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SECTION SEVEN
APPENDICES

These appendices contain:

7.1 e-Newsletters

7.2 Email invites to CLG/MBCG members
7.3 Webinar meeting notes

7.4 Engagement website: Key pages (Home, Application A, Application B, Sustainability and
Transport, Downloads)

7.5 Engagement website: Application polls

7.6 2018 Statement of Community Involvement
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7.1 E-ENEWSLETTERS
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E-NEWSLETTER 2
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E-NEWSLETTER 3
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E-NEWSLETTER 3 CONT'D
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E-NEWSLETTER 4
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E-NEWSLETTER 4 CONT'D
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E-NEWSLETTER 5
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7.2 EMAIL INVITES TO COMMUNITY LIAISON GROUP (CLG) AND MORTLAKE BREWERY
COMMUNITY GROUP (MBCG) MEMBERS
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EMAILS TO CLG/MBCG MEMBERS CONT'D
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7.3 WEBINAR MEETING NOTES

WEBINAR 1 MEETING NOTES

Meeting Date: January
26, 2022

Meeting Time: 6:30pm
GMT - 7:45pm GMT

Prepared by: Noah Powers

Meeting Purpose:

e To present now proposed scheme for the Stag Brewery site with members of the
public and describe the key changes between this updated scheme and previous
schemes for the site.

e Torespond to questions from members of the public about the now proposed
scheme for the Stag Brewery site.

Attendees:
e Project team
members: 15
e Members of the
public: 106
e Total: 121

Facilitator:
e Steve McAdam,
Soundings

Project Team Attendees:

David Ashcroft, Dartmouth
Capital Advisors

Guy Duckworth,
Dartmouth Capital Advisors
Anna Gargan, Gerald Eve
Neil Henderson, Gerald Eve
Chloe Staddon, Gerald Eve
Barnaby Johnston, Squire
and Partners

Murray Levinson, Squire
and Partners

Rebecca Brook, Squire and
Partners

Peter Wadey, Stantec
Emma Jolly, Hoare Lea
Stephen Brindle,
Waterman Group

Andy Fowler, Waterman
Group

Steve McAdam, Soundings
Dan Beagle, Soundings
Noah Powers, Soundings

e These meeting notes give a concise summary of what was presented during the Webinar.
e  For more information, please visit stag-brewery.co.uk where you can view the Webinar
presentation, and the Webinar recording.

53




STAG BREWERY SCI

54

WEBINAR 1 MEETING NOTES CONT'D

Introduction and Agenda

e Steve McAdam (SM) presented the agenda for the Webinar and introduced the
members of the project team who were present.

e SM handed off to Neil Henderson (NH) to describe the planning timeline to date and
key planning milestones.

e NH handed back to SM to describe the engagement process to date. SM introduced
Murray Levinson (ML) from Squire and Partners to present the detailed description
of the now proposed scheme.

Detailed Description of Now Proposed Scheme

e ML provided a thorough and detailed description of the history and heritage of the
Stag Brewery site, the now proposed scheme, and presented key Computer-
Generated Images (CGls) showing different viewpoints of the now proposed scheme
compared to previous schemes.

e ML also discussed: parking, changes to Chalkers Corner, public transport network
upgrades, sustainability, and green space, building heights, building typology and
materials, and housing provision.

e ML passed on the Guy Duckworth (GD) to discuss community and general benefits of
the scheme.

Community and General Benefits
e GD explained the community and benefit details of the now proposed scheme
including the provision of amenities such as a cinema, a new secondary school, shops
and restaurants, and new public spaces.
e GD handed off to SM to chair the Question-and-Answer Session.

Question-and-Answer Session

Next Steps

e SM walked through the next steps, including the targeted submission date of the
planning applications as early February, and described how members of the
community can leave their feedback on the now proposed scheme on the Stag
Brewery website (stag-brewery.co.uk).

e SM added that members of the community will be able to view and comment on the
planning applications once they have been validated and made public by the London
Borough of Richmond upon Thames planning department.

e SM thanked all attendees and closed the webinar.

Webinar Close.
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WEBINAR 2 MEETING NOTES

Meeting Date: January
27, 2022

Meeting Time: 6:30pm
GMT - 8:00pm GMT

Prepared by: Noah Powers

Meeting Purpose:

e To present the now proposed scheme, including the proposals for the secondary
school, for the Stag Brewery site with members of the public and describe the key
changes between this updated scheme and previous schemes for the site.

e Torespond to questions from members of the public about the now proposed
scheme for the Stag Brewery site.

Attendees:
e Project team
members: 13
e Members of the
public: 72
e Total: 85

Facilitator:
e Steve McAdam,
Soundings

Project Team Attendees:

e  Guy Duckworth,
Dartmouth Capital Advisors

e Anna Gargan, Gerald Eve

e Neil Henderson, Gerald Eve

e Chloe Staddon, Gerald Eve

e Barnaby Johnston, Squire
and Partners

e Rebecca Brook, Squire and
Partners

e Peter Wadey, Stantec

e Emma Jolly, Hoare Lea

e Stephen Brindle,
Waterman Group

e Andy Fowler, Waterman
Group

e Steve McAdam, Soundings

e Dan Beagle, Soundings

e Noah Powers, Soundings

e These meeting notes give a concise summary of what was presented during the Webinar.

e  For more information, please visit stag-brewery.co.uk where you can view the Webinar
presentation, and the Webinar recording.

e This webinar continued for 15 additional minutes past the advertised close time.
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WEBINAR 2 MEETING NOTES CONT'D

Introduction and Agenda

e Steve McAdam (SM) presented the agenda for the Webinar and introduced the
members of the project team who were present.

e SM handed off to Neil Henderson (NH) to describe the planning timeline to date and
key planning milestones.

e NH handed back to SM to describe the engagement process to date. SM introduced
Barnaby Johnston (BJ) from Squire and Partners to present the detailed description
of the now proposed scheme and the proposals for the secondary school on site.

Detailed Description of Now Proposed Scheme

e BJ provided a thorough and detailed description of the history and heritage of the
Stag Brewery site, the now proposed scheme, and presented key Computer-
Generated Images (CGls) showing different viewpoints of the now proposed scheme
compared to previous schemes.

e BJalso discussed: parking, changes to Chalkers Corner, public transport network
upgrades, sustainability, and green space, building heights, building typology and
materials, and housing provision.

e Additionally, BJ described the proposals for the secondary school on site, including
the exploration of residential floors, floor plans, and CGls.

e BJ passed on the Guy Duckworth (GD) to discuss community and general benefits of
the scheme.

Community and General Benefits
e GD explained the community and benefit details of the now proposed scheme
including the provision of amenities such as a cinema, shops and restaurants, and
new public spaces.
e GD handed off to SM to chair the Question-and-Answer Session.

Question-and-Answer Session

Next Steps

e SM walked through the next steps, including the targeted submission date of the
planning applications as early February, and described how members of the
community can leave their feedback on the now proposed scheme on the Stag
Brewery website (stag-brewery.co.uk).

e SM added that members of the community will be able to view and comment on the
planning applications once they have been validated and made public by the London
Borough of Richmond upon Thames planning department.

e SM thanked all attendees and closed the webinar.

Webinar Close.
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7.4 ENGAGEMENT WEBSITE: KEY PAGES

ENGAGEMENT WEBSITE: HOME PAGE

57




STAG BREWERY SCI

58

ENGAGEMENT WEBSITE: HOME PAGE CONT'D
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ENGAGEMENT WEBSITE: HOME PAGE CONT'D
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ENGAGEMENT WEBSITE: APPLICATION A PAGE
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ENGAGEMENT WEBSITE: APPLICATION B PAGE
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ENGAGEMENT WEBSITE: APPLICATION B PAGE CONT'D
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ENGAGEMENT WEBSITE: TRANSPORT AND SUSTAINABILITY PAGE
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ENGAGEMENT WEBSITE: TRANSPORT AND SUSTAINABILITY PAGE CONT'D
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ENGAGEMENT WEBSITE: TRANSPORT AND SUSTAINABILITY PAGE CONT'D
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ENGAGEMENT WEBSITE: TOP OF DOCUMENTS & DOWNLOADS PAGE
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7.5 ENGAGEMENT WEBSITE: APPLICATION POLLS
ENGAGEMENT WEBSITE: APPLICATION A POLL
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ENGAGEMENT WEBSITE: APPLICATION A POLL CONT'D
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ENGAGEMENT WEBSITE: APPLICATION A POLL CONT'D
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ENGAGEMENT WEBSITE: APPLICATION A POLL CONT'D




MARCH 2022

ENGAGEMENT WEBSITE: APPLICATION B POLL
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ENGAGEMENT WEBSITE: APPLICATION B POLL CONT'D
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ENGAGEMENT WEBSITE: APPLICATION B POLL CONT'D
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ENGAGEMENT WEBSITE: APPLICATION B POLL CONT'D
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SECTION ONE
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

<
&
©
O\/
The consultation and engagement described in This consultatior@s considered the parameters
this document details the extensive process that and guidance |aittout in the National Planning
has taken place between July 2016 and February Policy Framg®vork (NPPF), Localism Act 2011, the
2018 informing the planning application for the London Begough of Richmond upon Thames'
Stag Brewery. The consultation was facilitated by adopted Statement of Community Involvement,
Soundings. alon h all over relevant law and policy in
guidirng this consultation process and its

Over 1600 people have been engaged in the 6@tcomes.
process, attending two public drop-in exhibitions, A
providing a total of 1223 representations. In Q/
addition, numerous one-to-one meetings Weri@
held with local groups and resident organisat\ S,
and a Community Liaison Group (CLG) wa&~

formed to serve as the sounding board férthe
duration of the consultation. The CLGJAcluded

28 members from 14 different gro and
organisations, and a total of six GJ:G meetings

were held, each focusing eit &hon different

themes and stages of the erplan, or on

overall masterplan upd%@gjewith the wider

project team present.Q

The masterplan desz;n has been significantly
informed by consultation process.

This Statement of Community Involvement gives
a detailed overview of the consultation process,
the findings from the local feedback and how this
feedback has informed the masterplan design.
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SECTION TWO
INTRODUCTION

A

2.1 PURPOSE OF THIS DOCUMENT

This Statement of Community Involvement
(SCI) has been prepared by Soundings on
behalf of Reselton Properties Limited (‘the
Applicant’) in support of three linked planning
applications for the comprehensive
redevelopment of the former Stag Brewery
Site in Mortlake (‘the Site’) within the London
Borough of Richmond Upon Thames
(‘LBRUT’).

This documents provides a detailed overvie&/
of the consultation process, the consultgt%n
tools, the findings from each consult tfon
event and how the masterplan ha%é%ponded
to these. SV

The appendices to this repo &Bntain a record
of publicity and consultati aterial provided
during the consultation engagement

process. QQ

The three planningépplications are as follows:
. Application A — hybrid planning
application for comprehensive mixed use
redevelopment of the former Stag Brewery
site consisting of:

i. Land to the east of Ship Lane applied
for in detail (referred to as ‘Development Area
1’ throughout); and

ii. Land to the west of Ship Lane
(excluding the school) applied for in outline
detail (referred to as ‘Development Area 2’
throughout).

. Application B — detailed planning
application for the school (on land to the west
of Ship Lane).

. Application C — detailed planning
application for highways and landscape works
at Chalkers Corner.

S

2.3THE CONSULTATION@?VIEW

AND SOUNDINGS RO@/
AN/

\9)
The public con%m%tion and engagement
was deliveregub\y Soundings. Soundings are
communit éngagement experts with over 20
years of erience, that acted as a neutral
i\the development process, engaging
nities to inform the design development.

Qhe consultation process has been organised
A_over three Stages: Stage 1 - Building an

understanding, Stage 2 - Draft masterplan and
Stage 3 - Final masterplan.

Over 1600 people actively participated in
the consultation process, visiting the two
public exhibitions and leaving a total of 1223
representations.

Fourteen different local organisations and
resident groups were part of the CLG. A total of
six CLG meetings were held, in addition to one-
to-one meetings with different group
representatives taking place throughout the
project development.

2.2 THE SITE

The former Stag Brewery Site is bounded by
Lower Richmond Road to the south, the river
Thames and the Thames Bank to the north,
Williams Lane to the east and Bulls Alley (off
Mortlake High Street) to the west. The Site is
bisected by Ship Lane. The Site currently
comprises a mixture of large scale industrial
brewing structures, large areas of hardstanding
and playing fields.
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2.3 FORM OF PLANNING APPLICATION 2.4 LBRUT STATEMENT OF COMMUNITY
INVOLVEMENT
The consultation was undertaken for three LBRuT adopted its Statement of Community
planning applications that are being submitted, Involvement (SCI) in 2006, and updated it in 2009
namely: and then again in 2015.
Application A - hybrid planning application for The SCI sets out the Council’s approach to
comprehensive mixed use redevelopment of community involvement on planning applications.
the former Stag Brewery site, consisting of:
« Land to the east of Ship Lane applied for in For major applications, the Council encourages
detail. (Development Area 1) pre-application discussions apnd community
+ Land to the west of Ship Lane (excluding the involvement from the outs me activities that
school) applied for in outline. (Development are recommended are not{f{/ing neighbours and
Area 2) affected residents in a er area, holding public
Application B - detailed planning application for meetings chaired béa ‘independent person’ etc.
the school (on land to the west of Ship Lane)
The consultati ould make clear distinctions
Application C - detailed planning application of the roles responsibilities of the developer
for highways and landscape works at Chalkers ononeh nd the local planning authority on
Corner. the oth eedback on how the pre-application
cons ion has been conducted and what
the@utcomes have been should be asked by
@ﬁhning officers.
é\ These planning application are treated as a major
& development. The consultation process has
Q/@ been in compliance with requirements set in the
A SCI, and included comprehensive engagement,
&?" including Community Liaison Group meetings
— Cb‘b chaired by Soundings, as an independent
Q’\ facilitator.
P
(:o.
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2.5 OVERVIEW OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

Application A: Mixed Use

Hybrid application to include the demolition of
existing buildings to allow for the comprehensive
phased redevelopment of the site:

Planning permission is sought in detail for works
to the east side of Ship Lane which comprise:

+ Demolition of existing buildings (except The
Maltings and the facade of the Bottling Plant and
former Hotel), walls, associated structures, site
clearance and groundworks;

« Alterations and extensions to existing buildings
and erection of 12 buildings varying in height
from 3 to 8 storeys plus a single storey basement

* 443 residential apartments
* Flexible use floorspace for:

i. Retail, financial and professional services, café
restaurant and drinking establishment uses

ii. Offices &Q’

iii. Non-residential institutions and commqmty use
iv. Boathouse

NO
+ Hotel / public house with accomF&dation
A®
+ Cinema +
\\

G X

. ym %
| K

+ Offices e

* New pedestrian, vehicle and cycle accesses
and internal routes, and associated highway
works

* Provision of on-site cycle, vehicle and service
parking at surface and basement level:

« Provision of public open space, amenity and
play space and landscaping.

* Flood defence and towpath works

« Installation of plant and energy centres

Planning permission is sought in outline with all
matters reserved for works to the west of Ship
Lane which comprise:

a) The erection of a single storey basement and
buildings varying in height from 3 to 7 storeys

b) Residential development of up to 224 units

rooms) with associated c unal and staff
X

d) Up to 150 units & Yiexible use living
accommodatio@r either assisted living or
residential u

N\
€e) Pz@ of on-site cycle, vehicle and service

¢) Nursing and care homgﬁf‘to 80 ensuite

facilities

parki

O
©rovision of public open space, amenity and
lay space and landscaping.
g) New pedestrian, vehicle and cycle accesses
and internal routes, and associated highway
works

Application B: School

a) the erection of a three storey building to
provide a new secondary school with sixth form;

b) sports pitch with floodlighting, external MUGA
and play space; and

c) associated external works including,
landscaping, car and cycle parking, new access
routes and associated works.

Application C: Chalkers Corner

Reconfiguration of Chalkers Corner traffic
junction, to include existing public highway
and existing landscaped and informal parking
area associated to Chertsey Court, to facilitate
alterations to lane configuration, a new cycle
lane, works to existing pedestrian and cycle
crossing, soft landscaping and replacement
boundary treatment to Chertsey Court.
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A view of the site along Lower Richmond Road
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SECTION THREE
PEOPLE AND PLACE: LOCAL CONTEXT

<>
3.1 HISTORY OF THE FORMER STAG BREWERY SITE

There is a long history of brewing in the Mortlake %
area, records date back to the 15th century. N
Originally two smaller breweries were located
in the area, and were brought together in 1811 0%
by Weatherstone and Halford. Halford had @
recognised the potential of the land and river O@
access for expanding brewing activities. O

A new partnership between Charles John Phillips A
and James Wigan saw a major expansion of Q/é
brewing activities on the site, as they acquire%@
more land toward the river. They began to
reorganise the site and built various buildings
including the brewery wall along Mortlake High
Street in 1869. NS

P
In 1898 the Brewery was sold to@Vatney’s, and
became known as Watney, C ffabe, Reid and Co.
They continued to develo erations, building
the eight storey Malting ilding in 1903, the
Brewery continued to and until the 1980s,
when further mode arehouses were built. After
100 years Watney’s 'sold the Mortlake Brewery,
along with it’s other sites, to Courage.

The most recent occupant of the site was
Anhesuer-Busch, who ceased brewing operations
in late 2015 and relocated to a site in Wales.

The site was acquired in 2015 by Reselton
Properties Limited.
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3.2 SITE DESCRIPTION 3.3 SURROUNDING AREA

The former Stag Brewery Site is bounded by The site is located between Chiswick Bridge to
Lower Richmond Road to the south, the river the east and Barnes Bridge to the west. The site
Thames and the Thames Bank to the north, is located within a 5-minute walk of Mortlake
Williams Lane to the east and Bulls Alley (off railway station, where train services to Waterloo,
Mortlake High Street) to the west. The Site is Shepperton and Staines are available. There is
bisected by Ship Lane. The Site currently a bus stop directly outside the site on Lower
comprises a mixture of large scale industrial Richmond Road served by bus numbers 419
brewing structures, large areas of hardstanding (connecting Richmond Station and Hammersmith)
and playing fields. and N22 (night service between Twickenham and

Central London).
The Stag Brewery site is bounded by Lower

Richmond Road to the south, the River Thames The area surrounding the si@omprises of a mix
and the Thames Bank to the north, Williams Lane of uses including residentg&ls"with both low rise
to the east and Bulls Alley to the west, and lies town houses as well a her rise apartment
directly opposite the Mortlake Green blocks, including a -storey building. Boat
Conservation Area. Ship Lane divides the site in Race House, a fouf=3torey apartment block caps
two. The site currently comprises large scale the eastern, an@ortest edge of the site. On the
industrial brewing structures, a number of western edg illiams Lane and Watney Road
early twentieth century and nineteenth century contain a @cy of homes; post-war houses form
structures, large areas of concrete or tarmac short te es and there is a mix of older
hardstanding and an area of green open space. apart t blocks ran by the Guinness Trust and
The Brewery ceased operations in late 2015. ne privately-owned apartments.

There are playing fields of 2.06ha that are in ﬁ'he main commercial focus in the surronding

private use with no authorised access by the A, ~area is the historic core of Mortlake Village, with

general public. The site is currently used by Ioca&/é local shops and services, at the eastern end of

sports groups in agreement with the Applica Mortlake High Street. On the other side of the
level crossing is the East Sheen village centre,

Two buildings within the Stag Brewery si.tQWe providing amenities such as the local doctor’s
identified by LBRUT as Buildings of Towtscape surgery, library and
Merit, namely: the former Malting u%@ing, a limited number of small shops, cafes and
the former Bottling Plant and Hot.sn%uilding. restaurants along a high street.
(2)‘
+/\ ’ The River Thames is a strong part of the local
Q\ identity, but there is limited access through the
((/é site to the towpath, for pedestrians and cyclists,
Q that runs between Ship Lane and Bulls Alley.
?? Mortlake Green, the local open green space with

relax and child play areas, is located across the
site, connecting the Stag Brewery site to the
Mortlake Train Station.
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3.4 THE LOCAL COMMUNITY

The consultation process benefitted from the
highly engaged and close-knit community

in Mortlake, Barnes and East Sheen. Organised
local groups and several professional residents
were pro-active from the earliest stages of the
design process, highlighting local opportunities
for engagement such as attending the Mortlake
and Barnes Summer Fairs to the consultation
team. A local group dedicated to the Stag
Brewery development (Mortlake Brewery
Community Group — MBCG) had been active in
the area for few years.

Many members of the community were involved
in the 2011 public consultation for the
Supplementary Planning Document, which is one
of the reasons for the high level of engagement
and familiarity with the site.

Amidst the bustle of London, Mortlake is a
popular area for young families. There are also
many long-term residents and multiple family
generations living within the area, reflecting the
perception and demographics of Mortlake as a
settled place for families.

Another important aspect of the local communj
is found in the history and relationship to t rmer

Stag Brewery itself, which was a significat
employer within the area. Today, Mort ke is
highly dependent on its connectivit
Richmond, Hammersmith and thg‘l@il Network,
as much of its population commate to
professional jobs throughoul\l__ ndon.

N\

Q
&
K

QS
S

The local community is mostly British and highly
educated:

Diversity

+ 88% of people in Mortlake identify as White
British.

* Mixed and Asian or Asian British ethnicities
account for 4%of the population in Mortlake.

