Scheme Proposal, as 
demonstrated in representaƟ ve views 3 and 8. 

• Open to parƟ al views are likely to be visible towards the 
Scheme Proposal from Manor Road and the railway lines 
which run adjacent to the Site, as shown in representaƟ ve 
views 10, 11 and 12. 

C.
‘M
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5.  SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

IntroducƟ on

5.1 The TVIA has been founded on a thorough 
study of the Site and its townscape seƫ  ng, and through 
understanding these features and resources, a robust impact 
appraisal of the Scheme Proposal has been undertaken. 

5.2 The Site consists of a triangular shaped block that is 
bounded by two railway lines and Manor Road. It contains 
a single, one-storey building with associated hard standing, 
and a bus depot.

5.3 The Scheme Proposal references local architectural 
detailing, styles and character along with providing a 
contextual material paleƩ e. It consists of four blocks which 
range in height from two to nine stories. The taller elements 
of the blocks are concentrated in the centre of the Site away 
from the boundaries emphasising the locaƟ on of the central 
Courtyard. Top fl oor set-backs are present on the perimeter 
blocks. 

5.4 Along Manor Road the built form of blocks A and 
D addresses the street, helping to defi ne the street, and 
provides acƟ ve frontages/natural surveillance. These blocks 
are set back to provide a high quality pubic realm and 
introduce a line of trees to the townscape. Further areas 
of new soŌ  landscaping are provided, parƟ cularly at the 
interfaces with the railway lines.

5 Summary and Conclusions 

Townscape Character Areas Appraisal 

5.5 The Scheme Proposal has been designed to respond 
to and complement its locaƟ on. The facade treatments and 
massing have been designed to respond to the receiving 
townscape. 

5.6 The Site falls within ‘TCA1 – North Sheen  Mixed 
Use' and the exisƟ ng building and current uses do liƩ le 
to contribute to the wider townscape of the area. It is 
considered that 'TCA1 – North Sheen Mixed Use' can 
accommodate the Scheme Proposal and will have a 
moderate and benefi cial eff ect.

5.7 The Scheme Proposal has a minor and neutral eff ect 
on 'TCA2 Manor Grove ResidenƟ al' and on 'TCA6 Richmond 
ResidenƟ al Fringe’, a minor to negligible and neutral aff ect on 
'TCA3 North Sheen ResidenƟ al' and negligible and neutral to 
no change in the remaining TCAs within the Study Area.

Visual Appraisal

5.8 ExisƟ ng views to the Site are largely restricted due to 
the surrounding built form, with parƟ al to open views gained 
from the immediate townscape of Manor Road, Manor 
Grove, Dee Rod and Trinity Road.   

5.9 With the implementaƟ on of the Scheme Proposal 
it is considered that its visibility will increase, however the 
Scheme Proposal will not adversely aff ect any views of 
importance or the visual appearance of the local area.

5.10 The Scheme Proposal will provide an effi  cient 
redevelopment of a currently under-developed and 
unaƩ racƟ ve site and, overall, it is considered that the 
Scheme Proposal will lead to direct, permanent eff ects on 
the following representaƟ ve views:

• Moderate benefi cial/neutral eff ect  - representaƟ ve views 1, 
4, 6, 11 and 12

• Moderate - Minor benefi cial eff ects - representaƟ ve views 2 
and 10 

• Minor neutral / benefi cial eff ect - representaƟ ve views 7 and 
9

• Negligible neutral / benefi cial eff ect - representaƟ ve view 5
• No eff ects  - representaƟ ve views 3 and 8
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APPENDIX A 
PLANNING POLICY REVIEW
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NaƟ onal Policy and Guidance

NaƟ onal Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 
2018

A.1 The NPPF was published on 27 March 2012 and 
revised on 24 July 2018 it sets out the Government’s 
planning policies for England and how these are expected 
to be applied. The policies set out in the revised NPPF are 
material consideraƟ ons and should be taken into account in 
dealing with applicaƟ ons from the day of its publicaƟ on. 

A.2 The thrust of the NPPF promotes sustainable 
development and idenƟ fi es the three overarching objecƟ ves 
as economic, social and environmental. In relaƟ on to the 
environmental objecƟ ve, it states that the planning system 
must “contribute to protecƟ ng and enhancing our natural, 
built and historic environment”. Paragraph 10 recognises the 
“presumpƟ on in favour of sustainable development”.

C.3 SecƟ on 12 - Achieving Well Designed Place promotes 
the creaƟ on of high quality buildings, staƟ ng in paragraph 
124 that “Good design is a key aspect of sustainable 
development, creates beƩ er places in which to live and work 
and helps make development acceptable to communiƟ es”

A.4 Paragraph 127 sets out the criteria that planning 
policies and decisions should ensure, which includes (in 
summary): 
a)  Are visually aƩ racƟ ve as a result of good architecture, 

layout and appropriate and eff ecƟ ve landscaping; 
b) Are sympatheƟ c to local character and history, including 

the surrounding built environment and landscape 
seƫ  ng, while not prevenƟ ng or discouraging appropriate 
innovaƟ on or change (such as increased densiƟ es); and

c) Establish or maintain a strong sense of place, using 
the arrangement of streets, spaces, building types and 
materials to create aƩ racƟ ve, welcoming and disƟ ncƟ ve 
places to live, work and visit. 

A.5 The NPPF promotes early discussions between 
applicants, the local planning authority and local community 
in Paragraph 128. Whilst Paragraph 130 states that 

“Permission should be refused for development of poor 
design that fails to take the opportuniƟ es available for 
improving the character and quality of an area” Equally it 
states that “where the design of a development accords 
with clear expectaƟ ons in plan policies, design should not 
be used by the decision-maker as a valid reason to object to 
development.”

A.6 SecƟ on 16 - Conserving and Enhancing the Historic 
Environment conƟ nues to promote the recogniƟ on and 
conservaƟ on of the historic environment, advocaƟ ng that 
the decision making should be based on a proporƟ onate 
assessment of any heritage asset and any contribuƟ on made 
by its seƫ  ng. 

NaƟ onal Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG)

A.7 NaƟ onal Planning PracƟ ce Guidance (PPG) 2014 has 
been issued by the Government as a web based resource 
and live document. This is intended to provide more detailed 
guidance and informaƟ on regarding the implementaƟ on of 
naƟ onal policy set out in the NPPF.

A.8 The PPG provides guidance on the implementaƟ on 
of the NPPF. In paragraph 003 the design guidance category 
supports the need to evaluate and understand the defi ning 
characterisƟ cs of an area in order to idenƟ fy appropriate 
design opportuniƟ es and policies. Paragraph 007 goes on 
to state that views into and out of larger sites should be 
carefully considered from the start of the design process.

Regional policy

London Plan 2016

A.9 Policy 7.1(D) - Building London’s Neighbourhoods and 
CommuniƟ es, establishes the Mayor’s strategic objecƟ ve for 
new development within London. It states that the design 
of all new buildings and the spaces they create should help 
reinforce or enhance the character, legibility, permeability 
and accessibility of the neighbourhood.

A.10 Policy 7.4 – Local Character, sets out the Mayor’s 
requirements for reinforcing the physical character of a place. 

“Development should have regard to the form, funcƟ on, and 
structure of an area, place or street and the scale, mass and 
orientaƟ on of surrounding buildings. It should improve an 
area’s visual or physical connecƟ on with natural features. 
In areas of poor or ill-defi ned character, development 
should build on the posiƟ ve elements that can contribute to 
establishing an enhanced character for the future funcƟ on of 
the area.”

A.11 Policy 7.6 states that architecture should make a 
posiƟ ve contribuƟ on to a coherent public realm, streetscape 
and wider cityscape and should uƟ lise the highest quality 
materials and be of a design appropriate to its context. A 
number of specifi c design criteria are also set out and those 
relevant to this assessment are:
• be of the highest architectural quality;
• be of a proporƟ on, composiƟ on, scale and orientaƟ on 

that enhances, acƟ vates and appropriately defi nes the 
public realm;

• comprise details and materials that complement, not 
necessarily replicate, the local architectural character;

• not cause unacceptable harm to the amenity of 
surrounding land and buildings, parƟ cularly residenƟ al 
buildings, in relaƟ on to privacy, overshadowing, wind 
and microclimate. This is parƟ cularly important for tall 
buildings; and

• provide high quality indoor and outdoor spaces and 
integrate well with the surrounding streets and open 
spaces.