&
Age Q/é
* The median age of Mﬁfﬂake and Barnes
Commonis 37 OV

* The ward age
profile, ex
are 5%

ile is similar to the Borough
or two age-groups. There
30 to 44 year olds in the area
ider borough, and perhaps relating
here has been modest baby boom
&@ umbers of 0-4 year olds exceeding the
& rough average by 2%.
@)

Employment and Education

* Mortlake and Barnes Common, consistent
with the borough average are highly educated,
57.6% have achieved Level 4 qualifications and
above. (Borough statistic is 53.0%)

+ Aligning with the numbers of 30 to 44 year
olds in the area, economic activity is slightly
higher than the Borough average; 77.1% versus
75.6%.

* Numbers generally align to expectations set
by the Borough average, with some notable
trends; there are fewer students (-2% borough
average) and pensioners in the area (-1.2%), but
a considerable boost of self-employed people
(+2.7%).
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Chiswick Bridge
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SECTION FOUR
CONSULTATION PROCESS

4.1 AIMS OF CONSULTATION @Q/e

This chapter sets out a process of consultation Q\’
and engagement that has aimed to: \QQ

* Involve the community early so that there is %\
meaningful input and change to the evolving Q)

masterplan. ®®
» Raise awareness of the proposed development OO

and keep the local community continuously &
informed and updated.

- Offer ways for people to get actively involved n@é
the process.

 Be inclusive, accessible, transparent an{v
engaging.

* Ensure that the voice of the Iocalﬁ&numty is
heard by clearly communicatin feedback
from the local community to esign team
and facilitating the active gement of the
members of the wider p t team.

QQQ/
e
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4.2 CONSULTATION PLAN AND TIMELINE

The consultation and engagement programme
formed three pre-application stages, each with
clear aims and objectives:

STAGE 1

JUNE 2016 - FEBRUARY 2017

BUILDING AN UNDERSTANDING

CANVASS CARDS 1:1 MEETINGS

STAGE 2
MARCH 2017 - JUNE 2017

DRAFT MASTERPLAN

PUBLIC EXHIBITION CLG FORMATION

CLG MEETING 1 I CLG MEETING 2 I
CLG MEETING 3 I CLG MEETING 4 I
1:1 MEETINGS AND COMMUNITY EVENTS §
STAGE 3 S

JULY 2017 - FEBRUARY 2018

FINAL MASTERPLAN

i\~\~ CLG MEETING 5

PUBLIC EXHIBITION 2

I 1:1 MEETINGS /fj CLG MEETING 6 I
Q‘(

Stage 1: Building an understanding

Aim: Q

» To start understandi e local area and
develop concept gns informed by local
knowledge

Objectives:

«  Com
« Initi

a stakeholder mapping of the area
contact with the Community Links

ers of LBRuT and key local organisations
sure local awareness of the forthcoming
CJredevelopment and consultation period

()<§ Obtain current opinions of local residents on

the brewery and wider area

Activities:

* Introducing the project (setting up project
identity, website, e-mail and phone number)

+  Pop-ups at two local fairs collecting canvas
cards

» 7 meetings with local groups and community
leaders

+  Engagement with LBRuT
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Stage 2: Draft Masterplan

Aim:

To consult the community on the concept
designs and develop a draft masterplan
informed by local feedback

Objectives:

Establish a Community Liaison Group (CLG)
Consult and work with the CLG in the
process of developing the draft masterplan
Consult on the emerging designs with the
wider community

Revise the masterplan informed by received
feedback

©
Activities: &((’
First public exhibition - March 2017 &?‘

Four thematically organised Com ity
Liaison Group meetings focuseg.dh themes
emerged out of the first round of consultation
Information published on v(é-j@'site

NE
&
Q
§

<

Stage 3: Final Masterplan
Aim: &

* To consult the com éy on the draft

masterplan and d op and publicly share
the final master informed by local
feedback  _\

&
Objectivesa
+ Co on the masterplan draft with the CLG
bers
. nsult on the masterplan draft with the
? C)Wider community
O* Revise the masterplan informed by received
feedback
Address any outstanding issues and
concerns
+  Share the final masterplan with the wider
community

Activities:
+  Second public exhibition - July 2017
+  CLG meeting discussing the final masterplan
* Local meetings addressing outstanding
issues




STAG BREWERY REPORT

4.3 SCHEDULE OF CONSULTATION ACTIVITIES

The key consultation activities can be seen listed
by date below. Following the first one-to-one
meetings with local groups, additional meetings

Among the key stakeholders the project
team engaged with were Members of
LBRuT and the local MP, Zac

and immediate neighbours ,\(:0’

(02.09.2016) Q\+
Meeting with Barnes%ﬁ
Mortlake History iety
representatives $~

(23-24.03.2017)
Meeting with Thomson House
School Parents

(28.03.2017)

Meeting with Towpath Group/
West London River Group

15

were held throughout the consultation process Goldsmith.
with group representatives.
&
S
Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 @
X
® @ IO
>

25.06.2016 8,9,11,17,18.03.2017 ,<\ 3-15.07.2017
Pop-up on Mortlake Fair First Public Exhibition \)e\ Second Public Exhibition
(30.06.2016) 25.04.2017 @@ 19.09.2017
Meeting with committee CLG meeting 1 O CLG meeting 5
members of MBCG ((O

16.05.2017 @) 12.02.2018
09.07.2016 CLG meetin CLG meeting 6
Pop-up on Barnes Fair Q,

06.06.201%@
(18.07.2016) CLG ng 3
Meeting with MBCG A

0 2017
(06.09.2016) gL meeting 4
Meeting with Thames Bank Vv
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4.4 CONSULTATION TOOLS

Soundings used a range of established
consultation tools and activities that were
considered suitable to the context and
appropriate for proper engagement with the
Mortlake local community. The main consultation
tools used were:

Website, e-mail and phone line

Raising awareness of the project and the
consultation process is essential for good
representation and engagement. To achieve good
awareness, a variety of different media were

used to ensure exposure to all sections of the
community, namely: project website, dedicated
e-mail and phone line, as well as newspaper
adverts and newsletters providing information on
the consultation events.

Canvassing

At a local fair, a project stand was set-up to help

raise awareness. Canvass cards — brief surveys —
were distributing, asking initial scoping questions
about the problems, capacities and aspirations

A
for the area Q/é

/\‘5\
Stakeholder mapping, outreach and 1-&&‘1
meetings
,\‘b

After initial stakeholder mapping —fn%earch of
local community groups or or Q}satlons local
to the area with an interest i 3 development,
outreach events were arr
contacting community

or community repres ives and setting up
meetings to discusgthe project.

Community Liaison Group (CLG)

A Community Liaison Group (CLG) was created
to provide a sounding board for the masterplan
as it evolves. Its members include
representatives from the local community, the
Applicant, wider project team members and local
stakeholders identified through outreach
including: local community groups, residents’
associations, the Council, environmental groups,

and parent groups. <
<

Public exhibitions &
Public exhibitions ha\@n hosted at two
stages of the project {Stage 2 and 3), as the
masterplan was b shaped. The exhibitions
were held in th rmer Stag Brewery Sports
Club. At e ibition, the project was
explained &gh plan drawmgs sketches,
diagra Gls and accompanying commentary
on A1 A0 exhibition boards and through a
cale model. The wider project team was
%&nd at both exhibitions to guide people
rough the information and answer questions.
Attendees were encouraged to leave their
feedback through the feedback forms made
available.

Feedback forms and online survey

Feedback forms are short surveys that enable
the residents to express their thoughts and offer
suggestions on the evolving masterplan.
Feedback forms were available at both
exhibitions as a hard copy at the event, that
could be completed there or sent to the team in
the following week. At the second exhibition, the
feedback form was also made available as an
online survey for a period of two weeks following
the exhibition. Both times, the feedback forms
included specific questions regarding different
aspects of the project, as well as open-ended
questions, offering the possibility to touch upon
any issues relevant to the community.
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Chiswick

Barnes Bridge

The former Stag Brewery site planning application boundary and consultation boundary

Barnes

|:| Site boundary

|:| Consultation boundary
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4.5 PUBLICITY AND COMMUNICATIONS

The following methods were used to publicise
each public exhibition:

« Invitation flyers were distributed to 5,242 homes
and businesses in the area surrounding the Stag
Brewery site;

* An advert was published in the Richmond &
Twickenham times for two weeks

+ Banners were displayed outside the Former Stag
Brewery Sports Club where the exhibitions were
held, facing Lower Richmond Road and clearly
visible from the street

« E-mail invitations were sent to the project
contact database of people that signed up
to receive project related information (750+
contacts, end of June 2017)

The CLG meetings were arranged through a
separate mailing list. With the exception of one
unforeseen schedule change, the meetings were
scheduled at least a month ahead of time to

ensure that the maximum number of members A
could attend each meeting. @@é
<K&
<X
S
NO
Q
SV
.%.

4.6 HOW THE MASTERPLAN WAS INFORMED BY
CONSULTATION

Throughout the consultation, a series of
significant changes were made to the masterplan
based on community feedback. These can be
seen in detail at the end of the SCI, in Chapter 8.

However, it should be noted that certain issues
continued to be raised by residents; these
concern areas are located outside of the site, or
fall into the jurisdiction of the LBRuT and other
statutory bodies such as Network Rail and

Transport for
S

London. Q/@

The most common&ﬁsed issues are:

* The proposal fornasecondary school for 1,200
students and trﬁc ange from primary to
secondary &o |

* The level ssing at Mortlake station

*Theo eet parking in the surrounding area

g Zone (CP2)

& affic management at Chalkers Corner

In response, the Applicant has proposed a series
of associated road interventions outside of the
site boundary, that are to be agreed and secured
through an agreement with the Council.
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4.7 FEEDBACK ON THE CONSULTATION PROCESS

The consultation team gathered feedback on

the consultation process itself, ensuring that the
local community feels properly engaged and that
the project materials are communicated clearly.
The consultation process has also been adjusted
based on feedback. Following feedback that

not everyone could make it to the first public
exhibition to view the boards and leave their
feedback, in the second public exhibition, the
exhibition boards were posted online, along with
an online form that was made available for two
weeks.

Following the exhibitions, a question was posed
in the feedback forms about the consultation

process. A summary of the answers is provided
below.

Feedback from the First public exhibition

Did you find the exhibition helpful?

Blank 4%
Don’t know 5%

Yes (88%)

The final feedback form question, ‘Do you have
any further comments you would like to make’
encouraged open comments; many featured the
consultation process. You can see some of the
most common comments and how they were
addressed below:

+ The exhibition and project team were useful and
informative

S

&

&

* The place was overcrowded and hot which
made it difficult to view the boards

» The exhibition layout was adjusted for the
second exhibition, leaving more space for
visitors

»Air conditioning was organised at the second
exhibition, ensuring a pleasant temperature in
the exhibition room

* The closed questions were not clear enough

»In the second exhibition feedback form
questions were desig

explanation and cl ation for each question

* The closed quest@\s were criticised for limiting

comments §

»In the se exhibition, the closed questions
were cg lemented with space .in which
furtheheomments could be provided on the
gi topic

. ouragement was expressed to hold future

events and keep consulting the community

. Residents asked the project team listen to

local knowledge and concerns

» The masterplan was revised based on local
feedback and many residents acknowledged
this in the second exhibition

» Residents wanted to see more details and CGls

» The second exhibition showed a much greater
level of detail, including many CGis

* There were few comments criticising the
preparedness of the entire team to answer all
questions

»In the second exhibition, a comprehensive
preparation note was prepared and meeting
held to ensure that the entire team is fully
informed on the project or is aware who
from the team to refer residents to for certain
questions (e.g. transport, environement)
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Feedback from the Second public exhibition In the second round of consultation, people
were specifically asked to comment on the

Did you find the exhibition or exhibition boards consultation process. The feedback form

helpful? asked attendees to ‘ Please comment on

the consultation process’, many residents
commented on their views of the masterplan
design itself. Below you can see some of
No answer the most common answers that refer to the
68 (18%) consultation process:

» Many residents expressed satisfaction that
the local concerns have listened to and
changes made to the m rplan

No

26 (7%) * However, there were&?ﬂl residents who put

forward that con s have not been listened
to, even thou% ey were happy with the
consultationJE cess

* Most regj xts were positive about the project

team on the exhibition day
. were some complaints that the
Yes information/publicity has not reached all

283 (75%) &interested residents

é& » Many residents expressed that the second
round of consultation has been improved from

&
Q/@ the first round

20
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Signage in the area
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SECTION FIVE

STAGE 1: BUILDING AN UNDERSTANDING
(JUNE 2016 - FEB 2017)

A
5.1 AIMS AND OBJECTIVES @@e
&

Aim: QQ\/
+ To build a comprehensive understanding of 'QL\

the local area and priorities and develop first %\

concept designs for the masterplan informed by Q)

local knowledge @@

OO

The objectives of Stage One consultation on

the Stag Brewery were to: &OQ
» Complete a stakeholder mapping of the area @@é

« Initiate contact with the Community Links '\Q’
officers of LBRuT, and key local organi %ns

* Ensure local awareness of the forth%&ming re-
development and consultation p

+ Obtain current opinions of Ioaaﬁesidents on the
brewery and wider area Q\‘

Q
&
<

22
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5.2 OVERVIEW OF CONSULTATION ACTIVITIES

The diagram below shows the consultation
activities undertaken and the number of people
engaged throughout Stage 1 consultation. At the
end of Stage 2, concept masterplan designs
were developed inform by the local feedback
gathered.

& D
STAGE 1 - QQ/@
JUNE 2016 - FEB 2017
e ge Project website, -\ aising awareness on
o e-mail and pho +  the development and the
Building an & consultation.
understanding Q
Introducing the project 0%
>
STAGE 2 P FGp—up star)ds on
MARCH - JUNE 2017 Y=k ummer Fairs Understanding the current
views of local residents.
Canvass cards
collected
Draft Masterplan
. ) Building relationship with
ll\/leeltlngs with local community members
. ocal groups i
STAGE 3 % \P group and represe_ntatlves.
JULY 2017— FEB 2018 1\ ® Understanding the context
- @ People engaged and the thoughts of the
Q Local meetings wider community.
/
Final Masterplan ??Q
CONCEPT DESIGNS
o

23
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5.3 INTRODUCING THE PROJECT AND RAISING
AWARENESS

5.4 POP-UPS AND AWARENESS RAISING AT
LOCAL SUMMER FAIRS: EVENTS AND FINDINGS

Project Identity

A project identity was established to encourage a
strong association with the former brewery use.
The dominant Maltings Building was adopted as
the logo throughout the project. This graphic, and
colour scheme were used to produce a bold and
accessible selection of communication materials
via the web, email, letters and newsletters.

Project website, email and phone

A holding page was developed at the beginning
of the project, providing contact details of the
consultation team to the public. Quickly a full
project website was designed and went live in
July 2016. All future updates and consultation
materials were posted on this website.

A project phone line was operational from 15 July
2016 This provided a direct line for the public to
the Stag Brewery consultation team.

&
: &é
: &

ol e e \&
olojo]lao é
= - ®
THE STAG BREWERY’ (]9
AL

Project logo

The Stag Brewery project website

To evaluate people’s current views toward the site
and to raise awareness that development plans
are being brought forward, the consultation team
attended two local summer Fairs.

Mortlake Summer Fair | 25.06.2016

Mortlake Summer Fair is held on Watney Sports
Ground contained within the Stag Brewery site
and provided the first opportynity for the Stag
Brewery consultation team eet the public
and make them aware th ans for the brewery
would be developing
stall dedicated to th

nsultation was set-up,
and canvass card ed to collect views from
local attendee e team was able to speak with
a number of{é@ | residents.

Q
S
Barrgg&summer Fair | 09.07.2016

TAkes place on Barnes Common, which is
ontained within the ward area, and is a
15minute walk from Stag Brewery. The fair is a
lively event with a variety of sales and community
organisation stalls. Barnes Community
Association run the event, they invited the
consultation team to have a presence within their
stand and made the canvass cards available from
there. Two of the Stag Brewery consultation team
were then able to roam the fair, handing out
canvass cards and speaking with individuals.

Findings

Only a total of 12 canvass cards were filled

in. Considering the high numbers of residents
engaged in later consultation process, this
number was low. This may have been due to the
fact that generally the public were expectant of
development following the LBRuUT consultation
and were perhaps ready for a higher level of
engagement.

24
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5.5. MEETINGS WITH LOCAL GROUPS

A series of meetings with local groups in the
area took place in Stage One, building initial
relationships and understanding of the local
priorities and potential issues regarding the Stag
Brewery site.

Below is an overview of the meetings held, many
topics discussed were recurrent at the different
meetings, a total summary of the points raised
follows this section.

Following Stage 1, meetings were occasionally
held with different organisations leading towards
the application submission, whenever requested
by the community groups or deemed necessary
for the advancement of the overall project and/or
thematic discussions.

Meeting with committee members of MBCG
(30.06.2016) | 2 people attended

Mortlake Brewery Community Group is a large

community group that seeks to represent local é

of the former Stag Brewery. The group form
achieve this goal and so has been pro-actiyve-
their involvement with the consultation ess
since its initiation. The group attracts 3 de
range of residents, many of whom e long-
term, and wider community con(ng@hons to the
area. A

resident and their interests in the redevelopme?

Members of the core proj ~\;eam met with
MBCG committee me rs to discuss key local
issues and responsQQQo the Supplementary
Planning Documen¥,

Meeting with MBCG (18.07.2016) | 24 people
attended

MBCG invited the project team to present the
design approach and initial response to the SPD
at one of their regular meetings.

Meeting with Thames Bank and immediate
neighbours (06.09.2016) | 19 people

This was the first meeting between the wider
project team and immediate neighbours to the
site. Michael Squire from Squire and Partners
presented the early stage draft

plans and responses to the Supplementary
Planning Document produced by London
Borough Richmond upon Thames (2011). The
aim of this event was to provide an opportunity
to exchange information, aspirations and
expectations of the future development.

Realising that the plans are in a very early stage,
few critical comments were received. The tone
of the evening was relaxed and attendees were
interested in getting accuratesihformation on the
project development, th ject team were able
to provide their initial tdotights and responses to

the SPD.
O
N
Meeting wi arnes and Mortlake History

Society r@r sentatives (02.09.2016) | 2 people
attend

Tg;{nﬁject architect met with representatives
the Barnes and Mortlake History Society.

OTogether they walked the site to discuss

conservation and archaeological aspects. They
highlighted the history of Cromwell House, which
was built on the site in the 15th Century, and
demolished in 1857.

Meeting with Thomson House School Parents
(23.03.2017 and 24.03.2017) | 90 people
attended

These two meetings schedule after, and just
before school hours, provided an opportunity to
discuss Stag Brewery in more detail with parents
in the area. As a Free School, parents are very
involved with all aspects of Thomson House,
including plans that they have been developing
to improve road safety and crossings in the area.
These topics, the crossing point onto the site,
road, and relationship to the level-crossing were
formed important discussion points.

Meeting with Towpath Group/West London
River Group (28.03.2017) | 3 people attended

This meeting provided an opportunity for the Stag
Brewery team to discuss.
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Summary of findings from meetings with local
groups

Traffic and transport

+ Traffic issues extending to White Hart Lane
and the closure of Hammersmith Bridge

+  Speeding on Mortlake High Street

+  Grid lock due to the level crossing and Sheen
Lane roundabout

+  The crossing point onto the Stag Brewery
site, via Mortlake Green

*  When and how traffic studies would be
completed, residents highlighted that this
shouldn’t take place during summer months

+ Parking was perceived as a general local
problem at present

School

«  Concern about the decision to have a
secondary school on site, alternative
suggestions for its location were made by
stakeholders

+  Questions surrounding the provision of
school buses and parking for teachers

+ Individuals hoped that facilities within
the school, a gym for example, would be@@
available for community use. A

+  Some stakeholders asked what we%&é
expected movements of teenager: ross
the site, where would they han Out?

+  Parent groups spoken with generally
supported introduction of,o{%é‘condary school

Recreational and commu uses

*  Design, form and pant for a Cinema
building should port the community
atmosphere degired (Reference made to
East Dulwich ‘Picture House’ and, ‘The Light’
cinemas)

+  Questioned what community uses could be
incorporate in site, including potential for
river activities

+ It was noted that striking a balance between
the needs of towpath users; cyclists and non-
cyclists was considered important

+ Management and access of the playing field
was also a highlighted issue

Architecture/ldentity Character

«  Removal of the East Wall, despite its
conservation status, would enable the
creation of a vibrant high street

+  Building heights are a current issue of
objection in a nearby site

QS
S

Housing density and type

« It was felt that too many 2-bedroom homes
would not be appropriate to the area and
creation of a community

+  Some queried how the redevelopment plans
would relate to the Guinness Trusts plans for
neighbouring buildings

Green and open space
+ It was emphasised th véﬂ% green link was
fundamental to the

« Access to the pla field associated with

the school
O
Retail S
. Positive&about new retail, but were concerned
abou mix of units, and did not want to

se vacant shop-fronts
. @ific suggestions were received for family
(rtendly chains such as Gourmet Burger, and
QO shops like Waitrose or M&S

Consultation

«  Soundings provided an explanation of the
community consultation feedback route; that
comments would be summarised directly to
the project team on a weekly basis

+  The formation for the Community Liaison
Group would include a representative
selection of organisations and neighbours

26
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The former Stag Brewery site seen from the bridge
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5.6. CONCEPT MASTERPLAN

Based on initial conversations with local
residents and stakeholder groups throughout
the first stage, the project team developed the
first concept designs. A detailed overview of
how these conversations informed the concept
masterplan can be seen in Section Eight.

[ Residential Community use Q

School [ Cinema B Gym QO\/
I Health Hotel building Commercial use 4\6

S
&
™
O
&

Concept masterplan designs
developed at the end of Stage 1 and presented in Stage 2

28
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The Maltings Building
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SECTION SIX

STAGE 2: MASTERPLAN DRAFT
(MARCH 2017 - APRIL 2017)

6.1 AIMS AND OBJECTIVES @Q/e

Aim: QQ\/

- The aim of Stage Two consultation was to ~\
consult the community on the concept designs $
and develop a draft masterplan informed by Q)
local feedback further developing on what was @@
received during Stage 1. @)

Objectives:

&
+ Consult on the emerging designs with the wid%é

community N\
&

+ Consult on the emerging designs in—%épt with

« Establish Community Liaison Group (CL

the CLG Q’\

* Revise the emerging designs don
feedback gathered from the wider community
and the CLG J

9
&
<
?\
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6.2 OVERVIEW OF CONSULTATION ACTIVITIES

The diagram below shows the consultation the end of this stage, draft masterplan was
activities undertaken and the number of people developed informed by the local feedback
engaged throughout Stage 2 consultation. At gathered.

STAGE 1

Recruiting active and

JUNE 2016 - FEB 2017
members total interested community

representatives to work

Building an organisations or contimﬂ{?sly with the projegt
understanding resident group team serve as a sounding
m taking part bo s the project develops.

X
O\/
attendees Q i ) )
STAGE 2 Consulting with the wider

I

P2

]
[

MARCH - JUNE 2017 community on the Concept

masterplan and gathering

N
feedback f rﬁ\s
it

600 06

le

RN feedback
Draft Masterplan Public Exhibition emailgQy
O
< O
PEETEEES Discussing the new
STAGE 3 secondary school with the
JULY 2017- FEB 2017 Project team CLG members

members
Final Masterplan

Attendees Discussing the density,

open spaces and school
in the masterplan with the

Project team CLG members

members

Attendees Discussing the transport,
traffic and environmental
: impact with the CLG
Project team
members

members

o e
@ G @ Attendees Discussing the transport,

5’ \Po traffic and environmental

Project team impact with the CLG
CLG meeting 4 members members

MASTERPLAN DRAFT
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6.3 FORMING THE COMMUNITY LIAISON GROUP

The CLG was established in March 2017 to serve
as a continuous sounding board for the project
throughout the course of its development leading
up to the planning application. A total of 10 local
residents and 24 local organisation
representatives from 14 different groups and
organisations were part of the CLG.

The extended period of pre-consultation work
carried out since June 2016 enabled identification
and building of relationships with numerous local
groups. In February 2017, an initial list for the
Community Liaison Group was drafted from the
connections formed. The community links officer
from LBRuUT reviewed this list and made further
suggestions for inclusion. The list was again
reviewed and finalised following the public
exhibition held in March.

Meetings with the CLG were arranged in the
crucial periods of project design, coinciding with
priority themes as identified in the first public
exhibition, namely: traffic, transport

and environmental impact; the school and

&
playing fields; layout, density, landscaping and Q/é

architecture; and a summary session. &S

At the first CLG, additional suggestions w\B?(tend
representation to other groups was wglc@med.
From this call representation from th&\Yhomson
House Parents Voices Group was@dded. An
invitation was also extended tg St: Mary
Magdalen’s Primary Schoogl vever the CLG
series clashed with anoth vent, and a
representative was un o attend.

R
N

List of participating groups

* Barnes & Mortlake History Society

* Mortlake Brewery Community Group
« Thomson House Parents Voices Group
+ West London River Group

» Mortlake with East Sheen Society

* Richmond Cycling Campaign

* Thomson House School

* Barnes Community Assoc@on

* LBRuT, Community Link

* Friends of Mortlake n

« Towpath GroupAO\/

N3

Resident Qr\o ps/Residents

. Waldec@‘éoad & Waldeck Terrace (resident

gro

*T es Bank, Varsity Row, Parliament Mews

@ésident group)

O?Chertsey Court Action Group

* Williams Lane
 Chiswick
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6.4 FIRST PUBLIC EXHIBITION: EVENT AND FINDINGS

Event format

The first public exhibition was an opportunity

to present to the wider community the first
masterplan draft based on early consultation and
research done by the project team. The
exhibition was held over a five-day period across
two weeks including two Saturdays and two

&
In addition to public open days, a preview was Q,é

held for local councillors and for key com %
stakeholders. These previews gave localA\l
councillors and stakeholders an oppogurity

to view and discuss at length the pr@'bosals
displayed with the project team. v

Visitors were requested to ﬁa\m on

arrival and the project te as present at

all times to give eﬁtions and answer
questions. Attendee re encouraged to leave
their feedback thro feedback forms. Three-
page feedback forms were made available for

people to complete at the exhibition or post in the
two weeks after the event.

Publicising the exhibition

Invitations for the exhibition were sent to 5,424
addresses in the area and advertised in the
Richmond & Twickenham Times. A banner
with the exhibition dates was hung on the Stag
Brewery site entrance facing Lower Richmond
Road. The event was also advertised on the
former Stag Brewery website.

Date and time Place Attendance | Feedback
Wednesday 8 March 2017 | 4pm-8pm Former Stag 255 723 feedback forms
Brewery were filled in
Thursday 9 March 2017 | 4pm-8pm Sports Club 216
Saturday 11 March 2017 | 9:30am-2pm 378
Friday 17 March 2017 | 12pm-5pm 261
RN
Saturday 18 March 2017 | 10am-3pm 177 \\Qx
<

weekday evenings. O<<

N\
The concept ma&@'plan presented

N
The concep ~Fhasterplan was presented, along
with the @ cts and benefits proposed, first
t

sketch he development, and comprehensive
expl ions of the transport research conducted
a erventions proposed.

The exhibition contained 15 exhibition boards,
displayed on easels. The boards were titled:

* Welcome

* Project team

« History of the site

» Context and constraints

+2011 SPD

* Proposed layout

* Proposed masterplan

- Key areas

» Mixed uses

+ Landscaping and open space (x2)
» Secondary school

* Next steps

« Transport context

+ Chalkers Corner transport solution
* Detailed transport solutions

You can see examples of some of the exhibition
boards below, and all the boards can be found in
appendices.
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&
©
X
O\/
Some exhibition boards from the First exhibition \\@A
S
O
QQ
OO
&
&
S
N
&
<X
S
NS
5
A-
O\~\~
&
QQ
v

Map of attendees that left their feedback from the first Public Exhibition
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Feedback findings

The feedback form prompted attendees to
express their opinion, concerns or to make
suggestions about the masterplan through a
series of thematic closed questions, and other
open-ended questions.

Overall opinion

723 responses received

‘oé&
&
<X
® RealyLike @ Like %)
® Neutral ® Dislike r\cb
@ Really Dislike NoResponse ('19
@.

First public exhibition
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a. Feedback forms: multiple choice questions ® RealyLike @ Like

® Neutral ® Dislike
Attendees were prompted to express how they feel about different aspects @ Really Dislike ~ No Response
of the proposed masterplan.
New homes Retail Leisure
8% o 8% %
8% (54) 9% (59) (51) e 4% (27) (51) - 4% (30)

9% (58) 9% (59)
10%

(62) 18% 17%
(117) (110)
——
19%
(123)
25%
(168)
28%
(183)
37% ‘\
27% 36%
178, (240) é (235)
" N
653 responses received 654 responses receiv@ 655 responses received
Office Riverside
8% 3% (22)
(59) 6% (40)
5%
(30)
15%
(95) e
22%
(145)

35% 33%
(226) (216)

(163)

655 responses received 653 responses received

654 responses received

Restaurants School CPZz

2% (15)

9% (56) 7% (45)

10%
8% (49) ) 11%

19% 26%
20% (126) (166)
(113)
22%
(146)
15%
40% 16% 100)
(261)

(107)

16% (105)

654 responses received

653 responses received 650 responses received
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b. Feedback forms: open-ended questions

Attendees were asked what ‘they liked most’ and what ‘they liked least’ about the masterplan, an
opportunity to freely express any opinion, concern or suggestion.

Support
Top comments
&
m Proposal of a secondary school @@é
Provision of green / open space QQ/
v
Riverside improvements / tow-path / ri\gi%)alkway
N

Welcome the regeneration to impr Te\the area

Retained buildings and herita S
The overall consultation OO
ixed- @)
Mixed-use element 2
Permeability to@ﬁ’e river / access to river / opening up the river

River fron / development/more attractive riverside

New @Jo's?ing
A
,\@)‘ Concern
Oi\‘ Top comments

1,

Density of development
14 storey building

Traffic impact

w
()}

Loss of playing fields / green space

w
o

Building heights

School

N
(6)}

N
N

That no traffic solution has been proposed

N
N

Not enough green space

School’s compromisation of playing field

© —

Number of homes

-
~
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c. Conversation feedback from exhibition

The following summary outlines some of the
recurring discussions that took place during the
exhibition between the project team and local
attendees:

School

* There was debate regarding the requirement of
a secondary school, there was assertion that
the evidence base supplied by LBRuT was
erroneous

+ Some people supported the school, stating that
nearby schools were over-subscribed

« Others felt there was need for a school, but
suggested other locations in LBRuT

» There was also concern about the position of
the school in relation to the existing sports fields

+ Some also questioned whether there was
adequate recreation space provided for the
school

Transport

some, who felt that it did not reflect théir
personal experiences of traffic in thefbrea

Q
+ Concerns surrounding the Ievegc%ssing took
precedence in conversationsy ¢

* The proposal made for ~\'Rer’s Corner was
questioned, residents ved that a holistic
transport strategy wgsirequired, to include train

capacity and bus@ es.
Landscape and green space

* There was considerable concern for the loss of
playing field expressed by attendees

* Improvements to the towpath were generally
welcomed, but the quiet nature of the area also
highlighted

;\
é
Q,
Q,g

* The transport data presented was quesj{&?ed by

* At this stage building heights and density were
not discussed extensively

* Many did however comment on the Marker
Building, which was deemed inappropriate to
the area due to its proposed height

Residential

« Affordable housing provision was very important
to local residents

&
* People were also concer that housing
should not be sold off reign investors

X
Commercial useio\/

D

* Varied resp{ﬁées were received for the
commercighuses proposed. The gym, cinema,
and h were viewed positively by some,

negatively by others

. gpas noted that there is a good cinema in
arnes. Some had an aspiration of this for

@) Mortlake, others thought it was unnecessary
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6.5 COMMUNITY LIAISON GROUP MEETING 1: THE NEW SCHOOL

Attendees: (17 total)
MBCG
Mortlake with East Sheen

LBRuT Community Links

Thomson House School
Williams Lane

Barnes Community Ass
Local residents @0

Richmond Cycling Campaign

Barnes and Mortlake His’gﬁ:(
tion

Date and time Place Attendance Feedback

25.04.201 Stag Brewery Team: Minutes recorded

7pm-8.30pm Sports Club Darmouth Capital and published. Key
Squire and Partners emerging issues
Gerald Eve and questions
Soundings raised informed

Waldec Road & Waldech Terrace

5
X
v
0

ciety

the masterplan
development.

&
S
§/

AN\
o
The first CLG meeting was introduced the CLG enda
members to the project timeline, the consultation
programme, the expectations and next steps. Th(—‘%
themes for the future CLG meetings were aIsoQ
presented. These were based on the emergi
priority themes for the local community, i ?Q ied
from the feedback gathered during the fi
public exhibition. In addition, change,%@roposed
following the public exhibition fee k were

discussed, including the hotel bgindg reduced to
15 rooms, and the school location changed.
Q - Q8A
&
K
e

* Introductions
* Introducing the Community Liaison Group
« Summary of feedback from public consultation

* Brief overview of masterplan, including changes
since March Public exhibition

* Detailed review of proposed position and
location of school and playing fields
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Key issues raised by CLG members:

* The feedback forms on the exhibition were
difficult to fill in with some questions and
question formats not clear enough

* The football pitch should allow for community
use and the impact of lighting on surrounding
residents should be considered

* The football pitch should be bigger and less
space taken by residential buildings. The
possibility to turn these buildings into town
houses should be considered.

* Access to school should be designed in a
manner that encourages cycling and walking

* Hotel size should be bigger than 15 rooms.

« The majority of attendees agreed that the
changed school location and position are better
than previously, however several attendees
stated that the MBCG suggested location
proposal, putting the school to the east of the
fields, is still preferred. Most attendees felt

strongly about the number of pupils and the size
of the school being too big. Q/é

Second Community Liaison Group meeting

Actions taken by project team in response to
issues raised:

Most issues raised, along with additional
questions during the discussion were answered
by the project team or further discussed. Where
possible, actions were taken in response to the
issues raised, namely:

* The MBCG school location proposal was
developed and tested to be discussed at the
following CLG meeting, a dditional
alternative school locat; djustments were
developed QQ,

* The hotel was e&l@ﬁ;fed to 20-25 rooms

 Transport con@tants began working on a
comprehe e cycling strategy. A separate
one—to—o% eeting with Richmond Cycling
Campaigh representative was set to discuss

ide

. O@

< O

@)
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6.6 COMMUNITY LIAISON GROUP MEETING 2: DENSITY, OPEN SPACE AND SCHOOL UPDATES

(“9)

Squire and Partners
Gerald Eve

Peter Brett Associates
Waterman Group
Gillespies

Soundings

Attendees: (20 total)

MBCG

Thomson House Parents Voices
Group Q
West London River Group Q
Barnes and Mortlake Hlston( ciety
Towpath Group \

Thames Bank %

Mortlake with East
Waldeck Road & deck Terrace
Richmond Cyclifng’Campaign

Q‘o

Thomson Hogse School
Williams La
Barnes, munity Association

ommunity Links
ey Court Action Group

)@cal residents

Date and time Place Attendance Feedback
16.05.2017 Stag Brewery Team: Minutes recorded
7pm-9pm Sports Club Darmouth Capital and published. Key

N

emerging issues
and questions
raised informed
the masterplan
development.

QY
S

The second CLG meeting foIIowed'@p on

NO

Agenda

the school location discussion (bom the first

meeting, the project team dg%
MBCG school proposal r e

comparison with the
discuss. The density,
in terms of SPD an

another design topic.
consultants presented the public and green

space strategy.

oped the
d to provide a

c@t proposals for all to
housing unit numbers,
olicy requirements formed

Finally, the landscape
* Q&A

« Gillespies present landscape and open space

strategy

* Q&A

* Review minutes from previous CLG meeting

+ Squire present school location research and
findings

+ Squire/Gillespies presentation on density
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Key issues raised by CLG members:

* The access to the school should be more
oriented towards cycling and walking

* The heights and densities should not surpass
the SPD guidance

+ All open spaces should be publicly accessible

* The view towards the river isn’t good enough.
The green link should be wider to enable a real
view.

» The road crossing on Lower Richmond Road
should be better addressed

» Units should not be marketed overseas

* Flood defence wall that is being worked on
should be considered when planned

* The management of the open space should be
taken into consideration

* The riverside should be used more for activities
such as a rowing club

* There should be good balance of ground floor
uses

* Analysis on shadows should be done @
<K&

* There is an interest to discuss health spages
with GPs in the area, to developed a sfared
approach to health which might n%eg%ome
design adjustments

.

‘%.

43

Actions taken by project team:

Most issues raised, along with additional
questions during the discussion were answered
by the project team or further discussed. Where
possible, actions were taken in response to the
issues raised, namely:

 Green link was widened and relocated to open a
full view towards the river from Mortlake Green

« Additional options for the er Richmond

Road crossings were revigWwed, an option
removing the crossin the corner was

selected

N%
* Discussion was@n to include a rowing club
on site AN

A
@)@
N
OO
%
@)

QS
S
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6.7 COMMUNITY LIAISON GROUP MEETING 3: TRANSPORT, TRAFFIC AND ENVIRONMENT

Date and time Place Attendance Feedback
06.06.2017 Stag Brewery Team: Minutes recorded
7pm-9pm Sports Club Dartmouth Capital and published. Key

Squire and Partners
Gerald Eve

Peter Brett Associates
Waterman Group
Gillespies

Soundings

Attendees: (24 total)
MBCG Q/
West London River Group S
Waldeck Road & Waldeck Terrr:ﬁ@\’
Towpath Group %
Thames Bank \
Mortlake with East Shee
Richmond Cycling Ca
Thomson House S
Barnes Communj
Chertsey Court
Mortlake C unity Association
Barnes and Mortlake History Society

Willia ne
LBR ommunity Links
LQQ residents

<\

emerging issues
and questions
raised informed
the masterplan
development

QY
S

The third CLG meeting focused on Qj‘e
impact of the proposed developm&a
transport strategies designed

this impact and create a ne j%h
pedestrian environment;

environmental impact
general overview of Q\

raffic Agenda

the
itigate
quality,
us aspects of the
ssment (EIA) and
rocess was shared

*Q&A

+ Waterman Group present environmental aspects

* Q&A

* Review minutes from previous CLG meeting
* Next steps in consultation
* PBA present transport strategy
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Issues raised by CLG members:

* Developments planned or to be delivered
in the surrounding area should be taken into
consideration
+ The impact of the Chalkers Corner intervention
on Chertsey Court residents, as mature trees will
be lost
* River transport should be considered
+ Losing a part of Mortlake Green for the corner
pedestrian crossing is a problem
* The level crossing should be considered and
Network Rail contacted
+ The improved traffic flow on Chalkers Corner
might attract additional traffic into the area and
further impact pollution
* Public transport, including buses and trains
must be considered
+ A more radical approach than the 0.8 parking
provision proposed should be considered for a
future sustainable neighbourhood. A focus on
sustainable transport is more needed rather than
opening up capacity.
+ Cycling access to and from the site is not
considered, including from Richmond station and A
passing Chalkers Corner )
« Concerns about current air pollution and ho&/@*
will only worsen due to traffic
- Community would like to be consulted @(?“
environmental impact issues
* Noise on site was commented on
to be kept informed 2)

cQdents ask

Fourth Community Liaison Group meeting

o)
AN

Actions taken by project team:

Most issues raised, along with additional
questions during the discussion were answered
by the project team or further discussed. Where
possible, actions were taken in response to the
issues raised, namely:

» Lower Richmond Road crossing was moved
with the new option preserving all Mortlake
Green trees A

* The Chalkers Corner int
with a new option dey,
improve the traffic fl
impact — aiming
into the area

* Chalkers C%\ner intervention was also amended
to enabl ycling access towards the site

. Pa@ as reduced to 0.75 per household

OO

N

ntion was amended,
ed that does not
ut only mitigates the
o attract additional traffic
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6.8 COMMUNITY LIAISON GROUP MEETING 4: REVIEW OF MASTERPLAN UPDATES

Date and time Place Attendance Feedback
04.07.2017 Stag Brewery Team: Key emerging issues
7pm-9pm Sports Club and questions raised

Dartmouth were recorded

Squire and Partners and informed

Gerald Eve the masterplan

PBA development.

Gillespies

Waterman Group

Soundings é&

Attendees: (20 total) €§/

3

Mortlake Brewery Community
Waldeck Road & Waldeck Ter
Thames Bank 4\
Mortlake with East Shee§\

Williams Lane

Chertsey Court Acti roup
Barnes & Mortla ﬂ&story Society
Friends of Mort Green

Towpath Gr

&
&
<K&
<\

The fourth CLG meeting was held s@b??ly

before the second public exhibitiof, it provided
an opportunity to review the @térplan
evolution, discuss any Iooseqe ds, and look

at the immediate and futé?1 ext steps toward
the planning applicatio e session took the
format of an open dj sion, 36 questions were
discussed, coveringrall key themes. The open-
nature of this meeting raised a significant number

Issues raised by CLG members:
+ Consideration of light spillage onto the river, and
shadowing caused by the development

* Members of the CLG and local community
would like to see the school limited to 800

pupils
+ Suitability of the school location in relation to the

of issues

Agenda

+  Review minutes from the previous CLG
meeting (5 mins)

+ Update on the masterplan (30 mins)

+  Open discussion

local pollution levels
* The site is covered by a TPO order

« Community use, questions whether a cinema or
museum are required, what is the potential for a
swimming pool?

» Shared use of the school’s indoor and outdoor
facilities will be available to the community

« To reduce the traffic associated with the site;
a slight reduction in density proposed, more
radical approaches through car clubs, severely
reducing parking are suggested

* Implications on vehicular and pedestrian traffic
associated with the school were discussed; the
number of pupils, access points on the site, and
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access to playing fields off-site for school use.

» The development could not provide an
underpass at the level crossing, due to viability

* Reducing heights, not taking the upper limit on
the SPD would be preferred by community

+ Density of the site reflects that proposed in the
SPD, and is based on the existing density of
buildings in the area. Some felt that it is more
urban than would be expected in a borough that
refers to Village Plans, and suggests looking
west to Surrey rather than east to the city.

* Variations of the 209 bus route extension to Kew
Retail Park were discussed, and a faster route
toward Hammersmith.