A.12 Policy 7.7 relates to tall buildings and states that: 

“Tall and large buildings are those that are substanƟ ally 
taller than there surroundings, cause a signifi cant change to 
the skyline or are larger than the threshold sizes set for the 
referral of planning applicaƟ ons to the Mayor. ApplicaƟ ons 
for tall or large buildings should include an urban design 
analysis that demonstrates the proposal is part of a 
strategy that will meet the criteria below. This is parƟ cularly 
important if the site is not idenƟ fi ed as a locaƟ on for tall or 
large buildings in the borough’s LDF."

A.13 Tall and large buildings should: 
• generally be limited to sites in the Central AcƟ vity Zone, 

opportunity areas, areas of intensifi caƟ on or town 
centres that have good access to public transport; 

• only be considered in areas whose character would not 
be aff ected adversely by the scale, mass or bulk of a tall 
or large building; 

• relate well to the form, proporƟ on, composiƟ on, scale 
and character of surrounding buildings, urban grain and 
public realm (including landscape features), parƟ cularly 
at street level; 

• individually or as a group, improve the legibility of an 
area, by emphasising a point of civic or visual signifi cance 
where appropriate, and enhance the skyline and image 
of London; 

• incorporate the highest standards of architecture and 
materials, including sustainable design and construcƟ on 
pracƟ ces; 

• have ground fl oor acƟ viƟ es that provide a posiƟ ve 
relaƟ onship to the surrounding streets; 

• contribute to improving the permeability of the site and 
wider area, where possible; 

• incorporate publicly accessible areas on the upper fl oors, 
where appropriate; 

• make a signifi cant contribuƟ on to local regeneraƟ on 

A.14 Policy 7.11 – London View Management Framework, 
designates strategically important views. The Mayor will 
keep the list of designated views under review. The Site does 
not fall within defi ned London Panoramas, Linear Views 
and Townscape Views. The Mayor will assess development 
proposals where they fall within the assessment areas of 
designated views against general principles of good design 
set down in The London Plan.
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Draft London Plan 2018

A.15 The draŌ  new London Plan (Ref.9) provides strategic 
plan which shapes how London evolves and develops over 
the next 20-25 years. Chapter three ‘Design’ provides policies 
relevant to townscape and visual maƩ ers. 

A.16 Policy D1 – London’s form and characterisƟ cs, 
recognises that development design should (in summary)
1. respond to local context by delivering buildings and 

spaces that are posiƟ oned and of a scale, appearance 
and shape that responds successfully to the idenƟ ty 
and character of the locality, including to exisƟ ng and 
emerging street hierarchy, building types, forms and 
proporƟ ons 

2. be of high quality, with architecture that pays aƩ enƟ on 
to detail, and gives thorough consideraƟ on to the 
pracƟ cality of use, fl exibility, safety and building lifespan, 
through appropriate construcƟ on

3.  respect, enhance and uƟ lise the heritage assets and 
architectural features that make up the local character

A.17 Policy D8 – Tall Buildings states that development 
of this type has a role to play in accommodaƟ ng growth 
and supporƟ ng legibility. It goes on to provide a criterion to 
consider the impact of such development proposals, which 
includes visual impact in secƟ on C 1. In summary:

C: 1) Visual impacts 
a) The views of buildings from diff erent distances need to 

be considered, including: 
i. Long-range views – these require aƩ enƟ on to be 

paid to the design of the top of the building. It should 
make a posiƟ ve contribuƟ on to the exisƟ ng and 
emerging skyline and not adversely aff ect local or 
strategic views

ii. Mid-range views from the surrounding 
neighbourhood – parƟ cular aƩ enƟ on should be paid 
to the form and proporƟ ons of the building. It should 
make a posiƟ ve contribuƟ on to the local townscape 
in terms of legibility, proporƟ ons and materiality 

iii. Immediate views from the surrounding streets – 
aƩ enƟ on should be paid to the base of the building. 
It should have a direct relaƟ onship with the street, 
maintaining the pedestrian scale, character and 
vitality of the street. Where the edges of the site 
are adjacent to buildings of signifi cantly lower 
height or parks and other open spaces there should 
be an appropriate transiƟ on in scale between the 
tall building and its surrounding context to protect 
amenity or privacy. 

b) Whether part of a group or stand-alone, tall buildings 
should reinforce the spaƟ al hierarchy of the local and 
wider context and aid legibility and wayfi nding 

c) Architectural quality and materials should be of an 
exemplary standard to ensure the appearance and 
architectural integrity of the building is maintained 
through its lifespan 

d) Proposals should take account of, and avoid harm 
to, the signifi cance of London’s heritage assets and 
their seƫ  ngs. Proposals resulƟ ng in harm will require 
clear and convincing jusƟ fi caƟ on, demonstraƟ ng that 
alternaƟ ves have been explored and there are clear 
public benefi ts that outweigh that harm. The buildings 
should posiƟ vely contribute to the character of the area

A.18 Further relevant policies within the draŌ  new London 
Plan (Ref.9) include Policy D2 – Delivering good design; and 
D7 – Public realm. 

A.19 In chapter seven of the draŌ  new London Plan (Ref.9) 
Policy HC3 Strategic and Local Views and Policy HC4 London 
View Management Framework considers development 
proposals within both strategic and borough views. In regard 
to the laƩ er it states that Boroughs should clearly idenƟ fy 
important local views in their Local Plans and strategies.

GLA Shaping Neighbourhoods: Character and 
Context SPG 2014

A.20 This guidance sets out an approach and process to 
help understand the character and context of a place to help 
inform the planning and design process, and guide change in 
a way which is responsive to individual places and locaƟ ons.

Local policy and guidance

A.21 The development plan for the London Borough 
of Richmond upon Thames (LBRuT) comprises the further 
alteraƟ ons to the Greater London Authority’s London Plan 
(2016), along with LBRuT’s Core Strategy 2011, and Sites 
and Policies Plan and Policies Maps. These documents 
provide local guidance with regard to development aff ecƟ ng 
townscape and visual maƩ ers,and should accord with the 
statutory duƟ es and the general principles outlined in 
the NPPF 2012. ConsideraƟ on should also be given to the 
DraŌ  London Plan (2017), which is currently undergoing 
consultaƟ on and is a material consideraƟ on in planning 
decisions.

London Borough of Richmond upon Thames 
(LBRuT) Local Plan 2018

A.22 Adopted in July 2018, LBRuT’s Local Plan sets out 
planning policies for the borough to guide growth in housing 
and jobs, infrastructure delivery, place-shaping and the 
quality of the built environment up to 2033. It replaces the 
LBRuT’s Core Strategy (2009) and remaining saved policies in 
the Development Management Plan (2011). 

A.23 One of the six strategic objecƟ ves for LBRuT’s 
Local Plan regarding the protecƟ on of the local character 
is “Protect and, where possible, enhance the environment 
including the heritage assets, retain and improve the 
character and appearance of established residenƟ al areas, 
and ensure new development and public spaces are of high 
quality design”.

A.24 LBRuT’s Local Plan Policy LP1-Local Character and 
Design Quality establishes criteria that development should 
address:

1. CompaƟ bility with local character including the 
relaƟ onship to exisƟ ng townscape, development paƩ erns, 
views, local grain and frontages as well as scale, height, 
massing, density, landscaping, proporƟ ons, form, materials 
and detailing;

2. Sustainable design and construcƟ on, including adaptability, 
subject to aestheƟ c consideraƟ ons; 

3. Layout, siƟ ng and access, including making best use of 
land;

4. Space between buildings, relaƟ onship of heights to widths 
and relaƟ onship to the public realm, heritage assets and 
natural features;

5. Inclusive design, connecƟ vity, permeability (as such gated 
developments will not be permiƩ ed), natural surveillance 
and orientaƟ on; and

6. Suitability and compaƟ bility of uses, taking account of any 
potenƟ al adverse impacts of the colocaƟ on of uses through 
the layout, design and management of the site.
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A.25 The policy’s supporƟ ng text states that 

“This policy requires developers and applicants to take 
a sensiƟ ve approach to the architectural design of new 
buildings, […], as well as landscape proposals. The Council 
does not wish to encourage a parƟ cular architectural style 
or approach but expects each scheme to be to a high quality 
[…]. Schemes should be based on a sound understanding of 
the site and its context, following the locally specifi c guidance 
set out in the Village Planning Guidance SPDs.”