« Formal comments from TfL will only be made
on the transport statement through the planning
process

« Concern for Chertsey Court residents and their
local environment

« Communication of the demolition and

construction process to the local community is é&

essential
* Archaeological investigations

/\‘5\
« Communication of the forthcoming ex%
and improvements to its delivery wqu tlined

Actions taken by project team:

* Issues of light spillage and shadowing have
been addressed through the EIA, and in the
lighting strategy for the site.

* The tree-planting strategy responds to the
area TPO; trees on Mortlake Green will not be
removed, and 4,000 trees will be planted

» Improvements to the exhibition delivery have
been actioned by the comm'{nity engagement
consultants %

» Archaeological investi ns have taken place
on site, and further i tigations will be carried
out post-plannin mission and prior to
earthworks cogﬁr;ﬂcement.

&
S

O
Q
Ko

&
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6.9 DRAFT MASTERPLAN

Based on feedback gathered from local residents
and stakeholder groups throughout the second
stage, the project team developed the draft
masterplan that was then presented at the
Second public exhibition.

I Residential B care village Community use
School [ Cinema M Gym Oé
I Health Hotel building Commercial use Q
3
(\
S
O
®®
OO
&
A
(O%
&
A
<X
9
NS
5
/\ .

Draft Masterplan developed at end of Stage 2 and presented at Second public exhibition

Some of the changes made to the masterplan
included widening and repositioning the green
link, changing the position of the school, reducing
heights in some parts of the masterplan etc.

A detailed overview of how the feedback has
informed the design changes can be seen in
Section Eight.
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SECTION SEVEN
STAGE 3: FINAL MASTERPLAN

7.1 AIMS AND OBJECTIVES Q/e

Aim AQ\/

* To refine the draft masterplan and develop the 'QL
final masterplan informed by local feedback %\
O

Objectives @
™

+ Consult on the masterplan draft with the CLG &
members )

&
+ Consult on the masterplan draft with the Wider@é
community Q/@
+ Address any outstanding issues and co&@ns
S
NS
Q
<7
A
N\

R
<
K
e
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7.2 OVERVIEW OF CONSULTATION ACTIVITIES

The diagram below shows the consultation
activities undertaken and the number of people
engaged throughout Stage 3 consultation. At

the end of this stage, the final masterplan was
developed informed by the local feedback
gathered.

STAGE 1

JUNE 2016 - FEB 2017

Building an w

STAGE 2 N @
MARCH - JUNE 2017 @E 5
£Q
v
Draft Masterplan
ks
Tore
STAGE 3 -
JULY 2017 — FEB 2018 5 Q@

Final Masterplan

understanding
Public Exhibition

@ Attendees
Q/@ Discussing any

CLG meeting 6

S

N

@ Attendees _{ Consulting the wider
Q

community on the

WMK TS masterplan draft.
ied in

Brsfert i outstanding issues.

members

plans to community

Project team
members.

members

U Attendees This open meeting was
held to show the final

FINAL MASTERPLAN

[e]
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Second Public exhibition
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7.3 SECOND PUBLIC EXHIBITION: EVENT AND FINDINGS

Date and time Place Attendance | Feedback
Thursday 13 July | 4pm-8pm Stag Brewery 229 Total of 382 people left their
Sports Club feedback:
Friday 14 July | 12pm-6pm 233 + 46 filled paper feedback forms at
exhibition
+ 24 mails feedback forms later
Saturday 15 July | 10am-4pm 379 + 296 people fillgﬂe online survey
+11 people@ emails
&

Event format

The second public exhibition shared with the
wider community the masterplan draft, which had
been informed by the feedback received through
the first exhibition and from the Community
Liaison Group over the previous three months.
The exhibition was held over a three-day period
including a weekday evening and a Saturday.

Two dedicated previews of the exhibition were&
held on the morning and early afternoon of 2
Thursday 13 July: the first for Council me, rs,
the second for Community Liaison Group

members.
Q’\
Visitors were counted by the teag.on arrival and

encouraged to leave their detdlls to be added
to the mailing list. The proj eam was present
at all times to give expl QX ons and answer
questions. AttendeesQ%fe encouraged to leave
their feedback thro feedback forms. Three-
page feedback forms were made available for
people to complete at the exhibition or post in
the two weeks after the event. Additionally, an
online feedback form was made available from
18 July — 31 July and a project business card was
distributed at the event to advertise the online
feedback form web link.

Publicising the exhibition

Invitations for the exhibition were sent to

5,424 addresses in the area and advertised in

the Richmond & Twickenham Times. E-mail
invitations and reminders were sent to 776
subscribed to the Stag Brewery info mailing list at
the time three times: to announce the exhibition

v

(?:I, to inform that the
and feedback form are online

dates 2 weeks
exhibition bog{a

and to remi bout the approaching deadline to
leave onlige feedback. Additionally, 300 invitation
flyers distributed on the Barnes Faire by a

CL mber. A banner with the exhibition dates
ung on the Stag Brewery site entrance
$Gacing Lower Richmond Road. The event was

Oalso advertised on the Stag Brewery website.

The masterplan draft presented

The masterplan was presented, along with more
details about the housing, transport strategy,
advanced CGils, as well as all the design changes
made as a result of local feedback.

The exhibition contained 12 exhibition boards,
displayed on easels. The boards were titled:

* Welcome to the exhibition

* Design changes made

» Key benefits

* New homes

* A new part of Mortlake

« Public parks & open space

» Green routes

* Transport & traffic (x2)

 Current masterplan proposal (x2)

» Working with the community

You can see examples of some of the exhibition
boards below, and all the boards can be found in
appendices.
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Map of the attendees that submitted feedback from the second public exhibition
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Feedback findings

The feedback form prompted attendees to
express their opinion, concern or suggestion
about the masterplan both through thematic
questions, as well as through open-ended
questions.

The questions were structure to focus on two
things: gathering feedback on the masterplan
changes that have been made and whether
these have responded well to earlier community
feedback; and gathering general feedback on any
outstanding issues and concerns regarding the
masterplan draft. An overview of the feedback
received can be seen below.

First exhibition March 2017

15%
97) 26%
(170)

@ Really Like Like @ Neutra/Don'tKnow @ Dislike

55

a. Feedback forms: multiple options questions

This section asked respondents for feedback

on specific changes made to the masterplan
since the March exhibition. Guided by the critical
feedback after the first exhibition, the questions
were more descriptive and in addition to the
multiple options, each question included an
opportunity for open comment.

7%
(25)

14%

14%
(54)
29%
(110)

111)

Really Dislike
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1. Wider green link

The green pedestrian link, connecting Mortlake
Station to the river has been widened from 22m
to 30-38m.

14%

* People not supporting
this change typically
wanted to see the green
link made even wider.

6%
@3)

10%
39)

3. Hotel size reduced

The previous proposal contained a 200 bed,q@:el.

This has been removed and a small boutigiye

hotel with approximately 20 rooms is Qzl;éposed.
N

P
('o.
14%

/\ .

62 O\~\-

é - People not supporting
this change typically did
not want a hotel in the
area at all, with some
commenting that a hotel

589 Of this small size would

(219)  not be viable.

13%
(48)

15%
(68)

@ Support @ Neutral/Don’t know ® Dont support

2. School position changed

The school position has been changed to keep
the current open view, maintain a playing pitch of
football size and allow provision of a public park
fronting Lower Richmond Road.

16%
(59) + People not supporting

this change were typically
‘43“67‘3

Aot happy with residential
ﬁuildings on the playing
fields, the reduction of
the playing fields, the fact
that there is school on
this location at all, or the
size of the school.

25%
©4)

D,
S
@g

J
&

&
Q/é 4. Cycling access improved

A comprehensive cycling scheme is proposed
through the site. Chalkers Corner proposals
include cycle lanes between Lower Richmond
Road and TfL's A316 cycle corridor.

15%
(55)

+ People not supporting
this change typically
had two reasons: not
being happy with the
interventions done on

70%  Chalker’s Corner or

(264) being concerned for
pedestrian safety on
shared pedestrian/cycle
paths.

14%
(52

No answer
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11
4

8%

@

1%

(41)

5. Extra underground parking

An additional access to the underground car park
has been introduced from Mortlake High Street,
to relieve pressure from Lower Richmond Road.

15%
(56)

51%
(191)

« People not supporting this
change were often unsatisfied
with the parking proposals.

» Many residents ticking
‘neutral’ were not clear on
where the entrances are

%
0)

24%
(©0)

. /\@\

7. Heights reduced along William Lan

All the buildings along Williams Lane hg% been
reduced to 3 storeys in height. ‘_19

A
S

&

IR

67%

(251)}

» Most people supported this
change. People not supporting
this change or ticking neutral
commented either that 3
storeys is still too high, that
there should be no residential
buildings on the playing pitch,
or that the heights should be
reduced on the entire site and
not just along one road.

2)

Key

@ Support @ Neutral/Don’t know ® Don’t support

6. Pedestrian crossing moved

In the previous proposal, the corner crossing
of Lower Richmond Road led to the loss of
trees. The relocated crossing allows for space
to provide a new public square at the principle
scheme entrance, and no trees are lost.

é
4‘5&

» Most people supported this
change, the few unsupportive
or ‘neutral’ were unclear of
whether any changes would
take place in Mortlake Green,
and were expressing that
they would not support any
changes here.

17%
63)

3%
12)

4
S

17%
63

63%
(239)

8. Affordable housing confirmed

Based on current proposals, the scheme could
deliver up to 200 affordable homes.

15%
(58)

47%
(178)

» While almost everyone
supported affordable
housing on site, most people
commenting ‘don’t support’
or ‘neutral’ were skeptical
about the commitment to
deliver affordable homes,
commenting that ‘could’
and ‘up to 200’ do not

been much, and a firm
commitment of minimum
number of affordable homes
and a promise that this will
not be changed later in the
project as in many other
developments is needed.

14%
(52)

@9

No answer
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b. Feedback forms: open-ended questions

People were asked what they thought about
the masterplan draft through two open-ended
questions: “What did you like most” and “What
did you like least” about the proposals shown
here today. The open-ended nature of the
question enabled the residents to freely express
their priorities and concerns. The answers to
these questions were collated and qualitative
data analysis was conducted. The main findings
are shown below.

566 107 502
mentions mentions

443

Transport & traffic New Homes%

heights and @ it

253
mentions

120 e o1

Mixed uses: Overall development
commercial, retail,

offices, leisure uses

22

mentions

Health

Consultation

Most commented themes

The diagram below shows the themes that

were most often mentioned in the comments
received. Each pie chart represents a theme, and
each theme is divided into comments that were
supportive of different aspects, or expressed a
concern, suggestion or clarification (questions
that people wanted to ask). The most common
topics mentioned remain relatively similar to the
first exhibition, namely: Transport and traffic (566
mentions), new homes: hei and density (502
mentions) and the schoolk{419 mentions).

305

mentions

342 191

Public green and
open spaces

44
mentions

Environment

School

75
mentions

Architectural style,
urban design and
heritage

2318

Total number of
separate comments

@ Concen Clarification

@ Support Suggestion
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Support
Top comments
50 | like that there is a development / regeneration of the site
2ie) |like the access to river
sl | like the green open spaces /1 like the quantity of green space / | like how much green space there is
12 |llike that the Green Link has been made wider
12 llike that there is a school / | understand the need for a school @
| like it that the hotel is smaller QQ/
I like that the heights were reduced \é

| like that there are places for leisure / activities @d—use

| like that the tower was removed ;@

| like that there is care village / nursir@)'lome / assisted living

128 There are too many housing units / There should be less housing units / Density, scale is too high
107 | don’t like the removal of playing fields / Loss of football pitch / Residential buildings on the playing pitch
77 | doubt that you will deliver affordable / ‘Could be up to 200’ is not good enough, it should be a minimum commitment

59 Buildings are too high

There is not enough outdoor space / Sport facilities for the school children

49

vifsll Traffic interventions are not good enough / Won't help / | don’t believe the modelling / Not sure it works
40 | don't like it that there is a hotel / No need here / Will only increase traffic
£f28 Concerned about pollution

<5 There is not enough parking / There should be more parking
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c. Conversation feedback from exhibition

School

+  People were still concerned about the size
of the secondary school, however much less
than previously as most had accepted this to
be a council requirement and a necessity of
the area

+ A number of people considered the open
space for the school to be too small

+  There were concerns that the minimal parking
provision for the school will not work, as
many asserted that some older children will
still be dropped off, and that a lack of parking
will detract staff from working at the school,
particularly as public transport provision is
limited.

Transport
People wanted to know which public
transport improvement will take place and
if there will be a bus turnaround next to the
school

+  Continuous concerns about the traffic impa é
and whether the Chalkers Corner interventi
will mitigate it A

* Level crossing was also continuous{lg@bught
forward as a key issue

+  Parking — comments were split ?Ween
people saying that there were many
spaces which would crea&@nafﬂc problems,
and people saying ther % n’'t enough
spaces, particularly f itors

+  People were gene upportlve ofa
CPZ, although expressed anger for
potentially havr;é@ o buy permits

Landscape and green space

+  Attendees continued to express concerns
about the perceived loss of the playing fields

+  Many wanted to understand how would
the green public spaces be managed and
maintained

+  People were very supportive of the widened
and changed green link and increased green
spaces

+  General support of the towpath and riverside
walk

Residential, heights and density

Many still raised concern regarding the
heights and density of the development, but
were acknowledging the masterplan to be
an improvement from the previous public
exhibition

Majority of attendees expressed support for
the tower being removed

Attendees were keen to understand a firm
number of affordable housing units and a
commitment to a minimum number
Moreover, they were kegfito understand
what is meant by aff ble housing and the
tenure/type of hc;&' to be provided

Attendees enquired about the expected
prices of resi%ébkf(al apartments and assisted

living \é

Assisted li and healthcare
Pu eemed very enthusiastic about the

a ed living and health care elements of
development

Communlty uses

People were very supportive of community
use and some suggestions for the use were
given (micro-brewery, language centre,
swimming pool, river-based activities etc.)

Commercial uses

Will there be provision of flexible office space
for locals — e.g. v short term leases.

Some attendees feared the retail and cinema
would harm the local retail nearby

General desire for the retail and restaurants
to be more local and less big chains

Next steps, phasing and construction

Residents enquired about the timeline of the
proposed development, when will work start
on site and when will the whole development
be completed

In addition, residents wanted to know how
will demolition and construction impacts

be mitigated and how will demolition and
construction take place, particularly in regard
to traffic flows

People suggested use of the river for
construction transport
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7.4 COMMUNITY LIAISON GROUP MEETING 5: DISCUSSING THE LATEST MASTERPLAN UPDATES

Attendees: (30 total)

O\/

Q
Thomson House School \%
Mortlake Brewery Commg&ly roup
Mortlake with East Shee
Richmond Cycling C &E;gn
Barnes Communit
Williams Lane @)
Chertsey C%Lgé@ntion Group

ociation

Towpath Gr
LBRuT A
Mortla %ommunity Association

Date and time Place Attendance Feedback
19.09.2017 Stag Brewery Team: Key emerging issues
7pm-9pm Sports Club and questions raised
Dartmouth were recorded
Squire and Partners and informed
Gerald Eve the masterplan
PBA development.
Gillespies
Waterman Group é&
Soundings §/
‘\
X

¢
o P

\V

Q
The fifth CLG meeting reviewedggg/masterplan
evolution and community feed’Q k that had
informed it, and provided a portunity to
openly discuss all outsta
members. The CLG ing took the form of an
open informal discu n, where the latest plans
were displayed on Boards and CLG members
could discuss and ask questions to the team
members.

Following the last CLG meeting, one-to-one
meetings with different groups were held in the
period leading up to the planning application.

Outstanding issues raised by CLG members:

+ Concerns about traffic congestion and pollution
as a result of density continue to be raised

* The residential buildings on the current playing
fields are considered an issue, with attendees
preferring that area to remain empty

+ It was enquired whether it is possible to move
the car park entrance away from Mortlake High
Street for aesthetic reasons

* The Chalkers Corner intervention and air
pollution impact on Chertsey Court residents

* Interests were expressed for the community
use in the Maltings building, and the Applicant
is continuing communications with community
groups regarding the community spaces




FEBRUARY 2018

7.5 COMMUNITY LIAISON GROUP MEETING 6: PRESENTING THE FINAL MASTERPLAN

A final presentation of the masterplan is to be
showed to members of the CLG on Monday
12th February 2018. This presentation, led by
Squire and Partners, will be a factual viewing of
the application details that have been submitted
as part of this application.

62




STAG BREWERY REPORT

63 Second public exhibition




FEBRUARY 2018

7.6 FINAL MASTERPLAN

Throughout the Stage 3 consultation, final
amendments and adjustments were made to the
draft masterplan, leading the final masterplan
being submitted.

N
I Residential I care village Community use QO\/
School [ Cinema I Gym 4\$
. | S
Hotel building Commercial use é
O
QQ
OO
&
A
((/é
&
A
<X
9
NS
Q
o
/\ .

The final submitted masterplan, developed at end of Stage 3

Based on community feedback received, as well
as on discussions with statutory consultees,
changes to the draft masterplan included the
removal of the residential buildings from the
playing fields, the repositioning of the school, the
change of architecture throughout the site etc. A
detailed overview of the changes made informed
by community feedback can be seen in Section
eight.
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SECTION EIGHT
HOW THE MASTERPLAN HAS RESPONDED TO CONSULTATION

8.1 INTRODUCTION (oﬁ

The key consultation themes that have been the Q\’
focus of community consultation are elaborated &
on in the following section. N

Proceeding this section, tables present all \)é
changes that have been made as a response to @
community feedback. For reference an illustration O@

of each masterplan accompanies the relevant O

table. o
While the table only covers the concerns that th%é&
masterplan responded to, design decisions w@

also guided by the positive local feedback

different aspects of the masterplan. For i nce,

the local community strongly supportedipe

provision of publicly accessible greemand open
spaces and better access to the rivee from the
beginning. Both the green spaceg as well as the

river access and river walkw. 37‘Were not only
maintained, but also incre and improved in

the later stages of the rz/ rplan.

K

e
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8.2 KEY CONSULTATION THEMES

Transport and traffic

Congestion on roads surrounding the Stag
Brewery site was brought forward as an existing
local problem; traffic on the Lower Richmond
Road associated with the level crossing at
Mortlake Station was mentioned particularly.
Concerns about the traffic impact of the new
development was therefore raised from the early
stages of consultation.

In response, comprehensive surveys and
modelling conducted on site, have been shared
by the transport consultants for discussion with
the local community.

Throughout the project development, the
transport consultants had one-to-one meetings
with a cycling campaign representative and with
the transport representative of MBCG. These
discussions, along with the wider CLG
discussions and exhibition community feedback,
and discussions with TfL, led to some changes in
the transport strategy, namely: the Chalkers
Corner junction intervention was adjusted to only
mitigate the traffic impact rather than improve Q/
the traffic flow, to avoid attracting new traffic @
flow into the area; A cycling lane was added(f@
the junction, linking the site to the plannquPfL
Quietway; Cycling lanes across the n ite

were adjusted to better meet local e lines;

An extra parking entrance was ad to the

West underground car park fronfidviortlake High
Street; Parking provision wa%ﬁec’luced from 0.8

to 0.75 per household. Q\

&
Environmental impact and pollution

Another emerging theme has been the air
pollution in the area and its potential worsening
as a result of additional traffic associated with
the development. The Environmental Impact
Assessment was therefore discussed in detail at
one of the CLG meetings. Concerns were raised
about the impact of the Chalkers Corner
intervention and the loss of mature trees on
Chertsey Court residents, in relation to air and

&

noise pollution. Following this, the landscape
proposals were adjusted to include a larger
number of newly planted semi-mature trees
aiming to mitigate this impact. In addition, a
proposal was developed to include a noise barrier
wall on the edge of Chertsey Court.

The preservation of the towpath and the local

bio habitat was also brought forward by local
residents and activist groups. While proposing

to include the towpath in the site management,
the proposals include minirﬁ\intervention on the
towpath itself. @Q/

Homes, density amugfghts of buildings
O

The developm roposals made were based on
the LBRuT Su.p% ementary Planning Document
published iq’2011. This document was consulted
on wideLz? nd was well known by the local
com y, who referred to this document and
pr s regularly when expressing concerns

Kout the heights of buildings and the density of

Othe development.

Local residents’ expectations on housing
numbers were based on options communicated
during the council consultation, there were
however no housing numbers included in the
SPD. Many residents continued to demand a
reduction of density, as a result, the number of
housing units was reduced from 980 (+190
assisted living) at the beginning of the
consultation to 667 (=150 assisted living).

Another theme was the heights of buildings.
Responding to community feedback, particularly
of residents living adjacent to the development,
heights of all buildings along Williams Lane were
reduced to three storeys. In addition, a tower
initially proposed in the development was
removed from the scheme following negative
feedback from the wider community; and the last
floor of many buildings throughout the
development was set back.
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The school

The proposal of a secondary school on site has
also been a topic of local discussions. While
many people support the school, many have
also complained that the change from primary to
secondary has not been well informed, and that
the pupil numbers are much higher than what
was originally discussed with the community in
2011.

The school remained a highly commented topic
at both public exhibitions.

Residents largely commented on the position and
location of the school at both public exhibitions,
with many comments criticising its position in
relation to the existing playing fields.

MBCG put forward an alternative proposal for
school position to the project team. This can be
seen in the accompanying Open Space and
Playing Pitches Assessment (OSPPA).