A.26 LBRuT’s Local Plan Policy LP2-Building Heights 
establishes criteria that development should address, this 
includes:

1. Require buildings to make a posiƟ ve contribuƟ on towards 
the local character, townscape and skyline, generally 
refl ecƟ ng the prevailing building heights within the vicinity; 
proposals that are taller than the surrounding townscape 
have to be of high architectural design quality and standards, 
deliver public realm benefi ts and have a wholly posiƟ ve 
impact on the character and quality of the area;

2. Preserve and enhance the borough's heritage assets, their 
signifi cance and their seƫ  ng;

3. Respect the local context, and where possible enhance the 
character of an area, through appropriate:

a. Scale

b. Height

c. Mass

d. Urban paƩ ern

e. Development grain

f. Materials

g. Streetscape

h. Roofscape and

i. Wider townscape and landscape

A.27 LBRuT’s Local Plan Policy LP3-Designated Heritage 
Assets states that:

“The Council will require development to conserve and, 
where possible, take opportuniƟ es to make a posiƟ ve 
contribuƟ on to, the historic environment of the borough. 
Development proposals likely to adversely aff ect the 
signifi cance of heritage assets will be assessed against the 
requirement to seek to avoid harm and the jusƟ fi caƟ on for 
the proposal.”

A.28 LBRuT’s Local Plan Policy LP4-Non-Designated 
Heritage Assets states that:

“The Council will seek to preserve, and where possible 
enhance, the signifi cance, character and seƫ  ng of non-
designated heritage assets, including Buildings of Townscape 
Merit, memorials, parƟ cularly war memorials, and other local 
historic features.”

A.29 LBRuT’s Local Plan Policy LP5-Views and Vistas states 
that:

"The Council will protect the quality of the views, vistas, gaps 
and the skyline, all of which contribute signifi cantly to the 
character, disƟ ncƟ veness and quality of the local and wider 
area, by the following means:

1. Protect the quality of the views and vistas as idenƟ fi ed on 
the Policies Map, and demonstrate such through computer-
generated imagery (CGI) and visual impact assessments;

2. Resist development which interrupts, disrupts or detracts 
from strategic and local vistas, views, gaps and the skyline;

3. Require developments whose visual impacts extend 
beyond that of the immediate street to demonstrate how 
views are protected or enhanced;

4. Require development to respect the seƫ  ng of a landmark, 
taking care not to create intrusive elements in its foreground, 
middle ground or background;

5. Seek improvements to views, vistas, gaps and the skyline, 
parƟ cularly where views or vistas have been obscured;

6. Seek improvements to views within ConservaƟ on Areas, 
which:

a. Are idenƟ fi ed in ConservaƟ on Area Statements and Studies 
and Village Plans;

b. Are within, into, and out of ConservaƟ on Areas; 

c. Are aff ected by development on sites within the seƫ  ng of, 
or adjacent to, ConservaƟ on Areas and listed buildings.
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APPENDIX B 
FULL TOWNSCAPE AND VISUAL IMPACT METHODOLOGY
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IntroducƟ on

B.1 This TVIA has been undertaken in accordance the 
methodology set out below which draws on best pracƟ ce 
guidance as published in the following documents:
• Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (3rd 

ediƟ on) - Landscape InsƟ tute/ InsƟ tute of Environmental 
Management and Assessment (2013)

• ‘An Approach to Landscape Character Assessment’ - Natural 
England (2014)

• Photography and photomontage in landscape and visual 
impact assessment Landscape InsƟ tute Advice Note 01/11

• Visual RepresentaƟ on of Development Proposals – Landscape 
InsƟ tute Technical Guidance Note 02/17 – March 2017

B.2 The TVIA is undertaken with a prior understanding 
of the nature of the development being proposed and the 
purpose is to assess how the parƟ cular proposals may aff ect 
the townscape and visual amenity of idenƟ fi ed receptors or 
in other words the townscape as a resource and those who 
experience it. In line with best pracƟ ce, whilst interrelated, 
townscape and visual eff ects are considered separately.

B.3 The fi rst stage of the assessment is to gain a detailed 
understanding of the exisƟ ng condiƟ ons and a baseline study 
is undertaken which reviews the exisƟ ng townscape elements 
and features, characterisƟ cs, including reference to published 
character assessments. Visual receptors are idenƟ fi ed 
along with specifi c viewpoints to establish the visibility 
of the exisƟ ng site. The next stage considers the value of 
a parƟ cular townscape or view.  This informaƟ on is then 
used along with an assessment of the suscepƟ bility to the 
proposed change to form a judgement about the townscape 
or visual sensiƟ vity.

B.4 The development proposals are considered and the 
eff ects are described in relaƟ on to the townscape character, 
feature, or view etc. The magnitude of change is established 
on each townscape or visual receptor and combining 
an assessment of this with the established sensiƟ vity, a 
conclusion is reached about any likely eff ects. This appraisal 
considers the proposals at diff erent stages, from construcƟ on 
through to establishment of any miƟ gaƟ on. The eff ects can 
be either posiƟ ve or negaƟ ve or at Ɵ mes neutral.

Value Typical criteria

Typical 
scale of 
importance/
rarity

Typical 
examples

ExcepƟ onal A townscape 
in excellent 
condiƟ on; of 
high importance, 
rarity and high 
scenic quality.  
No potenƟ al for 
subsƟ tuƟ on

InternaƟ onal World 
Heritage Site

High A townscape 
in very good 
condiƟ on; of 
high importance 
with good scenic 
quality and rarity.  
Limited potenƟ al 
for subsƟ tuƟ on

NaƟ onal, 
Regional, 
Local

NaƟ onal Park, 
AONB, SLA
ConservaƟ on 
Area 

Medium A townscape 
in generally 
good condiƟ on; 
with moderate 
importance and 
scenic quality.  
Limited potenƟ al 
for subsƟ tuƟ on.

Regional, 
Local

Undesignated 
but valued 
perhaps 
expressed 
through 
non-offi  cial 
publicaƟ ons 
or 
demonstrable 
use

Low A townscape in 
poor condiƟ on 
or with low 
scenic quality 
and importance. 
Considerable 
potenƟ al for 
subsƟ tuƟ on.

Local Areas 
idenƟ fi ed as 
having some 
redeeming 
feature or 
features 
and possibly 
idenƟ fi ed for 
improvement

Poor A degraded 
townscape in poor 
condiƟ on and no 
scenic quality and 
low importance

Local Areas 
idenƟ fi ed for 
improvement 
/ recovery.

SuscepƟ bility 
to change

Criteria

High An area possessing parƟ cularly disƟ ncƟ ve 
townscape elements, characterisƟ cs or sense of 
place, and few townscape detractors. A town-
scape with limited tolerance to change of the 
type proposed. Or where the proposed devel-
opment would be in direct confl ict with specifi c 
townscape management or planning policies. 

Medium An area with some disƟ ncƟ ve townscape ele-
ments, characterisƟ cs, or clearly defi ned sense 
of place, but with some townscape detractors. A 
townscape which is parƟ ally tolerant to change 
of the type proposed.

Low An area with recognisable townscape character, 
but few disƟ ncƟ ve townscape elements, charac-
terisƟ cs, and some, or a number of townscape 
detractors. The townscape is tolerant of some 
change of the type proposed. Or 
Where the character area is separated by 
distance or features so as to have liƩ le or no 
direct relaƟ onship with the site/and or proposed 
development.

Very Low An area with limited or no disƟ ncƟ ve townscape 
elements, characterisƟ cs, or weak sense of 
place, and many townscape detractors. An area 
that is tolerant of substanƟ al change of the type 
proposed. OR
Where the character area is separated by 
distance or features so as to have no direct 
relaƟ onship with the site/and or proposed devel-
opment.

Methodology for Appraisal of Townscape 
Eff ects 

ESTABLISHING TOWNSCAPE SENSITIVITY

B.5 To assess the likely eff ects on the townscape the 
Townscape SensiƟ vity is established through a consideraƟ on 
of the Townscape Value and the SuscepƟ bility to Change.

The Townscape Value 

B.6 Townscape Value is determined through an 
assessment of the character of the townscape, its scenic 
qualiƟ es and condiƟ on, the elements and features that it 
contains, and any specifi c value aƩ ached to the townscape 
whether formally eg through a designaƟ on; or informally eg 
local connecƟ ons historic or arƟ sƟ c connecƟ ons or a local 
landmark. Townscape Value is categorised in Table B.1.

Townscape SuscepƟ bility to Change

B.7 The suscepƟ bility of the townscape is concerned 
with establishing whether or not the townscape, be it 
a parƟ cular character area, townscape type or element 
can accommodate the proposed development without 
unacceptable negaƟ ve consequences. The levels of 
suscepƟ bility are assessed using the criteria used in Table 
B.2.

Townscape SensiƟ vity 

B.8 The sensiƟ vity of the townscape is derived by 
combining the judgements on Townscape Value and 
SuscepƟ bility to Change described in Table B3. 

Table B.1 – Townscape Value Table B.2 – Townscape SuscepƟ bility to Change

Value Townscape SensiƟ vity

High High High Medium

Medium High Medium Low

Low Medium Low Low

High Medium Low/Very Low

SuscepƟ bility to Change

Table B.3 – Townscape SensiƟ vity
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Magnitude 
of Change

Criteria

High Where the proposals (or works to facilitate them) 
would result in the total loss or major alteraƟ on 
of the elements that make up the character of the 
baseline townscape.
Where the introducƟ on of elements are consid-
ered to be wholly uncharacterisƟ c in the parƟ cular 
seƫ  ng.
Where the eff ects of the proposals would be expe-
rienced over a large scale and/or infl uence more 
than one townscape type/character area.

Medium Where the proposals (or works to facilitate them) 
would result in the parƟ al loss or alteraƟ on of one 
or more of the key elements that make up the 
character of the baseline townscape.
Where the introducƟ on of new features may be 
prominent but not necessarily wholly uncharacter-
isƟ c in the parƟ cular seƫ  ng.
Where the eff ects of the proposals would be 
largely experienced within the townscape type/
character area within which they will sit.

Low Where the proposals (or works to facilitate them) 
would result in minor loss or alteraƟ on of one or 
more of the key elements that make up the char-
acter of the baseline townscape.

Negligible/
None

Where the proposed scheme (or works to facil-
itate it) would result in very minor loss or alter-
aƟ on of one or more of the key elements that 
make up the character of the baseline and / or the 
introducƟ on of elements that may not be unchar-
acterisƟ c in the parƟ cular seƫ  ng and/or
Where the proposal occur within other character 
areas or types and their introducƟ on by virtue 
of distance will have limited or no eff ect on the 
baseline character area.

ESTABLISHING THE OVERALL APPRAISAL OF 
TOWNSCAPE EFFECTS

B.3 To establish the overall townscape eff ects, the 
assessments of ‘sensiƟ vity’ and ‘the magnitude of change’ 
are combined as shown in Table B.5. At Ɵ mes, it may be 
judged that the eff ects are negligible or neutral or, as a 
result of professional judgement, may be varied from a 
strict applicaƟ on of the matrix below, where this is the case, 
jusƟ fi caƟ on is provided within the main text of the TVIA. 
The eff ects can be posiƟ ve/benefi cial, negaƟ ve/adverse or 
neutral. The criteria applied is set out in Table B.6.

Benefi cial Criteria – Where the proposals

Fits well with scale / landform and/or paƩ ern of townscape
Increases characterisƟ c features or enhances the contribuƟ on to 
the wider seƫ  ng
Enhances balance of townscape elements 
Improves the sense of tranquillity
Provides ability to include adequate or appropriate miƟ gaƟ on
Complements local/naƟ onal planning policies or guidance to 
protect townscape character

Adverse Criteria – Where the proposals
Is out of scale with surrounding townscape / landform and/or 
paƩ ern of townscape
Results in a loss of key townscape features or characterisƟ cs or a 
deterioraƟ on in contribuƟ on to seƫ  ng
Disrupts the balance of townscape elements 
Reduces the sense of tranquillity
Lacks ability to include adequate or appropriate miƟ gaƟ on
Confl icts with local/naƟ onal planning policies or guidance to 
protect /manage townscape character

Neutral Criteria
Where the change (whatever the scale) resulƟ ng from the 
proposals will have an indiscernible eff ect on the character or 
characterisƟ cs of an area
Where any change will see one or more elements replaced with 
another of similar form/extent so as to result in an eff ect that on 
balance is neither posiƟ ve or negaƟ ve 

SensiƟ vity Overall Assessment of Townscape Eff ects

High Major Major /to 
moderate Moderate Minor to/ 

Negligible

Medium Major /to 
moderate Moderate Moderate 

to / minor None

Low Moderate Moderate 
to / minor Minor None

High Medium Low/Very 
Low

Negligible/
None

Magnitude to Change

Methodology for Appraisal of Visual Eff ects

ESTABLISHING VISUAL SENSITIVITY

B.1 To assess the likely eff ects on views / visual amenity 
the sensiƟ vity of the receptors (ie those looking at the view) 
is established through a consideraƟ on of the Value and the 
SuscepƟ bility to Change of a parƟ cular viewer or viewpoint. 

Value 

B.2 Value of a parƟ cular view is determined through an 
assessment of the locaƟ on, the nature of the view, its scenic 
qualiƟ es and condiƟ on, the elements and features that it 
contains and is categorised in Table B.7

SuscepƟ bility 
to the 
proposed 
change

IndicaƟ ve Visual Receptor AcƟ vity / LocaƟ on 
Criteria

High Where the receptor is engaged in outdoor rec-
reaƟ on including public rights of way and their 
aƩ enƟ on is likely to be focused on the town-
scape or on parƟ cular views.
Visitors to heritage assets or visitor aƩ racƟ ons 
where the views to the townscape or surround-
ings are an important part of the experience. 
Residents at home where views make a posiƟ ve 
contribuƟ on to the seƫ  ng of a residenƟ al area.

Medium People walking around a residenƟ al area or 
visiƟ ng retail outlets or other desƟ naƟ ons as 
a leisure acƟ vity, or at a place of work, where 
the views to the townscape or surroundings are 
make a posiƟ ve contribuƟ on to the experience 
OR where the receptor, normally categorised as 
High, is located in an area of poor scenic value 
where the views to the surrounding area are 
unlikely to be the main focus of aƩ enƟ on (eg 
walking routes to work).

Low People engaged in outdoor sport or recreaƟ on 
that does not depend on an appreciaƟ on of the 
view.
People travelling by road or rail (unless the 
route is specifi cally idenƟ fi ed for its views).
People at work or in a workplace or a place of 
educaƟ on where the views to the townscape or 
surroundings are not important

Visual SuscepƟ bility to Change

B.3 The assessment of suscepƟ bility is concerned 
with establishing to what extent the visual receptor can 
accommodate the change in the nature of the view or the 
visual amenity of the view resulƟ ng from the proposed 
development. 

B.4 In establishing suscepƟ bility, the circumstances in 
which the view is experienced are considered eg does the 
view form part of the reason for being in a parƟ cular locaƟ on 
(visiƟ ng a local landmark), or is it secondary to the reason for 
the person being in a parƟ cular locaƟ on (eg a daily commute 
to work by car). 

B.5 Table B.8 provides IndicaƟ ve Criteria of how the 
level of suscepƟ bility is assessed. It should be noted that the 
suscepƟ bility of the visual receptor may be reduced if the 
quality/nature of the view is lower.