The project team discussed the school position
extensively within the Community Liaison Grou
and tested the practical implications of the
MBCG proposal. After thorough analysis of&Q/
several alternatives (see OSPPA for full ardysis),
the final masterplan positions the schodtat the
location suggested by MBCG, makj ure that
the requirements regarding acces d playing
space are addressed. o

/\.
S

Public realm and greg{/n@ace
R

Preserving the exisgjiig green open spaces in the
area and providing a lot of green open space in
the masterplan proposal was considered very
important by the local community.

&

Two local open spaces have in particular been
extensively discussed; the playing fields and
Mortlake Green. Testing of early designs for the
pedestrian crossing on Lower Richmond Road
would have necessitated removal of some mature
trees in Mortlake Green, to provide required clear
sight lines to the crossing on Lower Richmond
Road. This was not acceptable to the design
team and following local feedback, this design
was revised and the current crossing proposal
maintains all trees in Mortlake Green.

Local residents also wanted to see the playing
fields, which are currently being used in
agreement with the Applicant, to remain the
same and open to community use. The
masterplan

proposes an adjusted version of the playing
fields, which service as open space for the
school during school hours and can be used by
the community in agreement with the school. In
addition, a community park is planned south of
the playing fields to augment the open space.

One of the main criticisms by the local community
after seeing the draft masterplan at the Second
public exhibition were the low rise residential
buildings proposed on the western edge of the
current playing fields. Man idents maintained
that there should be no b

erplan, the buildings

result, the in the final
were removed from this area, compensating for
the loss of units e here on the site.

While very;@é?mments were made at the

public exhilitions on the Chalkers Corner traffic
proposa@ nd their impact, the matter has
subs ntly been raised. However, due to site
co ints, the Chalkers Corner intervention was
%ﬁmtained as it is the only opportunity for
itigating the traffic impact of the development.
The proposals however were modified to include
extensive re-planting of semi-mature trees and
the addition of a barrier wall to mitigate the
cutting of trees on the corner of Chertsey Court.

The central green link from Mortlake Green
cutting through the site to the river was planned
as a focal open space in the masterplan from the
outset of the project, as outlined in the SPD. The
initial proposals for the green link were found too
narrow by the wider community, and the opening
of the river view not sufficient. Following revision
to the location of the main pedestrian crossing
from Mortlake Green, the green link was widened
by an additional 8-16m and its position shifted,
opening direct views of the river from Mortlake
Green.

In addition to these open spaces, the courtyard
spaces within the residential blocks of the
masterplan have always been considered as
publicly accessible and provide additional public
routes through the site to the river’s edge.

Following Stage 2, a lot of positive feedback was
received on the amount of green space in the
proposal, and encouragement to keep the green
open spaces accessible to all.
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8.3 DESIGN CHANGES MADE TO THE MASTERPLAN IN RESPONSE TO CONSULTATION

Stage 1

Meetings with groups and councillors, stands at fairs and canvass cards were used to get initial
feedback on issues relevant to the local community. As there had been a Supplementary Planning
Document based on a wide consultation process, the local community was already well-informed and
had prior knowledge and expectations about the site.

The Draft Masterplan on the right was developed in response to Stage 1 consultation findings. Some of
the interventions numbered below can be seen numbered on the Draft Masterplan.

Topic / concern Source Action taken é\ Number
K on plan

Traffic at Chalker’s Corner | Meetings with local Transport consulta&@eveloped 1
is currently problematic organisations and ward | an improvement.irjervention on

councillors, canvass Chalker’s Cogg

cards .

s\

Any additional traffic is Meetings with local
seen as problematic and organisations and ward
untenable councillors, canvass

cards
Provision of green space Meetings with local & &5% of the area was allocated for |2
and the ‘green link’ organisations and w. r&) green space distributed across the
included in the SPD are councillors, canv%o rds | site and the central green linear
very important park.

N
Historic buildings of Meetings w'tﬁ\%cal Two historic buildings were 3
the brewery should be organisa’gn and ward | integrated into the design
respected counci , canvas cards | proposal: the Maltings Building
N and the Bottling Building.

There should be community k@ehngs with local Community space was included 4
provision organisations and ward | on the ground floor of the Maltings

i\"councillors, canvas cards | Building and on the eastern edge
. O of the masterplan.

QY/
§
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o L

Concept Masterplan developed following Stage 1 consultation, presented at the First public exhibition
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Stage 2

The Draft Masterplan was presented, discussed and reviewed during Stage 2. On the next pages, the
changes made in response to this consultation can be seen in a table and on the plan.

of playing fields and the
school’s compromise of the
remaining playing field

CLG

allow for a bigger replacement
playing field

Topic / concern Source Action taken Number
on plan
The density of development | Feedback forms The total number of units was
was considered too high decreased from 980 to .
<&
The 14-storey building was | Feedback forms and 14 storey builﬁ‘@\Was removed 5
not thought appropriate CLG from the pla\rg
A
S
Buildings along Williams CLG Bui s along Williams lane 6
lane were considered too reduced from 5 storeys to 3
tall <§%reys
&
Concerns that buildings in | Feedback forms arg& Some building heights were
general are too tall CLG & reduced, but the interventions
@ were mostly focused on Williams
&Q/ Lane where the existing buildings
&?‘ are nearest. Higher buildings are
9 concentrated in the inner parts of
Q’\cb the development and along the
Vv river.
Concerns about the traffic "E?edback forms and Further crossing point options for |7, 8,9
impact STCLG the Lower Richmond Road were
éo reviewed within the CLG following
< the first exhibition.
§
Concerns about the loss Feedback forms and The school was repositioned to 10

The traffic interventions
were not considered
sufficient

Feedback forms and
CLG

Transport consultant conducted
additional surveys and modelling.

Additional transport consultants
were commissioned to peer
review the work of Peter Brett
Associates, and had confirmed
the findings.
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Topic / concern Source Action taken Number
on plan
Cycle provision was CLG Dedicated meetings between
criticised as not sufficient a community cycle group
representative and the transport
team were held to discuss
possibilities, after which
additional traffic interve 'Sls
were made in favour cling. A
comprehensive cy cheme was
developed, access to the school,
and a route beA\Qen the river and
Mortlake Gr. was prioritised.
Chalkers &orner proposals include
cycle | between Lower
Ric d Road and TfL’s ‘Quiet
wagRicorridor.
\)
It was said that there is not | Feedback forms ﬁwe overall green space on site
enough green space & ['was increased from 23,508 sqm to
<O 27,923 sqm
&
The green link was Feedback forr@%nd The green link was increased from | 11
considered to not be wide | CLG A 22m to 30-38m
enough é\v
2
Concerns that there is CLq,Q The green link and surrounding 11
no view of the river from o buildings have been repositioned
Mortlake Green across the ) to form a straight line so that there
green link Qi\' is an open view from Mortlake
N Green to the river
Concerns that thf@gél/is Feedback forms The hotel was reduced from a 12
too big / there shogldn’t be large 96-room hotel to a small 15-
a hotel on site room boutique hotel
There were criticisms of The architectural style was
the suggested aesthetic of diversified to include warehouse
buildings and suggestions architecture and a differently
that the architecture should designed single standing cinema
be more contemporary and building in addition to the mansion
creative style buildings
Concerns about not 10.000 sqgft of healthcare space 13
enough healthcare facilities was provided on site, to be
detailed in discussion with NHS
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Stage 2

attract additional traffic-flow
into the area N

Corner intervention wiléé

CLG

was reduced in scale, to only
mitigate the traffic impact of the
development, rather than actively

improve the traffic flow

Topic / concern Source Action taken Number
on plan
Concerns that the single Exhibition conversations | An extra access was provided 14
car access into the east to the main eastern basement
side underground car park car park on to Mortlake High
would create traffic on Street, reducing the need for
Lower Richmond Road development traffic to travel
through the Sheen Lane i
roundabout .\\Q’@
N\
Concerns that there was Feedback forms and Car parking reducedQﬁ'om 0.8to
too much provision for exhibition conversations | 0.75 per home, @vfewer places
cars, too much parking than the pre\i@és proposal
Access to the river and Exhibition conversations | The buj /%gs towards the river 15
riverside activities were and feedback forms Tha have been set back
very encouraged t vide a more spacious
| Qublic river walkway. A publicly
<<<~éccessible space along the
QO | river frontage of the site is also
é\ provided with retail outlets and
& space for outdoor dining, play
Q/® and access. A proposed Rowing
A Club is being explored for the
’\v building at the eastern end of the
Cb% site. Improved access to the Tow
Q'\ Path and a proposed upgrade
v of facilities (seating and heritage
A (b interpretation) is also proposed.
Concerns that the Chalk@'Feedback forms and Chalkers Corner intervention 16
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Stage 3

Topic / concern Source Action taken Number

on plan

Concerns about there being | Feedback forms and The residential buildings have been | 17
residential buildings on the | CLG removed from this area completely.
western edge of the current

playing fields area

People expressed Feedback forms and Transport consultants PBA tested
continuous concerns about | CLG the proposed interventiongwith

the traffic impact and the additional strategic modstting in
capacity of the proposed collaboration with T%zﬁs confirm

traffic interventions to that the interventi ggested
address this issue will in fact mhg@A e traffic

impact of the gevelopment.

There are still concerns Feedback forms and The num Bf housing units has

about the density being too | CLG been reduced from the first and

high / there being too many sec asterplan.

housing units k&

—

Concerns that there should | Feedback forms and { The final masterplan includes

be a firm commitment CLG << affordable housing, the exact

to a minimum number of &O number of units and tenure of
affordable housing, as the < which will be determined in

second public exhibition @Q/ consultation with the local authority
presented the development &Q/ and subject to viability testing.

with ‘up to 200 affordable &V‘

homes’. People expressed S

fears that this will end up NO

with no affordable homes (]/Q

going forward. Q-

keedback forms and The design provides an all-weather | 18

Concerns that the playing ~\.
fields in the plan do not Q\
provide enough outd
space for school chi

?\

ren

CLG

3G pitch for multiple sports use
all year round. There is a MUGA
provided beside the school and
another internal MUGA within
the building. Play space on the
building is also provided.

Concerns about the
removal of greenery from
Chertsey Court for the
purposes of the Chalkers
Corner intervention

Feedback forms and
CLG

A total of 22 trees will need to be
removed on the Chalker’s Corner
and within land associated with
Chertsey Court. As part of this
proposed roadworks, 33 semi-
mature trees to 6m high are to
be installed, together with shrub
planting and a replacement

2m high brick wall to assist in
mitigating the impacts of the new
intersection.
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Final submitted masterplanﬁveloped following Stage 3 consultation
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We hope you are en

STAG BREWERY

Soundings
148 Curta

tion on early plans for the

. Please leave your details with us today
so we can let you know when dates have

as asked Soundi

to undertake a consultation with the local

Dartmouth Capi

London EC2A 3AT

been confirmed. You can contact Rowan at

Soundings with any questions.

community on the future of the Stag Brewery.
We want to understand what you think about

0800 304 7035

info@stag-brewery.co.uk

SECTION NINE
APPENDICES

The appendices will include most of the
consultation materials produced for the
Stag Brewery development pre-application
consultation, either in printed or online form.

02 | What 3 words or phrases describe how you feel about Mortlake?

Name Q,®

Address &

Postcode %

Email
0
 Twitter (1/

03 | What 3 words or phrases describe your perfect picture for Mortlake in 5 years' time?

Are yowfart 81 a community group or
local isation?

[ No

me:

04 | What are your hopes and concerns for the future of Mortlake?

[ Byfilling in this form | understand that the details
I provide will be stored on a database and will be
used only with regards to this project. Leaving your
details is optional, but will allow us to contact you
about future events.

Parent/ guardian signature (if under 18 years)

05 | What are your top 3 priorities for the future of the Stag Brewery? Please number
in order of preference with 1 being your first choice.

What brings you to the Fair today?

[ Livehere [ Shopping
[ studying [ work here
[ visiting [[] Other | Please state

01| Tell us about the Stag Brewery?

Do you know anything about its proposed future?

What would you like to see happen?

What wouldn't you like to see happen?

[ Jobs and employment

] New and improved housing

[ More/better green space

[] Affordable housing

[ More/better sports & leisure facilities

D Improving shopping areas

] New business & office spaces

[ More/better facilities for young people
[ Reducing traffic congestion

[ More/better arts & cultural facilities

[ More community facilities

[ More small businesses
[ sustainable develop

D More/better evening activities

& green technology

[1] Preserving the Brewery's old buildings

D Reducing crime

[ improving Mortlake

[ Investing in education & skills development
[ Encouraging healthy living, walking & cycling
D More/better entertainment & leisure

[C] More/better shops

2] More/better places to eat & drink

[[] Other | Please state

Please tell us why you have chosen these as your top priorities:

Priority 1:

Where you involved in the previous consultation
undertaken by Richmond Council?

Priority 2:

Priority 3:
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INVITATION FLYERS FOR THE PUBLIC EXHIBITIONS

/N N\ Stag Brewery Public Drop-In Exhibition Events
THE STAG BREWERY IVAVAN Pl . . .
. lease join us at our exhibition of the emerging proposals for
o H the future of the Stag Brewery.
THE STAG BREWERY THE STAG BREWERY Key members of the project team will be on hand during

o INVITATION TO A PUBLIC DROP-IN EXHIBITION = the exhibition fto answer yourdquestio?s. ;‘Qeriwilldalso be
opportunities for you to provide your feedback and comments
8-18 MARCH 2017 on the emerging proposals.

ble Mortlake k, the river, and the creation of an active and Date Time
Stag Brewery was acquired by Reselton  vibrant village heart. The project team Wednesday 8 March
Properties Ltd in 2015, following the would now like to show their emerging
previous owners decision to cease proposals to the local community for
brewing on the site. comment and feedback. Thursday 9 March
Reselton Propertie_s Ltd and their team We w!ll_ be holdinga publicdrop_-in Saturday 11 March
have been developing plans for new exhibition on anumber of daysin March.
homes, retail, better connections to the Details can be found overleaf.

Friday 17 March

Saturday 18 March

Venue for all events

The Stag Brew
Lower Rich

rts Club,
ad, London, SW14 7ET

STAG BREWERY
SPORTS CLUB

Entrance from Lower
Richmond Road

Contact u

For more informk K Mortske
the project,pll v Green
contact th@im

0800 3( or L

in/zs wery.co.uk

08003047035
info@stag-brewery.couk
www.stag-brewery.co.uik

—= <b N\ Stag Brewery Public Drop-In Exhibition Events
Sl N o
Q HEH ; " :
(l/ o There will be opportunities for you to talk to the project
THE STAG BREWERY B — = team and provide your feedback and comments on the
& THE STAG BREWERY iSit
» INVITATION TO A PUBLIC DROP-IN E)\I-E@ITION o fatest reviion of the proposals.
13-15 JULY 2017 The exhibition boards will also be made available on our
+ website shortly after the start of the exhibition, along with an
\ online feedback form.
Please join us at a public exhibition nei lood. The project team would
showing the revised plans for the future n to show the latest proposals to
of the Stag Brewery site. al community for comment and
Qf dback. Date Time
Following a public exhibition in March,
Reselton Properties Ltd an_d their team ; We yv!ll_ be holding a public drop-in Thursday 13 July 4.00pm-8.00pm
have been further developing plans for exhibition from 13-15 July at the Stag
new homes, retalil, better connections Brewery Sports Club. Details can be found
to the river, green public spaces and the overleaf. Friday 14 July 12.00pm-6.00pm

creation of an active and vibrant Mortlake

Saturday 15 July 10.00am-4.00pm

Venue for all events

The Stag Brewery Sports Club,
Lower Richmond Road, London, SW14 7ET

STAG BREWERY
SPORTS CLUB

Entrance from Lower
Richmond road

Contact us

For more information

on the project, please
contact the team on:

£ www.stag-brewery.co.uk
2 info@stag-brewery.co.uk
«~~ 0800 304 7035

08003047035
info@stag-brewery.co.uk
www.stag-brewery.couk
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EXHIBITION BOARDS FOR THE FIRST PUBLIC EXHIBITION, MARCH 2017

Haor

DARTMOUTH  SQUIRE & PARTNERS
o avmace

RESELTON PROPERTIES LTD.

with devalopment inthe borough, have been appointed to
bring forward proposals for the sit.

Mortlake.

At this exhibition you will sea the proposals that the
the past several
onthe

mnths. det
proposals shown here today. with us here today if you would ke to be kept updated.

Please doask

back over 500 years. The brewery finaly ceased have. - e
production atthe end of 2015 ollowing AB InBev's IMITED.
dacision to move operations to Wales. Limitedisa

i is exclusively
of City Developments Limited [COL,  retained by COL.
aSingapore-listed nternationsi rea

estate operating company.

spanning four docades, earning
itan international reputationfor
d by the history

Dartmouth Capital provide and culture of where it placed. Their

of

includes masterplans, private and

waTEciTy workspace,
il education

The cOL.
significant porfolo of dovelopment ~ South West London. They specialise

the
RVER THAMES former Teddington Studios site. roperisodelvr Teddngon

Reseton Prperies Liied ks e
oo
s
3 Py
CHISWICK BRIDGE and play in. Bridge. ”
- ——
ConsuTANTS
cenaoeve o]
caratgEreLpis ” '
ouseseies sounomas
and h!lD to develop the next stage of the proposals. All information. msp\zved ‘here today will be made available on our de t ot
i e e o wd

range
ofsectors including residential, commercial, education,
Realin. telsure, rell and ranspor Soundings has worked on some of the most challenging

www.stag-brewery.couk
projects in London including Chelse Barracs.

REDEVELOPMENT EXHOITION

MARCH 2017

ONTEXT AND CONSTRAINTS 2011SPD
. InJuly 2011
‘CONSERVATION AREA P residents, adopted 3 Supplementary Planning Document [ 0 e .
Part o thesite s ocated within the Mortiske. uses

Contetvaion A cn o tomared ot the auidance for any proposals brought forward on the sie.

fotlake Green Conservation Area. Parts of the surviving
boundary wall o thesite contribute to the character of
the Mortlake Conservation Area.

O
= bedugathe River and Station

« Create vibrant

The document sets out the key ambitions fo the site
which s

The roposed schema il uss the Historical cotet
tonfluence design,Layout and form, ensuring the
develapmen respons ppropriaey o techracerand
appearance of the conservatio

« Createa new village heart for Mortlake

« Provide public ralm of the highest qualty

HISTORIC BUILDINGS \Y
udes buildings thatare not lsted,

character o thesite, proviing b physicat andisoric
context or the developm

Significant thought s being iven to maximise their role
within the emerging msterplan.

devlopment

. transport

nd lood risk,

SRS

FLooDRISK o G @
AFiaad Risk Assessment (A willerequiredfor his 5 o 00 §

development which will review the flood isks toth

T o e Q\
e s o e e

i ity

bt el o el AN

et o e e,

N
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HISTORY OF THE SITE

Cambridge powers to victory over Oxlord
o achieve the rgest winning margin in
The Boat Race’s history.

Anheuser-Busch InBev began operating
onthe e - mos mtaly theybrewed

Budweiser ceggs

(Mg Phued on site.
Reselton Prophgig#Lig ed buy the it

el
Q) !

ARG

James Watney & Co. buy the Mortlake
Brewery and bulld the Maltings building
n 1903

Mortakes ecrdedinhe Doo
oo 24 hving . ey Lrge popaton
T anovanats.

Mortlake Brewery was founded.

the M

he Brewery was bombed during th
Blte. Recorés nleare tht sevratirect
hits were made.

heuser-Busch InBev announce
intention to leave the site o expand their
operation n South Wales

ollwing consulaion it resients an
SPD lt the 5103 Brewery it 1 adoped
o theCounc

Proecteam enageswih sakehlders
Including Richmond Councl

PROPOSED LAYOUT

The usiraon aboveshowsthe propoed et the
masterplan being currently under developme

The Layout above shows the proposed location of 1
oo resdentat s, i Svee. e space, s,
and open space.

Amang the ey features are:

+ The provision of 2 mixed-use residential-led scheme.

Anew green link between the Station and the
Riverside.

+ Anewvilage heart and retail area.
+ Open space throughou the sit.

. tentin andrtortiahmant of mporant orcat
buildings.

Kev
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REDEVELOPMENT EXHBMION REDEVELOPUENT EXHBITIO

LANDSCAPE AND OPEN SPACE Il SECONDARY SCHOOL

LINEAR PARK, COURTYARDS AND SQUARES POLICY CONTEXT

/ ~ MALTINGS PLAZA
COURTYARD GARDEN ~ v’ e proposed linear park connecting Mortlake Green with 1 ’ ‘The adopted 2011 SPD identified a requirement for
B ~ GREEN LINK e v 163 S v proving fasscdopen MALTINGS PLAZA R e el e S eIt s o)
v - space areas, feature troes and planting, as well as service
\ RIVER TOWPATH Vehicle accoss and paved outdoor spaces for seating.
\ ~ _ IMPROVEMENTS dining and relaxation.
\ - Richmond Counil has a statutryreqirement
! . T rsienta courtards whichapn o the rver are toensure that there are e
.- ~ vide paces ht provde 4 14samof penspce. These across the borough and thr
3 courtyards are developed with. nun-mqarm pathways, reuramant o rmry chothas ben
\ o it and recrestons pcs a six-form entry secondary school,

ot T NEW PEDESTRIAN st
- The two public squaresare designed as paved multi- CROSSING

- functional spaces with areas o planting, arass and
\ ToWN SuARE feature rees. AU these areas amountto 4 215sqm.