Value Typical Criteria

High Where the view is are of a highly excepƟ on-
al nature, of high scenic value, oŌ en within, 
towards or across a townscape with a naƟ onal 
designaƟ on or heritage assets, or a planning 
policy designaƟ on; and/or menƟ oned in a 
number of guidebooks or on tourist maps; and/
or referenced in art and literature. 

Medium Where views have a generally high scenic value. 
The view may be within, from or towards a 
designated heritage asset, or a planning policy 
designaƟ on; and/or menƟ oned in a number of 
guidebooks or on tourist maps; and/or refer-
enced in art and literature but there may be 
some incongruous features or elements within 
in the view.

Low The view from the representaƟ ve viewpoint is 
not related to designated, or non-designated, 
heritage asset, or a planning designaƟ on; and/
or menƟ oned in a guidebooks or on tourist 
maps; and/or referenced in art and literature; 
and/or of liƩ le visual amenity importance. 
Considerable potenƟ al for subsƟ tuƟ on of some 
elements in the view.

Poor The view from the representaƟ ve viewpoint is 
unsightly and of low importance. Considerable 
potenƟ al for subsƟ tuƟ on of some or all ele-
ments in the view.

ESTABLISHING MAGNITUDE OF CHANGE

B.1 In order to establish the magnitude of change of the 
proposed development, including both the loss of exisƟ ng 
features and replacement with new elements, an assessment 
is made which considers the size, scale, duraƟ on and 
reversibility of the eff ect on the townscape.

B.2 Magnitude of Change of the Townscape Eff ect is 
assessed following the criteria set out in Table B.4.

Table B.4 – Townscape Magnitude of Change

Table B.5 – Townscape Eff ects

Table B.6 – Townscape Eff ects Criteria 

Table B.1 – RepresentaƟ ve View Value

Table B.8 – RepresentaƟ ve View SuscepƟ bility to Change
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Visual SensiƟ vity 

B.6 The sensiƟ ve of the receptor is derived by combining 
the judgements on Value and SuscepƟ bility to Change as set 
out in Table B.9.

Value Townscape SensiƟ vity

High High High Medium

Medium High Medium Low

Low Medium Low Low

High Medium Low/Very Low

SuscepƟ bility to Change

Magnitude of 
Change

Criteria

High Where the proposals (or works to facilitate 
them) would result in the total loss or major al-
teraƟ on of the elements that make up the view 
from a parƟ cular locaƟ on.
Where the introducƟ on of elements are 
considered to be totally uncharacterisƟ c in the 
parƟ cular seƫ  ng.
Where the eff ects of the proposals would be 
visible over a large scale and / or at close range

Medium Where the proposals (or works to facilitate 
them) would result in the parƟ al loss or alter-
aƟ on of one or more of the key elements that 
make up the view from a parƟ cular locaƟ on.
Where the introducƟ on of new features may be 
prominent but not necessarily wholly uncharac-
terisƟ c in the parƟ cular seƫ  ng.
Where the eff ects of the proposals would be 
largely seen from further afi eld or as only part 
of a view.

Low Where the proposals (or works to facilitate 
them) would result in minor loss or alteraƟ on of 
one or more of the key elements that make up 
the view from a parƟ cular locaƟ on.
Where the introducƟ on of elements would not 
generally be considered uncharacterisƟ c in the 
parƟ cular seƫ  ng.

Negligible / 
None

Where the proposed scheme (or works to 
facilitate it) would result in a very minor loss or 
alteraƟ on to the view and / or the introducƟ on 
of elements would not be uncharacterisƟ c in 
the parƟ cular seƫ  ng.
Where the eff ects of the proposals would only 
be seen from a distance and be impercepƟ ble 
within the context of the wider view. 

VISUAL EFFECTS

B.7 The proposals are described within the report and 
their eff ects on the receptor and their visual amenity are 
assessed. 

ESTABLISHING MAGNITUDE OF CHANGE

B.8 In order to establish the magnitude of change of 
the proposed development an assessment is made on 
the size and scale of the eff ect, the geographical extent of 
the eff ect and its reversibility or otherwise. The proposed 
scheme is considered based on the nature of the proposals, 
and a professional interpretaƟ on is made in respect of each 
receptor. 

B.9 Magnitude of Change of the Eff ect on the Visual 
Receptor is assessed using the criteria set out in Table B.10.

SensiƟ vity Overall Assessment of Visual Eff ects

High Major Major /to 
moderate Moderate Minor to/ 

Negligible

Medium Major /to 
moderate Moderate Moderate 

to / minor None

Low Moderate Moderate 
to / minor Minor None

High Medium Low/Very 
Low

Negligible/
None

Magnitude to Change

ESTABLISHING THE OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF 
VISUAL EFFECTS

B.10 To establish the overall assessment or otherwise of 
the visual eff ects, the sensiƟ vity of the visual receptor and 
the magnitude of change are combined. The results can 
either be posiƟ ve/benefi cial or negaƟ ve/adverse.  It may 
also be the case that there are no eff ects or that eff ects are 
judged to be neutral in such instances this will be explained 
within the text. 

Benefi cial Criteria – Where the proposals

Fit comfortably within the view 
Improves the view or an element within the view
Do not result in an incongruous feature within the prevailing 
paƩ ern of townscape
Do not obstruct views towards a high quality or scenic town-
scape 
Do not obstruct views or detracts from the visual amenity of a 
view towards a heritage asset. 
Off ers the ability to provide miƟ gaƟ on that will enhance the 
view or visual amenity.
Complements local/naƟ onal planning policies or guidance on 
visual amenity or specifi c views.

Adverse Criteria – Where the proposals
Result in a change to the view or visual amenity that out of 
scale with surrounding townscape / landform and/or paƩ ern of 
townscape
Results in a loss of posiƟ ve townscape feature or characterisƟ cs 
within a parƟ cular view
Results in incongruous features within the prevailing paƩ ern of 
townscape
Obstructs a view towards a high quality or scenic townscape.
Obstructs views or detracts from the visual amenity of a view 
towards a heritage asset. 
Lacks ability to include adequate or appropriate miƟ gaƟ on
Confl icts with local/naƟ onal planning policies or guidance to 
protect /manage visual amenity or specifi c views.

Neutral Criteria
Where the change (whatever the scale) in the view resulƟ ng 
from the proposals neither improves or damages the view or 
exisƟ ng visual amenity of a view 

B.11 The eff ects can be posiƟ ve/benefi cial, negaƟ ve/
adverse or neutral. The criteria applied is set out in Table 
B.12.

Table B.9 – RepresentaƟ ve View SensiƟ vity 

Table B.10 – RepresentaƟ ve View Magnitude of Change 

Table B.11 – RepresentaƟ ve View  Eff ects

Table B.12 – RepresentaƟ ve View  Eff ects Criteria 
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APPENDIX C 
REPRESENTATIVE VIEW APPRAISAL
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IntroducƟ on

C.1 A selecƟ on of representaƟ ve views has been 
idenƟ fi ed in order to recognise and assess the likely eff ects 
of the Scheme Proposal on the recognised visual receptors, 
as shown in Figure C.1. These have been agreed as part of 
discussions with offi  cers at LBRuT. AVRs have been prepared 
for each of these representaƟ ve views. Table 4.2 summarises 
the fi ndings of this visual impact assessment. 

C.2 The AVRs provide two-dimensional representaƟ ons 
of a complex scenic experience and as such are indicaƟ ve. 
They have, however, been chosen to give an impression of 
the maximum eff ect of the Scheme Proposal in the viewing 
experience. These views are kineƟ c and variable in nature 
when experienced within the townscape. 

C.3 The imagery is no subsƟ tute for the actual visual 
experience from a representaƟ ve view. It is essenƟ al when 
considering these views that the individual is aware of the 
viewing experience at each locaƟ on and to be aware of 
traffi  c noise, weather, the surrounding buildings and any 
other similar maƩ ers. It is therefore recommended that this 
document is taken on site to fully appreciate the nature of 
the viewing experience in each representaƟ ve view locaƟ on.

C.4 The selecƟ on of representaƟ ve view considers 
the locaƟ on of both conservaƟ on areas and surrounding 
townscape. In determining the eff ects of the Scheme 
Proposal, a judgement is made regarding the design quality 
of the completed scheme.  This is informed by the AVRs and 
the supporƟ ng planning applicaƟ on informaƟ on. 

C.5 Within the AVRs, where the buildings fall behind 
built form, the outlines are indicated with a red wireline 
demonstraƟ ng that they are unlikely to be seen within the 
view. 

C.6 Appendix D contains the methodology used for the 
AVRs produced by Assael.
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Figure C.1 - RepresentaƟ ve View LocaƟ ons Plan
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RepresentaƟ ve view 1 – Manor Grove

Baseline condiƟ on 

C.1 This medium distance representaƟ ve view, some 
180m from the Site boundary, illustrates a linear view 
aff orded by the built form of Manor Grove and is orientated 
in a westerly direcƟ on towards the Site. 

C.2 The view is framed by terraced houses from the 
early 20th Century, which are recognised as buildings of 
townscape merit. The dwellings are two storey, with a façade 
material of London stock brick with red brick lintels and 
detailing. The front gardens are enclosed by low brick walls 
abuƫ  ng the footpath. The road allows for parking on either 
side which results in a reduced vista. Mature trees line the 
footpaths further enclosing the view. 

C.3 Manor Grove is a quiet road and visual receptors are 
predominantly residents. The view is considered of medium 
value due to several residenƟ al dwellings being of townscape 
merit.

1

RepresentaƟ ve view 1 -  ExisƟ ng SituaƟ on

 LocaƟ on Plan
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Appraisal of Eff ects

C.4 The representaƟ ve view will have a medium 
suscepƟ bility to change and a medium sensiƟ vity to the 
Scheme Proposal. The former is based on the fact that 
receptors are predominantly residents walking through 
the area and the laƩ er is based on the baseline appraisal’s 
idenƟ fi ed value and the suscepƟ bility to change. 

C.5 The approach to determining the view’s 
‘suscepƟ bility to change’ and ‘sensiƟ vity’ is set out in the 
supporƟ ng methodology within Appendix B.

Eff ects of the Scheme Proposal

C.6 The upper fl oors of elements of the Scheme 
Proposal's blocks A, B and D can be seen in the background 
of the view from this secƟ on of Manor Grove. The materials 
and architectural treatment of the Scheme Proposal’s facade 
have been selected to be complementary to the exisƟ ng 
buildings of Manor Grove, which are of townscape merit.  

C.7 Overall it is considered that the Scheme Proposal 
will have a local, direct, permanent, medium magnitude 
of change, since the Scheme Proposal will be visible only 
in views westwards towards the end of the street, Manor 
Grove is lined with tree and visibility of the Scheme Proposal 
will reduce for receptors further east along Manor Grove 
resulƟ ng in a moderate and neutral eff ect.

RepresentaƟ ve view 1 -  Proposed SituaƟ on
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RepresentaƟ ve view 2 – Manor Road opposite Townsend Terrace

2

RepresentaƟ ve view 2 -  ExisƟ ng SituaƟ on

Baseline condiƟ ons

C.8 PosiƟ oned on Manor Road approximately 110m 
from the Site boundary and looking in a northerly direcƟ on 
toward the Site, the view is linear, framed by residenƟ al 
housing. The foreground is composed of Manor Road and 
its associated footpaths. To the west (leŌ ) of the view are 
two storey residenƟ al houses with shallow front gardens, 
many containing trees. On the eastern (right) side of the 
road, frontages are defi ned by hedgerows. Tall lamp posts 
provide verƟ cal elements within the view and extend above 
the roofl ine. In the background of the view, beyond the level 
crossing, vegetaƟ on associated with the car parking areas of 
the Site can be glimpsed, with the upper stories of Falstaff  
House terminaƟ ng the view beyond. 

C.9 The visual receptors are residents and road users, 
including commuters since Manor Road links two primary 
vehicle routes, the A136 (Lower Mortlake/Lower Richmond 
Road) and the A305 (Upper Richmond Road West/ Sheen 
Road). 

C.10 The representaƟ ve view is considered to be of 
medium to low value. 

 LocaƟ on Plan
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RepresentaƟ ve view 2 -  Proposed SituaƟ on

Appraisal of Eff ects

C.11 The representaƟ ve view will have a medium to low 
suscepƟ bility to change and a medium to low sensiƟ vity to 
the Scheme Proposal. 

Eff ects of the Scheme Proposal

C.12 The Scheme Proposal's blocks A and D can be seen 
in the background of the view, conƟ nuing the building line 
along Manor Road, along with the landscape strategy's new 
street planƟ ng. These blocks, along the road, respond to the 
exisƟ ng height present in the fore and middle ground of the 
view and help to defi ne Manor Road.

C.13 Within the view the taller elements of blocks A and 
D, which frame the public square, are set back from Manor 
Road. This ensures that they do not to appear too dominant 
and help to create an arƟ culated skyline, denoƟ ng the central 
Courtyard. 

C.14 It is considered that the Scheme Proposal will have 
a local, direct, permanent, medium to low magnitude of 
change and a moderate to minor and benefi cial eff ect.
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RepresentaƟ ve view 3 – Sheen Road, over Hickey’s Almshouses

3

RepresentaƟ ve view 3 -  ExisƟ ng SituaƟ on

Baseline condiƟ ons

C.15 This view looks towards Hickey's Almshouses situated 
between Sheen Road and St Mary's Grove, which fall within 
the Sheen Road ConservaƟ on Area. Hickey's Almshouses 
are Grade II* listed buildings due to their Neo-Tudor style. 
The Site is located approximately 340m to the north of the 
viewpoint and is physically separated from the heritage asset 
by the railway tracks and a mixture of 19th century and more 
recent development.

C.16 The foreground of the view is made up of Sheen 
Road. To the west (leŌ ) of the view is an almshouse and the 
entrance to the almshouses leading to the private garden. To 
the east (right) of the view is another almshouse, also with 
the disƟ ncƟ ve, Tudor-style chimneys and detailed gables. 
The absence of any other built highlights the quality of the 
architecture and the elaborate roofl ine. 

C.17 The view is considered to be of high value due to the 
special architectural and historic interest of the buildings.

 LocaƟ on Plan



FILE REF - A209 Pg. 35 

RepresentaƟ ve view 3 -  Proposed SituaƟ on

Appraisal of Eff ects

C.18 The representaƟ ve view will have a medium 
suscepƟ bility to change and a high to medium sensiƟ vity to 
the Scheme Proposal. 

Eff ects of the Scheme Proposal

C.19 The Scheme Proposal cannot be seen in this view 
and there will therefore be no change.
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RepresentaƟ ve view 4 – Dee Road

4

RepresentaƟ ve view 4 -  ExisƟ ng SituaƟ on

Baseline condiƟ ons

C.20 This nearby representaƟ ve view was taken from 
Dee Road, on the eastern boundary of the Sheendale Road 
ConservaƟ on Area, facing the Site which is approximately 
95m to the east. The view is dominated by Dee Road, which 
has cars parked on both sides. Hedges associated with the 
modern residenƟ al apartment blocks situated to the north 
(leŌ ) line the street, with a mid-20th century villa visible 
beyond on the corner of Dee Road with Crown Terrace. 
Trees in the communal garden can be seen above the 
hedges. To the south (right) of the view is Clarence House, 
a 21st century four storey apartment block with offi  ce 
accommodaƟ on on the ground fl oor. In the background, 
beyond the railway line, the roof of the building on the Site 
can be seen. 

C.21 The visual receptors who will experience this view 
are predominantly residents. The view is considered to 
be of medium to low value since the villa on the juncƟ on 
with Crown Terrace is included within the Sheendale Road 
ConservaƟ on Area.

 LocaƟ on Plan
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RepresentaƟ ve view 4 -  Proposed SituaƟ on

Appraisal of Eff ects

C.22 The representaƟ ve view will have a medium 
suscepƟ bility to change and a medium to low sensiƟ vity to 
the Scheme Proposal. 