Originaly the 2011 . ’

2015, changed
o3 secondary school. The councilstates two reasons for
this.Since the Planning Brief was agreed, the Council

. Play and sports provision must be linked with the
school

, e

+ Green space s distributed throughout the site, totallng 21,682 sqm secandary school places has ncreased,

« Other locations on the western part o the s
+ 25% ofthe total development s green space mnmmmmmrm.mmnmmum
+ Impravements to open space across the site that will benefit the enire commanity ehitdren will Luding

annin i space

Thecrestionof s irant nd sussinabl newilage heatfor ortake oune - conflcts vl
partot
RIVER TOWPATH INPROVEMENTS o
Rovntyet e fered laces st any st + The psiion fthe schotnthesouth-west coner
cnten adin eyt bldgs ' roes e o e pstonfthe chan i the st-westcorer |
1 approprate developman htrespecs i ambiion ol provides sr i s e o 1
e g h Tow ot
Stsinatene conreforMore isimportan and hos bee dtermined o mininise he Tembere ot o et b excessiv s rough the e and ncreasing sfoty
impact on its use and the amenity of the surrounding secondary school wm ;ub;lannauy m:v-au Y (aviuw
devlopment. The el e of h ope spcearound e S s
PGl The €6, whowil e funding th schoo, s sric
udlesshoo how shans shots e b Th mage
hows 3 ypen FA scha desion
e polc sace.

) RIVER Thawgs
Ssecntrychontor e e
lanathan s primary ,.“.mm
cr witinth e has been ‘“'T’"@ The Councits ina public onsultation onth locat plan

The open space has been carefuly integrated into the ) = Tamber offactors Inclodi closed on 15 February and subject o final amendments,
You can find more information about the proposed

masterplan. Whilethe provision of open space differs willbe submitted to the Secretary of State in Spring/
+ Thewestorn parkd i th raarad ocaton
for an educggior ning Bri
Tocation of the school at wwverichmond gov.uk/stag_

e 570 m o e ok mgnr oo f Sommer 201
N/ ey e choo ek

Green Link

evELoPuENT BN
MARCH2:

TRANSPORT CONTEXT

‘Asecond public exhibiton will be held i late spring 2017

priort0: planning submission that will be made taterin e ——
e year.

PETERBRETY ASSOCATES

Thetario st maddn

T means that o fullydesigned schame will e
St o pars o thesie Lt he et o S F—
Lane plus the schoo] and the remainng parts wi b iyt s
Sobmitied inoul

We hope that you willbe able o attend the next fa—
exhibiton, and o provide the project team with further
feadback prior to the planning applicatin.

Mortiske

/ prstes i e haters Crne nctn ncude T
A Y¢ Poscutsavon ot
1 7 Lo Rt ot
gssreggn o 1 7, etk s
STAGBREWERY REGENERATION Accest SmaTed. i [
Key members of the project team are here today to S
answer your questions m son o your esdback. o e TG
Please do come and spe i e
Feedback forms are also provided and we would be. S € Posepedstion =
grateful if you could complate ane once you have seen the TweKe 1o - ca R AREA ACTION PLAN: S
exhisiton e

We il b holding further mestings and events ater in LA oty ot e 5 et
the year and you can find further detals at thi exhibiton.

&

CONTACT DETALLS.

Stag Brewery Consultaton, Soundings,
148 Curtain Road, London, EC2A 3AT

0800 304 7035 and ask for Rowan or Janer ’

E:  info@stag-brewery.co.uk
W wstag-brewery.co.uk

R diR I ‘Ea
ﬂaﬂﬂ!" "

EoEVELOPMENT EXHBTION "REDEVELOPMENT EXHIBITION
MARCH 2

CHALKERS CORNER TRANSPORT SOLUTION DETAILED TRANSPORT SOLUTIONS

PROPOSED ROAD LAYOUT CARPARKING
L CONTROLLED PARKING ZONE (CP2) o
icae development will contan aporoximately 40 e s
residential parking spaces and 200 shorter stay parking e
spaces o accommodate the retail and commercial =

eloments of the davelopment. These spaces will ba
provided by an underground car park.

Shuld pkingnthe ide arn g s actve
oo nopton e et CONTROLLED PARKINOZONE  AGTIVE OURS
s O W
ey

PUBLIC TRANSPORT

Toimprons accets topublc ranapotsavces the bus
nde ale Roac

provides a frequent service to Hammersmith for onwiards
Comnectons 1o Underground and ather bus e sarvices.

The extension of raute 209 services would help to

the development site. The project team are currently in
discussions with TIL about the potential route extension.

White
Circular and Chalkers Corner.

e i

ravelthere are South West Train proposals to
introduce new longer trains at Mortlake Station which will
help to reduce overcrowding,

LOGAL HIGHWAY IMPACTS

BUSFREQUENCY (MINUTES)
Changes at Chalkers Corner increase the capacity of the

junction by allowing more traffic to exit Lower Richmond JOURNEY ~ WEEKDAY  SATURDAY ~ SUNDAY
Rdanohe AT during exh i s e T SR RE ot teamare tson dcussions wih South West
e damansraen e ViSSM modet. (S sereer] e A Trainsregarding h eng of i the v crossig

barriers are closed.

Journey Exising Proposect
S e WALKING AND CYCLING
o R ) « Improvements will be made to the Thames Path and
routes through he development o create btter
] [ 2 R Sccess toth River
2 [ * The public realm along Mortlake High Street and
b o8 8 u Lower Richmond Roadwilhe inproes s prtt he
dovelopment propos
b woou w4 « e parking withinthe development wil b t the

standards set outn the London Plan, encouraging the
use of cycling to and from the development.
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FEEDBACK FORMS FROM THE FIRST PUBLIC EXHIBITION, MARCH 2017

2 THESTAG

1| QUICK TOPIC RESPONSES

Thank you for attending today’s exhibition on emerging proposals for the future of the Stag Brewery site in Mortlake.
We are keen to understand your thoughts on what you have seen at the exhibition and would be grateful f you could

complete this feedback form. When you are done, simply hand it back to a member of the team. You can also post it
back to us or scan it and email it

LEAVE YOUR
FEEDBACK HERE

Please let us know your thoughts on
what you have seen here today.

1B| HIGH STREET/RETAIL SPACE [l 1C| LEISURE USES (GYM, CINEMA)

Rate please tick) Rate (please tick Rate llease tick
The project team will use your feedback to O Really ke O Realy ke O Realylike
help inform development of more detailed ke Like Like
T o e o Sy Neutra/don't know Neutral/don't know Neutral/ don't know
Disike Distke Distike
Please ask a member of the team Really dislike Really dislike Really dislike

if you have any questions.

&
0 = &

1D| OFFICE SPACE

®5in g
_
v

1E| PUBLIC OPEN SPACE 1F| RIVERSIDE IMPROVENEN (S

YOURDETALLS Rate (please tick): Rate (please tickl: Rate (please t \/
(O Reallytike (O Really tike O Reaty |
Name ke Lke

Liks
Neutral / don't know Neutral / don't know N

ntknow

How did you hear about the public exhibition?

Owebsite [ Newspaperadvert (] aing st (] signage (] Word of moutn

Other:

Distike Distike

Really distike Really dislike

ik

Ifyou be kept informed about the project,
please fillin your details below:

Email.

1G|RESTAURANTS / PUBS 11| PROPOSED CPZ*

Address:

Rate [please tick)
O Really like
Like

Rate (please tickl
O Realy tike
Like

Neutral/ don't know
Distike
Really dislike

Neutral/ don't know
Distike
Really distike

THESTAG THESTAG
BREWERY

2| FURTHER COMMENT

Any queries should be referred to the Stag

2A] OVERALL, WHAT DO YOU THINK OF THE PROPOSALS YOU HAVE SEEN HERE TODAY? Brewery Team via telephone or email.
Feedback forms can also be posted or
Pleasetickone: () Really like Like Neutral /don't know Distike Really dislike scanned back to us by [insert date] using the

following details:

Soundings

148 Curtain Road
London

EC2A 3AT

[ info@stag-brewery.co.uk
= 0800 304 7035
(@ stag-brewery.co.uk

=
2C| WHAT TIME WOULD YOU RECOMMEND THE PROPOSED CP. . SHOULD OPERATE? (PLEASE TICK)

Early morning Morning Afternoon Evening
Weekdays.
Weekends

2D| WHAT DO YOU LIKE MOST ABOUT WHAT YOU 2E| WHAT DO YOU LIKE LEAST ABOUT WHAT YOU
HAVE SEEN HERE TODAY? HAVE SEEN HERE TODAY?

2F| DID YOU FIND THE EXHIBITION HELPFUL?

Please tickone: () Yes No Don't know

2G| DO YOU HAVE ANY FURTHER COMMENTS YOU WOULD LIKE TO MAKE?
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EXHIBITION BOARDS FROM THE SECOND PUBLIC EXHIBITION, JULY 2017

'REDEVELOPMENT EXHIBITION

Ly 201

O WELCOME TO THEEXHIBITION O

Welcome tothe secand public exhibition WHAT YOU WILL SEE HERE TODAY
on the proposals for the future of the Stag T ——
Brawary site. We are very sxcited to share In this exhibiion you willsee the latest masterplan,
more details about the building uses and public space,
the atest ransport proposals, as well as the proposed
architecture and urban design, as in the images below.

With you our latest masterplan, which h
been updated since our last publc exhibition
inMarch,

Working with a number of important

Proposals which are being shown here today.

Please leave your feedback at the end of
today's exhibiton.

View from Mortlake Green towards the green lnk

View from Dukes Meadow

0 DESIGNCHANGES MADE 0 K 7BONETS 0

(CURRENT MASTERPLAN PROPOSAL DESIGN CHANGES MADE SINGE THE MARCH EXHIBITION

. Ty i i e for e
e ke chang T e
propoals shown i March.

T : : - B

yohasdvvtopad withinput o the
eeispment

3 il e s ot
1l
-
o

© ANEWPART OF MORTLAKE o

Housia M PARKNG [ s1ops, sars, nestaunanTs, civewa @ ECoNDARY scHoOL

il creste  nwprtof Mortak wih o .
= o for el Hah et s Flsieus’ 4Bl o Cequramens s new satonday schoot o

Arange o newsrves,cviles nd
e hota et o e
o Q Yucan e whessme b e s sod menien
s P———— e oed ot e ot .
- gt Pl 0 P
o o St rom ey .
e = .
. ° o by
e — o © 092%0
P o ° o0
sensrry ° °
matepan and 1 e oy, st aed o Spac coud o e °

@

Tl gt it Tespacewomstre bty
Commanty sevtet. ot o e eyt a1 1 e 3.

e a8t ot e ot
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© PUBLICPARKS & OPENSPACES o

ofth ttal ste will be green

et

© TRANSPORTATRAFFIC ©

TRANSPORT STRATEGY KEY LOCAL PROGLENS.
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FEEDBACK FORMS FROM THE SECOND PUBLIC EXHIBITION, JULY 2017

THE STAG BREWERY

LEAVE YOUR
FEEDBACK HERE

Thank you for attending today’s exhibition.
We are keen to hear your thoughts
on what you have seen.
The project team will use your feedback in the
preparation of the final proposals.

Please ask a member of the team
you have any questions.

YOURDETAILS

Name: Postcode:

What s your interest in the Stag Brewery site?

(Ottivenearby () 1aminterested to live here () 1am interested to open a business here

(O 1work nearby () 1own abusiness nearby ~ Other:

If you haven't already joined our mailing list, and would like to be kept informed
about the project, please leave your email address below:

Email:

® 2| YOURTHOUGHTS ON THE PROPOSALS =

2A | OVERALL, WHAT DO YOU THINK OF THE PROPOSALS YOU HAVE SEEN HERE TOPAY?
O

Dislike «Reb{lydlshke

Pleasetickone: () Really like Like Neutral / Don't know

2B | WHAT DO YOU LIKE MOST ABOUT THE PROPOSALS?

2C | WHAT DO YOU LIKE LEAST ABOUT THE PROPOSALS'

® 1| CHANGES TO THE SCHEME SINCE THE LAST PUBLIC EXHIBITION =

Changes have been made to the
changes

in March 2017. Please let ¥ onthese

Ifthis s the first time you are seeing the masterplan or you do not
page, leave them empty and skip to section 2.

1A | WIDER GREEN LINK

The green pedestrian link, connecting Mortlake Station to
the river has been widened from 22m to 30m-38m.

() support
Neutral / Don't Know

Don't Support

g toanswer any of this

1B | SCHOOL POSITION CHANGED

The school position has been changed to keep the current
open view, maintain a playing pitch of youth football size and
allow provision of a public park fronting Lower Richmond
Road.

() support
Neutral / Don't Know

Don't Support

1C | HOTEL SIZE REDUCED

The previous proposal contained a 200 bed hotel. This
has been removed and a small boutique hotel with
approximately 20 rooms is proposed.

(J support
Neutral / Don’t Know

Don't Support

1D | CYCLING ACCESS IMPROVED

Acomprehensive cycling scheme is proposed through
the site. Chalkers Corner proposals include cycle lanes
between Lower Richmond Road and TfL's A306 cycle
corridor. &

An additional access to the underground car park has bén
introduced from Mortlake High Street, to relieve pre
from Lower Richmond Road.

() Support
Neutral/ Don't Know

Don't Support

In the previous proposal, the corner crossing of Lower
Richmond Road led to the loss of trees. The relocated
crossing allows for space to provide a new public square at
the principle scheme entrance, and no trees are lost.
() Support

Neutral / Don't Know

Don't Support

Support
Neutral / Don't Know

Don't Support

1H | AFFORDABLE HOUSING CONFIRMED

Based on the current proposals, the scheme could deliver
up to 200 affordable homes.

() support
Neutral/ Don't Know

Don't Support

Please tick one:

® 3| YOUR THOUGHTS ON THE PROPOSALS =

3A | DID YOU FIND THIS EXHIBITION HELPFUL?

OvYes ONo

THE STAG BREWERY

3B | PLEASE COMMENT ON THE CONSULTATION PROCESS

Contact us:

For more information about
the project or to join the
mailing list please contact
Rowan or Leonora from
the Stag Brewery Team via
telephone or email.

www.stag-brewery.co.uk
info@stag-brewery.co.uk
0800 304 7035

&

&
!

oo

Stag Brewery Consultation
c/o Soundings
148 Curtain Road
London EC2A 3AT

Feedback and Information:

You can complete this feedback form  If you would like to look at the
and hand it to a member of our team  exhibition boards remotely before
today. Alternatively you can post it
to us at the address below (by 31st
July) or you can scan it and email it
to us at: info@stag-brewery.co.uk

filling out the feedback form,
you can visit our website and
download the exhibition boards at:
stag-brewery.co.uk/documents/

You can also leave your feedback
directly online by 31st July at:
stag-brewery.co.uk > Consultation
process > Your feedback
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‘BUSINESS CARD’ DISTRIBUTED AT SECOND EXHIBITION ENCOURAGING PEOPLE TO LEAVE THEIR
FEEDBACK ONLINE

/N \
E.AVA

THE STAG BREWERY

LEAVE YOUR FEEDBACK ONLINE

YOU CAN VIEW THE EXHIBITION BOARDS AND LEAVE YOUR FEEDBACK AT:

S— www. stag-brewery.co.uk

Consultation Process > Your Feedback

For more information about the é&
project or to join the mailing list pl

- contact Rowan or Leonora fro

THE STAG BREWERY

Stag Brewery ConsultationT ia

telephone or email. &
e T.0800304 7035 Cb%

E.info@stag-brew: .uk

W. www.stag-bre.\ﬁ%ry.co.uk

/\ .
O\+
S

R
N




FEBRUARY 2018

ONLINE SURVEY FROM SECOND PUBLIC EXHIBITION, JULY 2017 (SAME AS FEEDBACK FORM]
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1.0

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.5

1.6

2.0

MINUTES FROM MEETING 1 OF THE COMMUNITY LIAISON GROUP, APRIL 2017

o N/
ala
o

THE STAG BREWERY

Minutes
Stag Brewery Community Liaison Group Meeting 01

Date: 25.04.2017

Time: 19:00 — 20:30

Venue: Stag Brewery Sports Club, Lower Richmond Road, London, SW14 7ET
Chair: Steve McAdam, Soundings

&
Attendees: @Q/e
X

Peter Eaton PE MBCG, Developer Liaison
Graham Kench GK Lower Richmond Road, Resident N
Ben Knight BK Local Resident Q
Shaun Lamplough SL Mortlake with East Sheen, Chair
Ashley Lawrence AL Waldeck Road & Waldeck Terra%ﬁepresentative
Lynette Lawson LL LBRuT, Community Links Officé:
Tim Lennon TL Richmond Cycling Campaig air
Amanda Letch AL Thomson House School, RtiAcipal
Danny Masting DM Local Resident
Max Millington MM Williams Lane, Re @3 tative
Steven Mindell SM Barnes Communityssociation, Chair
Robert Orr Ewing RO MBCG, Chair C?(
Paul Rawkins PR Barnes & tlake History Society, Chairman
Emma Robinson ER Barnes %unity Association, Town Centre Manager
Stephen Tester ST Wald oad & Waldeck Terrace, Representative
Kate Woodhouse KW Mo @k Community Association, Chair
Jackson Fiorini JF /{Qﬁ apestry
Project Team: cb%
Guy Duckworth PSP Dartmouth Capital Advisors, Project Manager
Michael Squire S Squire and Partners, Architect

Barnaby Johnston (b BJ Squire and Partners, Architect

Kevin Watson A KW  Gerald Eve, Planning Consultant

Steve McAd + SM  Soundings, Community Consultant
Rowan Col e RC Soundings, Community Consultant
Leonora va LG Soundings, Community Consultant

Welcome and In%ductions

Steve McAdam, Soundings

SM welcomed everyone to the Community Liaison Group (CLG) and thanked them for attending. SM introduced
his role and Soundings as facilitators of community consultation.

SM explained that recordings would be taken during the meeting.

Guy Duckworth, Dartmouth Capital Advisors
GD introduced his role as Project Manager, advising Reselton Properties Limited who own the Stag Brewery.

Michael Squire and Barnaby Johnston, Squire & Partners
MS and BJ introduced their role as project architects.

Kevin Watson, Gerald Eve
KW introduced his role as a planning consultant from Gerald Eve.

Rowan Cole, Soundings
RC introduced his role in facilitating community consultation.

Purpose of the CLG
SM introduced the purpose of the CLG. The CLG consists of representatives of local residents and stakeholder
groups as well as some local residents. As the project progresses it is envisioned that this group will be added to.
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3.0
3.1

3.2

4.0
4.1

5.0
5.1

6.0

6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

[ BVAVAN
olofo
oflofo

THE STAG BREWERY

Role:
¢ The CLG will act as a sounding board if, and when, a scheme develops. Key members of the project team
will attend each of the meetings.
* To capture community hopes and aspirations.
* To promote planned consultation events amongst the wider community.

Summary of feedback from public consultation by Steve McAdam S
SM presented the findings from the public consultation. Massive feedback was received — @people attended

the exhibition, 330 emails and 650 forms were received. AQ/
Key concerns highlighted in the feedback included: O\/

* Size and location of the school. @

Traffic and transport. 4\

* Environmental impact. &

* Building height and scheme density. \)e\

Brief overview of masterplan changes by Michael Squire @
MS presented the masterplan and changes implemented in res (@Qto the public consultation, including:
* Changed location and position of the school. E)
* Reduction in height of the marker building (camparg§(building) from 14 storeys to 6.

* Reduction to number of rooms in the hotel — fron\g to 15.

Presentation on the revised school proposal byfichael Squire
MS presented the changed position and locatio e school and playing pitch area, and of the residential
building adjacent to the pitch area. &?‘

According to the newly proposed layout; %

* The school building would b Ibcated north of the pitches, with an access from a new east-west road.

¢ West of the school building,|iowards Williams Lane, there would be an outdoor space for the school.

»  South from the school,Bdilding, there would be a football pitch that could be used both by the school and

by the local commu @u :

* Aresidential bui , for assisted living, is proposed to face along Williams Lane at the western edge of
e football pitch.
rk was added to the plan, south from the football pitch, towards Lower Richmond Rd.

¢ Acommunj

Open discussio?“
An attendee commented that the feedback form was difficult to answer, as issues such as ‘new homes’ cannot be
narrowed down to a ‘like’ or ‘dislike’.

SM explained the goal of this format is to provoke a longer comment that would elaborate on the issues.

An attendee commented that the meaning of some phrases used in the form were not understandable, namely,
‘public realm’ and ‘non-residential uses’.

SM clarified that public realm includes all accessible public spaces (streets, parks, squares, playgrounds). A non-
residential use is any use of building space other than residential (commercial, educational, tourist etc.)

When and where will the exhibition take place? Should collaboration with the Mortlake Summer Fair (24”7 June,
organised by St Mary Magdalen School) be considered?

GD/SM agreed that options would be discussed with the Fair organisers, and to potentially invite a representative
from St Mary Magdalen to join the CLG. Attendees offered to help establish the communication.

The council brief stated the need for an open community space, but the football pitch would allow for only limited
weekend and evening use by the community — is this enough? Won't the evening lighting be a problem for
nearby residents?
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KW confirmed that the use of the pitch could be regulated with a community agreement, drafted in consultation
with the community so that it would cater to the needs of all its users and nearby residents.

6.5 Is the footprint and height of the school building determined by EFA funding?

MS stated, yes, the EFA have strict guidelines/and requirements which that the project team must consider where
developing the school.

6.6 Isn’t the 3G pitch surface expensive to maintain and can this pitch be used as both an outdoor speﬁ\/or the

— school and for football? <</

MS/KW confirmed that these matters will be taken into consideration as the project moves@%ard and that the
pitch would be multi-purpose. O\/

6.7 The football pitch/outdoor area is too small for the school — is it what the EFA reqm@?

MS/BJ that a football pitch would be re-provided in the new scheme and that &s had been discussed with Sports
England. BJ stated that the school is being designed with EFA’s guideline uirements in mind.

6.8 Why is the school plot surrounded by roads on all sides, would this crease traffic flow? Should the access to
the school not be designed in a manner that encourages cycling alking?

@)ort, alternative (non-vehicular) access options,
consideration and discussed further.

ly 8% of school users arrive by car, to which

ly to the Mortlake area.

The project team (MS/KW/GD) confirmed that sustainable tr,
and an emphasis on cycling and walking would be taken i
It was also said that Richmond council statistics say th
attendees commented that this might not necessari

6.9 Why is there a bus turnaround, is this asked b&&uncil or proposed by project team?

BJ/KW explained that the potential exten i of the 209 bus route would require a larger bus turnaround than is
currently available at Avondale Road. }t&%also an aspiration of the council to move the bus stop to the Stag
Brewery site. Q)

6.10 Can the number of pupils attenJ(l.ng the new school be reduced? Does the school have to have 1,200 pupils?

It was noted that the cu gﬁbnef for the school is for a six-form entry, with a sixth form. The project team noted
the community’s desnrQ educe the total number of pupils, and would raise this with the Council.

6.11 If the school building::annot be reduced, can the residential building be taken out, leaving more space for the
open area?

MS highlighted that the proposed building frames the open pitch, sheltering it from the street, however these
comments will be taken into consideration.

6.12 Why was the hotel reduced so much? 15 rooms are too few, and if the hotel rooms are replaced by residences
this would still cause traffic flow. The hotel would help the local economy.

It was noted that there was a preference to increase the number of hotel rooms to around 30.

6.13 Returning to the principle topic, the new school location and its position were discussed further. The majority of
attendees agreed that this version is better than the previous, however several attendees stated that they still
prefer the MBCG location proposal. Most attendees still feel very strongly about reducing the number of pupils
and size of the school.

7.0 Closing comments
SM thanked everyone for attending and closed the meeting.
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Minutes

Stag Brewery Community Liaison Group
Meeting 02

Date: 16.05.2017

Time: 19:00 — 20:30 (prolonged until 21:00)

Venue: Stag Brewery Sports Club, Lower Richmond Road, London, SW14 7ET
Chair: Steve McAdam, Soundings

&
Attendees: Q/é

Peter Eaton Mortlake Brewery Community Group, Developer L@h
Helen Edwards Thomson House Parents Voices Group, Repres@(ative
Avril Daglish West London River Group, Chair Q
Jackson Fiorini The Tapestry I

Ann Hewitt Towpath Group/West London River Gr%-k

Andrew Howard-Smith Thames Bank, Representative \

Graham Kench Lower Richmond Road, Resident Oe

Shaun Lamplough Mortlake with East Sheen, Chair, @

Ash Lawrence Waldeck Road & Waldeck Te , Representative

Tim Lennon Richmond Cycling Campai hair

Amanda Letch Thomson House SchoolPrincipal

Jen Loudon Waldeck Road & Wal @ errace, Representative
Robert Orr-Ewing Mortlake Brewery Cé@mmunity Group, Chair

Dame Una O’Brien Mortlake Brewer: mmunity Group, Representative

Danny Masting Local Reside

Max Millington Williams Lar¢\Representative

Steven Mindel Barnes ﬁr'nunity Association, Chair

John Repsch Cherts ourt Action Group, Representative
Margaret Woolmore Che y Court Action Group, Representative
Anna Sadler Li? , Community Links Officer

Kate Woodhouse Motrtlake Community Association, Chair

Ben Knight /\@ocal Resident

Alistair White Q\" Local Resident

Kate Humber Q Thomson House School, parent
Ben Mackworth-Praed Q/é Barnes Community Association, Environment Group

K

Project Team: ?‘

GD Duckworth GD Dartmouth Capital, Developer
Michael Squire MS Squire and Partners, Architect
Barney Johnston BJ Squire and Partners, Architect
Murray Levinson ML Squire and Partners, Architect
Robert Copeland RC Gillespies, Landscape Consultant
Neil Henderson NH Gerald Eve, Planning Consultant
Kevin Watson KW Gerald Eve, Planning Consultant
Steve McAdam SM Soundings, Community Consultant
Rowan Cole RCole Soundings, Community Consultant
Janet Hall JH Soundings, Community Consultant
Leonora Grcheva LG Soundings, Community Consultant

1.0 Welcome and Introductions
1.1 SM introduces the agenda for the evening.

2.0 Review of minutes of last CLG
2.1 SM reviewed the minutes from the previous CLG, attendees agreed that the following changes will be made:
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* The report on positive feedback on the school location would be amended to acknowledge that this was
not fully unanimous.

* The agreed number of hotel rooms will be reduced and reviewed

3.0 Masterplan presentation by Squire

MS/ML present the evolving masterplan with new changes and details that include:

* Another alternative location and position for the school was presented, based on the MBCG proposal. In
this option, the school is on the east side. In this option, there is still one full-sized pitch, enclosed by
residential buildings from Williams Lane, for security and sheltering, and a smaller park. AQtro turf is
essential for a school of this size, they have a life span of ten years, can be sustainab y@cycled as carpet

or road surfaces.

* Some changes in heights. Densities were elaborated, including an analysis of ttﬁ@ﬁmy Brief guidelines,
GLA density recommendations, and proposal. o

¢ Architectural styles and in-between spaces. QO

* Retail, commercial space and active ground floors etc. \é

4.0 Open discussion /Ck

N

Last time you stated that only 8% of people would access the schoo@bar, why focus on vehicular access now?

MS stated that even if the number is 8%, it is still better not to c@ﬁugh people’s back gardens. He confirmed
that adjustments could still be made to the access and traffic flew, addressing the issue of sustainable transport.

An attendee commented that schools have a travel plarx\a d the school management can opt for a zero car plan.

You said you would focus on sustainable traffic, if, want people to start walking and cycling more, having a
car route that conveniently passes next to the | and encourages people to drive is not a good start.

MS confirmed that this is a fair point that @E&?taken into consideration and addressed when working out access
routes in detail. ®
N

Are these full sized football pitche.s”.f[,Q
o

BJ answered that they are L‘I‘f}ized youth pitches. This is the recommended size for EfA, we need to check the

dimensions but they may telslightly bigger than the present pitches.

Where is the und ound parking located?

It is under the residential blocks.

There is a Richmond council reference document that talked about 200-300 units, but you suggest 900. The
Planning Brief also states a preference for lower densities.

KW responded that there have been numerous documents published by the council throughout the years, but
they have taken as guiding reference points the adopted official documents — the SPD, the GLA London Plan, so
the heights and densities are according to official policies.

But you have taken the ‘up to 7 story’ guideline to the maximum, and the brief does say that the scale should
diminish towards the edges.

KW/MS showed a site section demonstrating that the heights are lower towards the edges. MS showed that there
are only several buildings that are exceptions to the council SPD height limitations.

An attendee noted that these exceptions are going against the SPD.
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4.7 How many housing units are there in your proposal?
ML responded that there are 945 units.
4.8 Have you taken the entire area into consideration when calculating the densities?

MS responded that the 111 units/ha is a number for the entire area, and if you exclude the school and
commercial spaces it amounts to 137 units/ha.

4.9 You should make models to test what the figures would be if you reduce 1 or 2 stories throughoé&he site.

KW highlighted that there is also a national need for housing, but maybe there is space tog whether the
heights of some individual buildings can be reduced, these discussions can be used to | ify which.
O\/
4.10 Which of the open spaces are actually public? Q
N\
ML responded that all open spaces are public, with the exception of the gar5§& houses and shielded spaces

protecting the privacy of apartments on the ground floors. Different treatmer{s will be used for public squares and
residential open courts as appropriate, but all would be open to the publ\h}

4.11 llive in this area, and | am very positive about the images | see, can tell that the view from the Lower
Richmond Road towards the river is not accurate — you can't r see the river.

Another attendee commented the wider green link was fﬁ@portunity to connect to the river, and they want to
make sure this is not lost. e

A third attendee commented that the images Ioo&?% ly exciting, particularly the public square, but why can'’t the
green link remain wider as in the SPD? A

ML assured the attendees that the views @S)ased on accurate 3D models, and that the images are aspirational.
He then explained that the main reaso;\%r reducing the width of the green link was so that green public spaces
can be disseminated throughout th , near all residences. Making the site more permeable, with more
connections to the river, and mo%g een public spaces.

MS further elaborated that th‘a.wide green link had a less attractive dimension from an urban design viewpoint; in
the SPD it was neither , hor a square, whereas its current dimension along with the activities and greenery
would make it more ic

KW stated that t%cheme has exceeded the amount of greenery predicted by the Planning Brief, and have
introduced a more balanced approach, with many spacious pockets and better amenity value.

4.12 Several attendees stated that they really like how the public realm scheme looks.

4.13 Other attendees confirmed that it looks very nice, but that they want to make sure that the road crossing (LRR)
issue is addressed.

The project team confirmed that this is being worked on, and the transport consultants will present all transport
and traffic related issues on the next CLG.

4.14 An attendee remarked that the Maltings building looks like it has 8 floors, but inside the floors are half-height,
and that they should check if this is being accurately represented.

4.15 On plan it looks like some of the buildings on LRR are right against the road, are they?

ML Buildings are set back from the ownership on LRR line by 7-8m, giving a generous pavement area outside the
cinema.
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4.16 In the view towards the river, have flood defence walls been accounted for?
MS/BJ The green route is lifted up, so you are walking at the flood defense level.

4.17 | was not at the previous discussions, but why can’t you keep the sport fields? Children and adults need it, why
must there be a school?

MS Agreed it is important to have green space and that a full-sized football pitch is being provided.

Attendee stated that it is a shrunk pitch. é&
An attendee stated that the other pitch has been replaced with a school, and that for man@ents in the area
this is a priority. Q)
O\/
Another attendee stated that immediate residents might disagree with this. Q
N\
4.18 What happened with the debate on density relating to the hotel and the ﬁn@@hmber of rooms?
N\
MS said that after the previous CLG discussions a new number has no@een determined.
GD said that as a hotel does generate additional traffic, he is morb fortable with a smaller size hotel that is
managed well.
We will all be choking on traffic here! &C)Q
4.19 | like how the scheme looks, the regeneration pote it has is huge, and | particularly like the green spaces.
However, we see other riverside developments ti main with empty units, how will you prevent this here?
GD said that none of their developments ha)QlViEeded marketing overseas, as there have always been interested
people locally. They intend to put emphasi@jn 0 making the development liveable — other developments struggle
with residential-only buildings and soul ground floors; this scheme has high percentages of commercial floor
space, leisure spaces and a cinem t would additionally help create small scale evening trade and
atmosphere in the area. .
<b
4.20 | recognize the dedlcatlon e team to the scheme, the ideas and the professionalism, however there will be

additional 1,500 people Iji re and we really want to hear more of your recognition of the impact that this will
have on us, the eXIstl cal commun/ty and to ensure the liveability of Mortlake.

KW said that ma@mpact analyses are being developed, along with transport solutions to relieve impact.

An attendee stated that transport is not the main issue, as much as the number of new people.

KW highlighted that this scheme is more than just housing — there is also a school, retail, community spaces —
there is a need for a certain density to make this viable.

5.0 Public spaces and landscaping presentation by Gillespies
5.1 RC presented the public space and landscaping plans, including:
* An overview of the public realm, the connections and amenity space between buildings, trees and
greenery
* The green link between the station and the river, the towpath details, improvements and additions
* Street sections, typologies and limited access for emergency in some streets
* Typical courtyard layouts, Maltings plaza, multiuse areas and play areas

6.0 Open discussion
6.1 What about the level crossing? How will the cinema affect traffic flow? Are all streets car accessible?

Some streets would have limited access only. The team confirmed that all these issues would be discussed in
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detail at the next CLG meeting on transport.

6.2 Looks very exciting! What about the flood wall — BCA with Barnes Ponder have done work to replace sections of
the concrete flood defence wall with glass, from White Hart Lane to Barnes Bridge, is this something you would
look into?

RC said that this sounds good and they would be open to doing this, not for the entire section, but for parts.
6.3 The drawings look beautiful, but who will look after all that?

GD The whole estate would be a managed entity; we are also looking into including the tow as part of the site
that will be managed. <</

O\/

6.4 You've built a relationship with the river unlike others, and that’s great, but to this a truly mixed-use
scheme, with offices and ground floor commerce — it seems a little unrealis%ce{o expect to fill these. There is a
danger and a risk to getting the balance right, what would be achievable & d on the community living here, and

how this could be flexible? 0

Several attendees supported this.

Another attendee commented that the riverside should be used f&bcal employment opportunities, and consider
the potential for community use such as for instance, the rowir@) b.

We are all fearful that it will become just full of estate ageré

GD expressed that he fully agrees, and highlighted it is important to show aspirations from the beginning, as
this encourages interest. He said that they are lo at degrees of activity and vitality on the ground floor level —
from cafes and restaurants next to the cinemaA\ tores and hairdressers etc.

KW explained that there would be mechaftisms to control variety of uses. The planning application will be made
for flexible uses — with limited percenta&s of each use across the site.

GD highlighted the importance gasﬂﬁcessful active ground floors, the place making value of this is enormous.
There is the option to consider\

re accessible rentals, affordable retail, to ensure the liveliness of the area.
6.5 How would shadows a@ public areas, taking into consideration the heights of buildings?
MS said that this fysis can be done using models, however the public spaces in-between buildings are quite
generous (30m more). The high street was deliberately made narrower, for character and atmosphere, so
there may be some issues with shadow in these commercial areas, but not in the residential ones.

6.6 | would like to validate your work, lets keep up this open dialogue, and particularly focus on the liveability for
people already living here, lets try to meet each other half way, and talk about worst case scenarios and risks.

6.7 There is an interest to discuss health space options with the GPs in the area, to develop a shared approach to
health, which may involve slight design adjustments.

GD confirmed that they would be glad to establish direct communication and dialogue on this issue.

7.0 Closing remarks
7.1 SM closes the meeting and it is agreed with a vote that the next meeting will officially last 2 hours.
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Minutes

Stag Brewery Community Liaison Group
Meeting 03: Transport, traffic and environmental impact

. &
Date: 06.06.2017 e
&

Time: 19:00 — 21:00
Venue: Stag Brewery Sports Club, Lower Richmond Road, London, SW14 7ET <(/®
Chair: Steve McAdam, Soundings Q

Attendees: &4
Linda Andrew Barnes & Mortlake History Society _\\
Francine Bates Mortlake Brewery Community Gr

Una O’Brien Mortlake Brewery Community p

Avril Daglish West London River Group, i

Dan Harrington Waldeck Road & Waldeck ace, Representative
Ann Hewitt Towpath Group, Chair

Andrew Howard-Smith Thames Bank, Repre @a’[ive

Graham Kench Lower Richmond éd, Resident

Ben Knight Local Resident &,

Shaun Lamplough Mortlake wit t Sheen, Chair

Ashley Lawrence Waldeck Road’& Waldeck Terrace, Representative
Lynette Lawson LBRuT, QQYTmunity Links Officer

Tim Lennon Richménd Cycling Campaign, Chair

Amanda Letch Th n House School, Principal

Jen Loudon \A@ieck Road & Waldeck Terrace, Representative
Peter Makower ‘Local Resident, Chiswick

Ben Macworth-Praed /\(:OBarnes Community Association, Representative
Howard Potter Mortlake Brewery Community Group

Danny Masting Q\ Local Resident

Max Millington Q/é Williams Lane, Representative

John Repsch Q Chertsey Court Action Group, Representative
Diana Roth ?? Towpath Group, Chair

Kate Woodhouse Mortlake Community Association, Chair
Margaret Woolmore Chertsey Court Action Group, Representative
Project Team:

Guy Duckworth GD Dartmouth Capital, Development Manager

Greg Callaghan GC Peter Brett Associates, Transport Consultant
Rob Parker RP Peter Brett Associates, Transport Consultant
Hannah Fiszpan HF Waterman Group, Environmental Consultant

Ros Boalch RB Waterman Group, Environmental Consultant
Robert Copeland RC Gillespies LLP, Landscape Architect

Murray Levinson ML Squire and Partners, Architect

Kevin Watson KW Gerald Eve, Planning Consultant

Steve McAdam SM Soundings, Community Consultant

Rowan Cole RCole Soundings, Community Consultant

Janet Hall JH Soundings, Community Consultant

Leonora Grcheva LG Soundings, Community Consultant
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Welcome and Introductions

1.1 SM introduces the agenda for the evening.

2.0
2.1

Transport and Traffic presentation by PBA and Gillespies

RP/GC/RC present A
»  Overall transport problems on site and surrounding area Q/é
* Overview of surveys, modelling and research undertaken by PBA @
* Mitigation of future increase in traffic Q/

* Access and parking on site N
» Discussions with TfL on public transport O

»  Trip generation @

* Cycling and pedestrian strategy 4\

e Travel plans etc. &

NS
3.0 Open discussion @\)e

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

Are you taking into consideration other developments taking place th, uld have local traffic impact? For
example, there is a 2000 unit development in Kew Bridge that shou finalised around the same time.

RP/GC: The TfL HAM strategic model that we are using inclu @Qentire South London in detail, and takes into
consideration all future development up to 2031, including ell planned infrastructure improvements.

I'm glad you acknowledge that the Chalkers Corner i %ements can lead to increased traffic flow. | am a
resident in Chertsey Court, and the people living t ill be left with no tree buffer and exposed to air pollution
and noise. It is irresponsible to intervene there f ort-term improvements that will have long-term impact on

residents. The trees on that corner are 70 ye@ d, 70 feet high.

RP: The improvement impact will not b c93hort-term, calculations take developments until 2031 into
consideration, and so it would probabl revised around 2031.

RC: We have surveyed the size 6\each tree on Chalkers Corner, and are putting effort in compensating by
planting new semi-advanced (*es 6-7 meters high.

An attendee asked if th, m have figures on the benefits of fully matured trees, as compared with semi-
advanced trees; an nded that the Mortlake Green corner is designated as Open Land of Townscape
Importance. ?‘

KW: We are aware of the protected designations, and we are re-providing the same quantum of space, according
to policy we don’t need to do that in the same space.

Not all of the land is being re-provided, the sport fields are not being re-provided, the benefits won't be the same.
Another attendee commented that adding new trees is not the same as adding new land.

KW: The main site strategy has been to re-provide quality open space throughout the site, not only in the same
spot where it now is, we consider a series of spaces to be the best approach, even if it is not as large.

An attendee asked where would football be played.
KW answered that there would still be a full-sized astro-turf football pitch.

Why does a riverside development transport plan make no reference to river transport? And not only public
transport, but for muck away. It is possible and it needs to be given further thought.

RP: We did look at the river from a public transport viewpoint, but there are constraints; for instance due to tides,
the pier would have to be extended up to the middle of the river.
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GD: You would also have to close the towpath or parts of it to make material transport possible.
GC: We have been speaking to TfL and GLA about using the river and we will continue to talk in this direction.

I have few points to make.

We are still talking about the same density, you have not moved forward on making any changes on this, and |
urge you to do so for the public exhibition.

| think you are not being straight with us on the movement of traffic in and out of the site, and yo%on t
understand the realities and traffic problems of the 3000-4000 people living nearby.

You continue to ignore the level crossing, and | cannot accept that you cannot reach Netwc@.

I cannot believe that you would cut out a part of the Mortlake Green greenery.

You need to talk to TfL. Chiswick Bridge is in serious disrepair, and a non-stop bus comagvs ion to Hammersmith
should be considered.

Vv
I am most interested to see the changes that you will make by the exhibition to s@&gat you have heard us.
N
Another attendee adds that a new development is an opportunity to addresxﬂ@)e level crossing.

NS
An attendee agrees and adds that air pollution will worsen due to traffiq@%f that it should be taken into
consideration that there would be residents, staff, visitors and delive hicles in and out of the site.
The attendee is also horrified by the additional lane at Chalkers r, which may end up attracting traffic.
There is also the issue of shared cyclists and pedestrians that tuck on narrow shared paths, which are
dangerous for pedestrians. C)Q

Another attendee asks whether there has been a cons@v‘ation to reduce the lanes?

GC: We are not hiding the trip generation data, \%ve already started sharing it with Howard Potter, and are
happy to share our comprehensive surveys wit&u.

Regarding the level crossings — TfL are respQwﬁble for the wider infrastructure plans; we have tried talking to
Network Rail, and this hasn’t been very SL@essful. Their main concern is making the line work. | promise we’ll try
again to speak with them, but we do ha\@our hands tied by higher authorities on this matter.

On Mortlake Green — the proposal wn respect the green link and it’s location as in the policy brief, this has
led to the removal of some greer@y ecause of the need to enable visibility for drivers and safety for
pedestrians.

On bringing more traffic — Iso have to look at speed limits and attractiveness of the area to drive through, for
example we will slow ca @ wn by multiple crossings.
On Chalkers Corner can do other things that could increase cycling provision. But these will mean losing the

parking spots alon&Qo er Richmond Road.