Eff ects of the Scheme Proposal

C.23 The western façades of the Scheme Proposal's block 
B and C can be seen in the far middle ground of the view, 
beyond the railway line, and from this locaƟ on presents as 
being of similar height to the exisƟ ng built form within the 
middle and foreground of the view. 

C.24 Block B facade includes architectural detailing that 
references the built form within the Study Area, such as the 
white stone banding which contrasts with the brick, breaking 
up the facade. Block's C facade is constructed with red brick 
and broken up with bay windows, which is also present 
within the Study Area. 

C.25 The break between the blocks has been orientated 
to maintain the linear nature of the view and ensure the 
Scheme Proposal does not appear overly dominant within 
the view.

C.26 Overall it is considered that the Scheme Proposal 
will have a local, direct, permanent, medium magnitude of 
change and a moderate and neutral eff ect.
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RepresentaƟ ve view 5 – Church Road

5

RepresentaƟ ve view 5 -  ExisƟ ng SituaƟ on

Baseline condiƟ ons

C.27 This vantage point is situated 560m from the Site on 
Church Road where it crosses the railway lines to the east 
of Richmond StaƟ on and on the boundary of the Central 
Richmond ConservaƟ on Area. The view is towards the Site in 
an easterly direcƟ on and looks out of the conservaƟ on area.

C.28 The view is open due to its elevated posiƟ on looking 
over railway lines and associated infrastructure. To the north 
(leŌ ) of the view are three to four storey residenƟ al houses 
separated from the railway lines by a brick wall. Mature trees 
in the front gardens can be seen above the roofs. To the 
south (right) the railway is separated from the residenƟ al 
neighbourhood by a buff er of shrubs and trees. 

C.29 The visual receptors are people crossing the railway 
line on foot. The view is considered to be of low value. 

 LocaƟ on Plan
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RepresentaƟ ve view 5 -  Proposed SituaƟ on

Appraisal of Eff ects

C.30 The representaƟ ve view will have a low suscepƟ bility 
to change and a low sensiƟ vity to the Scheme Proposal. 

Eff ects of the Scheme Proposal

C.31 The upper fl oors of all of the Scheme Proposal's 
blocks can be seen in the far background of the view and is 
read in conjuncƟ on with the exisƟ ng built form. The blocks 
step in height and provide a varied skyline within this view.

C.32 The Scheme Proposal aids with legibility within the 
surrounding townscape. Overall it is considered that the 
Scheme Proposal will have a local, direct, permanent, low to 
negligible magnitude of change and a negligible and neutral 
eff ect.
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RepresentaƟ ve view 6 – Trinity Road 

6

RepresentaƟ ve view 6 -  ExisƟ ng SituaƟ on

Baseline condiƟ ons

C.33 This representaƟ ve view has been taken from Trinity 
Road looking towards the Site which is about 85m to the 
south.

C.34 The view is relaƟ vely open due to the low-rise built 
environment. The foreground of the view shows the juncƟ on 
of Trinity Road with St George's Road. To the east (leŌ ) of 
the view is a two-storey vacant commercial property and to 
the west (right), terraced residenƟ al properƟ es, which are 
buildings of townscape merit. In the background of the view, 
Manor House on Bardolph Road can be seen, which screens 
views of the Site itself.

C.35 People experiencing this view are likely to be 
predominantly residents. The representaƟ ve view is 
considered to have a medium to low value.

 LocaƟ on Plan



FILE REF - A209 Pg. 41 

RepresentaƟ ve view 6 -  Proposed SituaƟ on

Appraisal of Eff ects

C.36 The representaƟ ve view will have a medium 
suscepƟ bility to change and a medium sensiƟ vity to the 
Scheme Proposal. 

Eff ects of the Scheme Proposal

C.37 The marker building of block B can be seen in 
the far middle ground of the view, beyond Manor House 
on Bardolph Road; its disƟ ncƟ ve design presenƟ ng as a 
complementary extension to the exisƟ ng built form.

C.38 Behind block B a glimpsed view can be gained to 
block C's upper fl oors. Both blocks are set below the exisƟ ng 
buildings skyline from this viewpoint. 

C.39 It is considered that the Scheme Proposal will have a 
local, direct, permanent, medium magnitude of change and a 
moderate and neutral eff ect.
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RepresentaƟ ve view 7 – Lower Richmond Road/Manor Road roundabout 

7

RepresentaƟ ve view 7 -  ExisƟ ng SituaƟ on

Baseline condiƟ ons

C.40 Taken from a pedestrian crossing associated with 
the roundabout of Lower Richmond Road, Manor Road and 
Sandycombe Road, the representaƟ ve view is about 95m 
from the Site, which is to the southwest of the viewpoint. 

C.41 The foreground is dominated by the dual carriageway 
of Lower Richmond Road which runs from east (leŌ ) to west 
(right). The southern boundary of the road is lined with 
high fences and foliage associated with the Sainsbury’s car 
park. To the south of the view (centre) the juncƟ on of Lower 
Richmond Road and Manor can be seen; its associated lamp 
posts and signage cluƩ er the view. The ridgeline of Richmond 
Hill and the spire of the Church of St MaƩ hias, which due to 
their elevated locaƟ on and height are visible from a number 
of locaƟ ons within the Study Area, are visible in the far 
background of the view.

C.42 The representaƟ ve view is considered to be of low
value.

 LocaƟ on Plan
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RepresentaƟ ve view 7 -  Proposed SituaƟ on

Appraisal of Eff ects

C.43 The representaƟ ve view has a low suscepƟ bility to 
change, due to the fact that views towards the Site are oŌ en 
obscured by traffi  c, and a low sensiƟ vity to the Scheme 
Proposal. 

Eff ects of the Scheme Proposal

C.44 The upper fl oors of the Scheme Proposal's block A 
can be seen in the middle far ground of the view. This helps 
to provide an enhanced sense of enclosure to the road 
juncƟ on. 

C.45 There is a tonal diff erence between the architectural 
treatment and material of the middle and the top of the 
block. Its arƟ culaƟ on and top fl oor set back helps to break up 
the mass of the Scheme Proposal within the view.

C.46 The Scheme Proposal is considered to have a local, 
direct, permanent, low to negligible magnitude of change 
and a minor and neutral eff ect.
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RepresentaƟ ve view 8 – Sandycombe Road close to juncƟ on with Dudley Road 

8

RepresentaƟ ve view 8 -  ExisƟ ng SituaƟ on

Baseline condiƟ ons

C.47 Situated on Sandycombe Road on the border of 
Kew Gardens ConservaƟ on Area, the view looks towards the 
Site in a southerly direcƟ on. The Site is approximately 495m 
away.

C.48 The built environment creates a linear view down 
Sandycombe Road. To the east (leŌ ) of the view are two 
storey Victorian and Edwardian residenƟ al dwellings which 
are smaller in scale than surrounding residenƟ al streets. On 
the opposite side of the road, the buildings are in the same 
style but include some retail uses. In contrast to the Kew 
Road ConservaƟ on Area, there is liƩ le vegetaƟ on. 

C.49 The view is considered to be of medium to low value.

 LocaƟ on Plan



FILE REF - A209 Pg. 45 

RepresentaƟ ve view 8 -  Proposed SituaƟ on

Appraisal of Eff ects

C.50 The representaƟ ve view will have a medium 
suscepƟ bility to change and a medium to low sensiƟ vity to 
the Scheme Proposal. 

Eff ects of the Scheme Proposal

C.51 The Scheme Proposal cannot be seen in this view 
and there will therefore be no change.
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RepresentaƟ ve view 9 – Top of the Pagoda at Kew Gardens (non-verifi ed view) 

9

RepresentaƟ ve view 9 -  ExisƟ ng SituaƟ on

Baseline condiƟ ons

C.52 This long distance (710m from the Site) view is taken 
from the viewing plaƞ orm at the top of the Pagoda within 
the Royal Botanic Gardens, this representaƟ ve view faces the 
Site in a south-easterly direcƟ on, with the elevated locaƟ on 
providing a 360 degree view of the area. 