You talk about cX?ing, yet have 850 parking spots. You accepted the 0.8 parking provision of Richmond, why not
be radical and go with 0.4 per unit? We need more radical thinking.

GC: We surveyed surrounding sites to get the parking numbers.
Would you consider talking to council about reducing the cars on site? It’s not too late.

Another attendee commented that the same goes for the school, reducing a bit from the school, from the
residents, from the parking, it could all come down to reasonable numbers.

Howard (MBCG transport representative): | did have the discussion with PBA, and some things have been
moving, but there is still more to go. For example, for a ‘sustainable scheme’ some mitigation should be done on
Lower Richmond Road. If we open up this road to more capacity, this will bring more traffic, and this is not being
mitigated. My own forecast for traffic is higher than PBA’s. The sites used for comparison have been fed by
Richmond, but they are different than Mortlake. Monitoring the barrier closing impact, whenever there is a 5-
minute closure, there is a queue in every street in the area. So this may mean that focus in needed on
sustainable transport rather than opening up capacity. We also have suggestions for better level crossing
solutions that can be offered to Network Rail.
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GD: Do share with us any suggestions that you may have regarding the crossing.
GC: We will probably have more chance to improve around the station, rather than the level crossing itself.

The cycling plans are encouraging, but there are no extensions to connect wider area cycleways to get people in
and out of the development, | would like to hear Tim’s (Richmond Cycling Campaign) opinion.

Tim: It's wonderful how permeable the site is, but there are many worrying aspects. 7% of all journeys in the
borough are bicycles and this is not taken into consideration in the modelling. There is nothing to encourage
people to cycle to and from the site, which would be a waste of a massive opportunity. For inst; , from the site
you can cycle to Richmond station in 10 minutes, but you have to pass via Chalkers Corner
appalling. The shared paths for pedestrians and bicycles are also appalling, and they do

Another attendee commented that it is not clear whether there are dedicated cycle /‘@95.

An attendee commented that if the team was passionate about cycling, they co@have made an exemplary
scheme, with 1000 bicycle parking spaces, 200 at Mortlake Station, reducir;q&ar parking as well, make this a
green development applauded by Londoners. e\

An attendee noted that there have been requests before for impro@ts on Mortlake High Street and that they
have been informed that the problem is Central reservation. 'e)

Also, about the buses — were TfL looking at increasing the ?equencies, or extending the 2097 Also,
Hammersmith Bridge will be shut down for 2 years, | do&’t@ow if you are aware of this.

There are still the bigger issues that are most relev: the protection of the playing field, the number of units,
the position and size of the school. Q/

SM notes that time should be given for Wat/qmn Group to present.

Environmental Impact Assessment p?ésentation by Waterman Group
HF/RB present
* What Environmental Impact"Assessment (EIA) is and what its purpose is
* The key stages of EIA@n where the project currently is in relation to these stages
e The enwronmenta |c areas to be considered in the EIA
* Specific comm@ was provided on the topic areas considered to be of most importance to the
audience at resent time, i.e.:

and vibration.
o quality.
o urface water drainage and flood risk.
o Archaeology (buried heritage).

Open discussion
What do you mean when you say socio-economic assessment?

HF: The assessment of the projects upon socio-economic factors including:
* Employment generated by the demolition and construction works.
* Employment generated by the completed and operational project.
* The likely significant impacts of the new populations of the development in relation to social infrastructure
such as healthcare facilities, educational facilities and open space facilities.

Who of the team speaks to the CCG (Clinical Commissioning Group), informally they have said to us that there is
no money to add to the local GP services, what are we doing about this.

KW: We’ve met with NHS and with Richmond regarding this, and have said that we are willing and able to
provide facilities. They were, at that point, not able to give information on the type of space they would need, so
they asked to have space reserved (around 10.000 sq. feet). We have included that space in the masterplan. We

98




STAG BREWERY REPORT

5.3

5.4

5.5

5.6

6.0

6.1

6.2

N/N

THE STAG BREWERY
are meeting this week with CCG, NHS and Richmond and hope to discuss needs, funding and delivery.

I would like a clarification on the process — is the expectation that the borough consults with the community or do
you? In which stage do consultations with the wider community regarding environmental impact take place?

HF: The council have the responsibility to consult, and they have. It is not a statutory obligation for us to consult
with the community; it is best practice that we can consider.

I’'m making a plea for you to reach out to us and consult us on issues such as health and archa%ogy.
Another attendee asked a confirmation whether the best practice to consult is really going @onsidered.

HF: We first need to go through to scoping opinion and finalise that stage which should@n the next two weeks,
we can then assess whether consultation is appropriate and let you know. O\/

An attendee said that the team should be talking to people if they want comm s views to be reflected.

SM: If additional consultation is to take place, we can try to help with this@K

O

RCole: We can come back to discussing this on the next CLG. @

I am very concerned about air quality. The council only monit Qome parameters, and were not even aware of
the proposals on Chalkers Corner. PM10, PM 2.5, nanopa&l@/es, nitrogen dioxide — these cause health problems.

HF: We fully understand and are aware of the growin &sues concerning air quality in major cities and in the UK
as a whole. Our lead air quality specialist is curren rking with many leading QCs in relation to the matter. Air
quality will be a key consideration with the EIA. ihtend to make use of a very complex and advance air quality
dispersion modelling in order to undertake an 4gséssment of how the completed and operational project will
impact upon local air quality. The model is ?éd ‘ADMS’ and even goes so far as to scientifically model a future
‘with-project’ and ‘without-project’ situatio%accounting for how traffic emissions, building plant emissions,
meterological conditions and all sorts p\ﬂbther factors influences air quality. The ‘with-project’ and ‘without-project’
situations will be compared to ena s to quantify the likely impact. Depending on the results, appropriate
mitigation will be recommendedQS,

Can we have a copy of thﬁcbo;iculture survey?

It was responded tha@?ould be possible.

What is happen'?g on site, there seems to be demolition?

GD: there is no demolition yet, it is only removal of brewery equipment and machines, and the buildings remain.
An attendee commented that since there is noise, it would be good practice to keep the neighbourhood informed.
RCole: If it is helpful, we can add additional information about this on the website.

Other business

RCole asked whether everybody is all right with the CLG 2 minute draft that has been circulated.

Attendees asked until the end of the week to finish reviewing and comment. This was agreed.

An attendee asked what is going to be the topic of the next CLG?
SM: We would like your opinion on what to discuss at the next meeting.

Topics suggested include density, ground floor uses, health and other services useful for the local community, as




FEBRUARY 2018

o JAVAN
HHB8

THE STAG BREWERY

well as a general update on the development.

6.3 If the public exhibition is at the end of July, that is not really public.

RCole: We are doing it by 15 July, and are fully conscious that it needs to be done before school closure dates.
7.0 SM closes the CLG meeting.
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Community Liaison Group Meeting 4

Masterplan Overview

Date: 04.07.2017

Time: 19:00 — 21:00

Venue: Stag Brewery Sports Club, Lower Richmond Road, London, SW14 7ET

Attendees:

Francine Bates Mortlake Brewery Community Group

Helen Edwards Thomson House Parents Voices Group, Representative

Avril Daglish West London River Group, Chair &
Jackson Fiorini The Tapestry é
Dan Harrington Waldeck Road & Waldeck Terrace, Representative @Q/
Andrew Howard-Smith Thames Bank, Representative {(,
Graham Kench Lower Richmond Road, Resident A

Ben Knight Local Resident O\’

Shaun Lamplough Mortlake with East Sheen, Chair @

Ashley Lawrence Waldeck Road & Waldeck Terrace, Representatjve

Tim Lennon Richmond Cycling Campaign, Chair

Jen Loudon Waldeck Road & Waldeck Terrace, Repres@ita ive

Peter Makower Local Resident, Chiswick \)

Ben Macworth-Praed Barnes Community Association, Re@ntative

Max Millington Williams Lane, Representative

John Repsch Chertsey Court Action Group, R sentative

Anna Sadler LBRuT, Community Links Offﬁ

Kate Woodhouse Mortlake Community Ass on, Chair

Margaret Woolmore Chertsey Court Action @ p, Representative

Project Team:

Guy Duckworth Dartmouth Capit&%evelopment Manager

Barnaby Johnson Squire and Past?ers, Architect

Murray Levinson Squire and E’g’ ners, Architect

Wendelin Theole Gillespi andscape Architect

Neil Henderson Gerald Eye, Planning Consultant

Rob Parker Peter Brett Associates, Transport Consultant

Ros Boalch \ASa. rman Group, Environmental Consultant

Steve McAdam Soundings, Community Consultant

Rowan Cole Q\ Soundings, Community Consultant
Janet Hall Q/e Soundings, Community Consultant

QQ
Agenda: ?‘
Introductions

SM apology for the postponement of the original meeting planned
Reminds attendees of the public exhibition dates, CLG preview (2pm, 13 July 2017)

_k_._.
2o

2 Review from previous CLG

2.0 GD briefly outlines some of the previously discussed issues which progress has been made on; Lower Richmond
Road crossing, and Chalkers corner.

2.1 GD provides assurance that an option without the loss of trees has been progressed, it will also improve the
position of the Green Link.

2.2 BP, WT elaborate on the changes; less road widening on LRR, and improved planting at this location

2.3 SM, any further comments on the minutes may be issued by COP tomorrow to Soundings

3  Open Questions
3.0 Has the Thames Strategy and the Wooded Towpath audit been referred in the background studies and design
response.

WT confirms that they have been referred to, and that this will be included within the planning statement

3.1 Has the view of the development from the north bank and the river itself been illustrated and consider, along with
potential issues of lighting spillage to the river.
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BJ, these views have been shown to planning officers and will be made public at the exhibition next week. A
further range of distant views onto the site will also be included in the planning application.

WT, lighting will be managed along the towpath, using controlled light preventing its spillage

RB, an assessment on shadowing will be included within the EIA

One local group makes a statement regarding the school; to keep it to 800 pupils only, creating a manageable
sized school. This proposal has been made to the Council Leader. No response was received.

Another comment is made regarding the appointment of Paul Hodgins as the Council Leader, and posgbility of
the school being a landmark school for Richmond. <</

BJ, reminds all that the school decisions are made by the EFA, and that the development ce&@aﬁect these
matters. ¥

New guidance was issued last week to planning officers advising that planning perm@ns be denied or reduced
for schools, where pollution exceeds acceptable levels.

RB, air quality testing has been carried out in the area, it was deemed as ac@ble. Final test results will be
issued through the EIA. 0
WT, air quality in the area will also be improved by the planting of 4,0(@3 in the area.

New trees are lovely, but old trees are better. C)O

WT agrees C)Q

GD, there is a blanket Tree Protection Order (TPO) on th éite. Three trees have died and been removed from
the site. A strategy working within the boundaries of th is being developed.

GD and SM, re-emphasise that the trees on the cor Mortlake Green are not going to be pulled down.

Is the school still located on the Watney pIayirJ{@e ?

BJ, it is still positioned partially on the Wa%g?playing field, and has been moved further off than in the version
we previously showed you. Q'\

What is the need of a museum? A@vimming pool would be a lot more useful.

No museum is proposed for@site; just facilities for community use. A local community tenant and
management of that spa required.

Is a cinema still rea&@% A swimming pool would be preferable to that for health, and elderly provision.

SM, we need to g?back to the planning brief, which at no stage made reference to a pool
NH, any public pool would have to be local authority led for inclusion

Density and traffic are still outstanding fundamental issues to the development. There needs to be reduction in
the density, and traffic implication. We want development, but what is the traffic mitigation strategy for those who
are living here currently?

Why are more radical solutions like car clubs implemented through the development.

The danger of the level crossing in its present state, what conversation has been had with Network Rail?

RP, we have got a bit more information from Network Rail and Southwestern Trains, we are aware that they are
planning to increase capacity through longer trains, not train frequency. The capacity they have stated to

achieve by 2025 will be an improvement upon today’s experience, even with the increase in the local population.

Those numbers will be made available through the transport assessment report in the planning application.

3.10 Has an under-pass at Chalkers Corner or the level crossing been discussed? Could Sheen Lane be

pedestrianised, improving the level crossing and traffic entry onto Chalkers Corner.

RP, it is not something that a development of this scale can viably deliver.
Attendees break out into disorganised conversation and argument on the effects of pedestrians
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3.11 Statement reinstating concerns regarding density, impact upon traffic, parking, aesthetic of the development, and
its scale overall.

GD confirms that those points have been made well, and heard by the project team. We are trying, and are in
some sense fighting the same battle as you to see what can be achieved with the council regarding parking and
traffic. For example, the council would like to see double the car parking provision proposed on-site.

The traffic numbers presented at the last exhibition stated that the current traffic situation could be improved,
many local residents did not believe this, and we have since organised a peer review by another transpor:
consultant of this modelling. <</

The revised scheme will also provide a second exit on Mortlake High Street, which means that tf%ﬂl” not have
to add further traffic to the Lower Richmond Lane, or Sheen Lane, unless by choice they whi<6@ 0 s0.

3.12 If you were just to shave a little of the heights of all buildings, including the school, it wou@ more acceptable.

3.13 Warns that there will be thousands of people opposing the planning application on %\g ounds of traffic and
transport, a more radical and cohesive approach — working with TFL and networ incorporating roads, bus

routes and trains needs to be taken. @

A second attendee states that no peer review of the numbers will make e believe them. The only way to
tackle this issue is to take a more radical approach in reducing the car- ing, or numbers of houses, or school
capacity. O

SM, is a commitment from the project team that the traffic will@&be any worse as a result of the development
good enough to satisfy you concerns? @

Attendees again breakout into disorder, several state tﬁa this proposal is not possible
RP, re-emphasises the process and scrutiny tha@he data, modelling, and decision made regarding transport

must go through in the peer review, with TfL, fa the council. So far, all are satisfied that these numbers are
sound, there tends to be a lot of double-cq@ng involved in trip generation, the numbers will be higher than

reality. .
o
3.14 If the school has no playing fields@ren will have to be taken by bus to them, creating more traffic.

RP, highlights that there wilﬁgme trip-saving due to local school location, currently some children are being
bussed further distances Q er schools.

3.15 Reduce everything by 2?% to reduce the traffic impact, this would make it acceptable to the local community. It
doesn’t seem a big ask to produce it by ‘a little bit’, | hope the decision isn’t driven by profit.

NH, explains that the traffic generation and proposal, at the current magnitude, is deemed acceptable.
3.16 The 2011 planning brief is where we stand, based upon the consultation of 550-600 units.
3.17 How will the crossing at the Lower Richmond Road affect traffic movement across?
3.18 Previously a variation in heights was proposed, what feedback was received on this?
GD confirms that there will be variation across the site, these align to the SPD except for perhaps one building.

3.19 GD The new commercial heart of Mortlake; reason for cinema is to promote life and activity in the early evening,
will also support the retail in the area.

There are two cinemas in Richmond, one in Barnes, people drive to them. We don’t want people using the area
in the evening, it’s a village not a town; some people disagreed with this view.

3.20 Is Mortlake a town or a village. Chalkers Corner is in Surrey. Everything show has an urban feel about it, we are
on the edge of London. Why have references been made to other developments in the city, but not from the
west to here. LBRuUT consider the borough as a series of villages, they produce village plans.
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GD, reminds the CLG of the first diagrams shared with them which were used to calculate density based upon
the surrounding street plan densities.

Attendee, forget the commercial mix, what if housing and streets just like those in the area were built; people
would probably welcome it. (Laughter and some agreement amongst attendees)

WT, this would encourage further car use, and support wider suburban sprawl in the area. It’s not part of modern
planning policy, it’s not sustainable.

ML, 6 and 7 storey buildings were featured in the planning brief, what could this have been other than(</é
apartments? The planning brief intention was urban. Q/

Attendees, point to the fact that heights were provided as ranges within the planning brief; al@@ why the
upper limit has always been taken. Seven storeys is not in-keeping with the area. Q

GD, there will be a sharing agreement with the school providing local access to indoo.r@}d outdoor sports
facilities. This agreement will actually provide more access to sports facilities to maépeople in the area than the

current sports pitches do. 0

An attendee suggests that the developer donates the field to the local com@l ity who could set up a community
amenity trust. Another asks what happens if local people want to play during the day; and how much
outdoor space does the school need? Q

BJ, the school could have more space than is allocated; we hant ed to maintain the outdoor space so that the

public park may be provided.

WT, there are 3ha of public space distributed through the@?{with plenty of spaces for sport and team games.
BJ, the current pitch could be used a little more freque ut not to the extent that a 3G pitch can.

SM, highlights that the land is actually privately own&

3.22 What is the status on the potential school sitin ?%ur options have been reviewed, we think the best option is to

build the school on the northern side, Ieavin(g} most public space open to the road end.

BJ, points out that the traffic is not to b%jrlécted through Williams Lane but the new road running parallel to Ship
Lane. We still expect that most childr§n¢ ill arrive to school by bike or on foot.

Attendees, half the school po t@fon will walk through Chalkers Corner and half across the Lower Richmond
Road. Has the speed at wh@éenagers walk considered in your transport strategy?

BJ/RP/WT, highlight o@groutes that will be taken by students; along the Towpath from Kew, and across
Chiswick Bridge, plus the bus stop.

3.23 Would it not make sense to extend the 209 bus stop toward the Kew Retail Park?

RP, we will present our numbers demonstrating the expected increase of use on the route, LBRuT are
supportive of extending the route, so far TfL have not given their position on this, and it will ultimately be their
decision. One advantage of the current terminus is that it will not have to go through Chalkers Corner, TfL will be
looking at two things; demand and journey time.

Another attendee brings forward a previous suggestion made for a non-sop, or infrequent stop service to
Hammersmith. They also highlight the potential effects due to the closure of Hammersmith Bridge; it will have a
huge effect on the area.

RP, these options have been discussed.

3.24 Chertsey court, were not expecting hundreds of teenagers to be walking through our grounds. Will the

development affect the value of my leasehold?
WT, the infrastructure cannot be moved from this location, but there a quality piece of landscape will be
delivered, and trees planted will mitigate pollution and noise. The aesthetic and amenity will be improved.

This is on the opposite side of the road, it won'’t help. Another attendee highlights that there is a difference
between a tree and a mature tree in terms of quality and reduction of pollution.
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How is the development able to interfere with the outlook and spaces associated with apartments that are not
adjacent to the site?

NH/WT, a maintenance plan for planting and ensuring growth around the site will be in place.

3.25 Attendee expresses a concern that social tenants of Chertsey court are being put at risk by the transport
interventions planned there, they request thoughtfulness of the project team regarding the value ensured for
those who live there.

3.26 SM, asks if there are any questions on public realm? <<§
Some of the businesses are very close together, has that changed at all?
BJ, confirms that the space between some buildings will have increased. QO\/

3.27 When do you expect TfL to respond to the traffic proposal?

RP, we receive informal response from them until the planning application in whicRhey will formally comment
on the transport strategy. That will be made available to the public on the LB&Q} lanning website.

3.28 What happens between now and determination on the planning applicati@
SM, the statutory consultation will take place. C)Q O
3.29 Has the demolition and removal of the existing brewery been@vned? Do you know where it will be taken to?

RP, there will be an outline construction management p&s&ubmitted as part of the planning application. When a
contract is appointed a detailed plan will be formed. &

3.30 When will the internal asset stripping be completé%‘ls it the end of the year?

GD, it is supposed to be at the end of Octo@'ﬁ The demolition process and groundworks are likely to take one
year to eighteen months. (b

3.31 What about the use of a barge for_c‘gﬁsfruction?

N\
GD, we considered muck-aw, Qelivery of materials, and the public transport potential of the river from the site.
This presented two proble) would require closure of the tow-path, and the rowers wouldn’t be happy.

3.32 It is very important thateonstruction periods are communicated well to people, the current removal of assets has
not done so. How widely were people informed about the exhibition?

RM, 5,500 leaflets were delivered, an advert was place in the Richmond and Twickenham Times, the banner
outside, email and advertisement on the website. We have also spoken to your local councilors.

An attendee offers to distribute 300 leaflets

3.33 It was very cramped at the last exhibition. A suggestion for a marque was made also. Will access to feedback
forms be improved? How is the data from the feedback analysed?

RM, we will be using a different approach for displaying the exhibition boards, and will be bringing air
conditioning units in, which should improve the comfort level. We would like to reduce the number of printed
feedback forms used, and will be offering more online and digital access to give feedback. People will be free to
send extended comments, if possible, we would prefer to receive these by email. All the data is anonymised and
analysed in-house, it will be submitted as part of the planning application in the Statement of Community
Involvement (SCI).

3.34 What is the proposed timing for the planning submission?
Project team answer September.

3.35 Are there plans to have an archaeological dig on site?
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RB, some investigations have taken place already, they are consulting with GLAS, LBRuT’s archaeological
advertiser. Post planning application, prior to any earthworks, further investigations will take place.

3.36 The only existing legislation applicable to the site is the 2011 planning brief, how will planning be able to through
before the new local plan is issued?

NH, the SPD and the emerging local plan are material planning considerations, we will submi;Qhe planning
application will be some way through by the time the local plan is issued. é
ML, we expect that it will go before a committee in January/February. @Q/

4 AOB N

4.0 SM reminds attendees of the CLG exhibition preview on 2pm, 13 July 2017 QO\/

Close ’C\
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