C.53 The  Botanic Gardens are a World Heritage Site. 
Beyond the canopies of trees in the foreground, playing fi elds 
can be seen, with buildings of varying scale beyond. In the 
far distance, on the horizon, are the Surrey Hills. To the east 
(right of the view), Richmond Hill can be seen. The roof of 
the building on the Site is barely disƟ nguishable within the 
wider view. 

C.54 The representaƟ ve view is considered to be of high
value.

 LocaƟ on Plan
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RepresentaƟ ve view 9 -  Proposed SituaƟ on

Appraisal of Eff ects

C.55 The representaƟ ve view will have a high suscepƟ bility 
to change and a high sensiƟ vity to the Scheme Proposal. 

Eff ects of the Scheme Proposal

C.56 The Scheme Proposal will be a component within 
the panoramic 360 degree view from the top of the pagoda 
when looking south, however it will not be visible on the 
skyline and will be experienced within the context of the 
wider context of built form.

C.57 Overall it is considered that the Scheme Proposal 
will have a local, direct, permanent, negligible magnitude of 
change resulƟ ng in a minor and neutral eff ect.
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RepresentaƟ ve view 10 – Manor Road at the entrance to Sainsbury’s 

10

RepresentaƟ ve view 10 -  ExisƟ ng SituaƟ on

Baseline condiƟ ons

C.58 This representaƟ ve view is taken 15m from the 
Site boundary, looking down Manor Road in a southerly 
direcƟ on towards the Site. It has been taken from the eastern 
pedestrian footpath, beside the entrance to the Sainsbury's 
store. 

C.59 The foreground is dominated by the carriageway of 
Manor Road, whilst to the east (leŌ ) of the view, the vehicle 
entrance and associated signage of the Sainsbury’s carpark 
can be seen. Some large shrubs and trees are visible to the 
west (right) of the view; these are located to the north of the 
Site. Rising above the shrubs and trees is a four storey mixed 
used building, with the bus depot on the Site visible in front 
of it. There is street signage and lighƟ ng columns along the 
road. In the background, the building in the Site can be seen, 
albeit views are slightly fi ltered by the street trees along 
Manor Road. To the right of the view, the bus depot can be 
seen, with the upper fl oors of the nine storey Falstaff  House 
beyond breaking the skyline.

C.60 The view is considered to have a low value due to the 
dominance of the busy transport route. 

 LocaƟ on Plan
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RepresentaƟ ve view 10 -  Proposed SituaƟ on

Appraisal of Eff ects

C.61 The representaƟ ve view will have a low suscepƟ bility 
to change and a low sensiƟ vity to the Scheme Proposal.

Eff ects of the Scheme Proposal

C.62 The Scheme Proposal's block A can be seen in the 
middle ground of the view and helps to enclose and defi ne 
Manor Road. The eastern building of block A steps down to 
respond to the exisƟ ng building height along the road and its 
ground fl oor entrances provide animaƟ on to the streetscape. 

C.63 The varied building heights of block A, along with its 
facade arƟ culaƟ on and top fl oor set back aid with breaking 
up the mass of the Scheme Proposal within the view.

C.64 Overall it is considered that the Scheme Proposal 
will have a local, direct, permanent, medium magnitude of 
change and a moderate to minor and benefi cial eff ect.
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RepresentaƟ ve view 11 – Manor Road 

11

RepresentaƟ ve view 11 -  ExisƟ ng SituaƟ on

Baseline condiƟ ons

C.65 Situated 25m from the south eastern corner of the 
Site, close to the level crossing over the railway line, this 
representaƟ ve view is looking at the Site in a north westerly 
direcƟ on. The view is framed by the various elements of 
infrastructure associated with the railway and the staƟ on.

C.66  Manor Road runs centrally within the view. The 
pedestrian bridge across the railway line screens views 
towards the building in the Site to the west (leŌ ) whilst to the 
east (right) of the view is the footpath along Manor Road and 
signage associated with the railway line. In the background 
of the view, beyond the level crossing, vegetaƟ on associated 
with the car parking areas of the Site can be seen, with the 
upper stories of Falstaff  House terminaƟ ng the view beyond. 

C.67 The visual receptors are residents and road users, 
including commuters since Manor Road links two primary 
vehicle routes, the A136 (Lower Mortlake/Lower Richmond 
Road) and the A305 (Upper Richmond Road West/ Sheen 
Road), and people accessing the railway staƟ on.

C.68 The view is considered to be of a low value due to 
the lack of visual amenity and the cluƩ er of the infrastructure 
associated with the level crossing and the staƟ on.

 LocaƟ on Plan
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RepresentaƟ ve view 11 -  Proposed SituaƟ on

Appraisal of Eff ects

C.69 The representaƟ ve view will have a low suscepƟ bility 
to change and a low sensiƟ vity to the Scheme Proposal. 

Eff ects of the Scheme Proposal

C.70 The Scheme Proposal's block D can be seen in the 
middle ground of the view and block A in the background. 
The blocks introduce a new built form and scale into the 
townscape. This helps to provide an enhanced sense of 
enclosure to Manor Road. 

C.71 There is a clear diff erence between the architectural 
treatment of boƩ om, middle and the top of blocks A and 
D eastern buildings, where they face Manor Road and the 
ground fl oor entrances provide animaƟ on to the street. The 
buildings are well proporƟ oned, giving a human scale, and 
the façade materials refl ect those already present along the 
road. The inset balconies aid in visually reducing the mass of 
the buildings.

C.72 The taller elements of block D and block A are set 
back from Manor Road. This ensures that they do not appear 
too dominant and help to create an arƟ culated skyline. 

C.73 The Scheme Proposal is considered to have a local, 
direct, permanent, high to medium magnitude of change 
resulƟ ng in a moderate and benefi cial eff ect.
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RepresentaƟ ve view 12 – Crown Terrace and Victoria CoƩ ages  

12

RepresentaƟ ve view 12  -  ExisƟ ng SituaƟ on

Baseline condiƟ ons

C.74 This representaƟ ve view at the juncƟ on of Crown 
Terrace and Dee Road is close (28m) to the Site and looks 
towards it in an easterly direcƟ on, looking over the railway 
line, which is screened by a hedge.

C.75 Framing the view to the east (leŌ ) side of the view is 
a mature tree in the front garden of the houses on the north 
side of Crown Terrace, which can be seen beyond. The fore 
and middle ground of the view are dominated by Dee Road 
and the parking spaces located along it. Beyond the hedge 
which runs along the railway track, the building on the Site is 
visible, as well as vegetaƟ on within the Site. Roofs of the two 
storey housing situated along Manor Park can be glimpsed in 
the background.

C.76 The view is recognised to be of a low value.

 LocaƟ on Plan
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RepresentaƟ ve view 12 -  Proposed SituaƟ on

Appraisal of Eff ects

C.77 The representaƟ ve view will have a medium to low 
suscepƟ bility to change and a low sensiƟ vity to the Scheme 
Proposal. 

Eff ects of the Scheme Proposal

C.78 The Scheme Proposal's block C can be seen in 
the middle ground of the view and block B can be seen 
behind the exisƟ ng tree, with Block A beyond. This view 
demonstrates how the Scheme Proposal provides a new 
frontage to the railway line and Dee Road, providing natural 
surveillance. 

C.79 Block C's façade is broken up with bay windows and 
its top fl oor is set back, this helps to break up the mass of the 
Scheme Proposal within the view.

C.80 Overall it is considered that the Scheme Proposal will 
have a local, direct, permanent, high magnitude of change 
and a moderate and neutral eff ect.



FEBRUARY 2019Pg. 54 

MANOR ROAD, RICHMOND - TOWNSCAPE AND VISUAL IMPACT APPRAISAL

APPENDIX D 
AVR METHODOLOGY



1.1 Methodology Statement

1.1.1 Overview of Methodology

1.1.2 Spatial framework

1.1.3 Photographic Process

1.1.4 Surveying Points

1.1.5 Photograph Preparation

1.1.6 Photographic Alignment

1.1.7 Final Rendering

1.1.8 Postproduction
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