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Existing points of gated access exist off Lower Richmond Road, at the junction with Sheen
Lane and opposite Welbeck Road, Williams Lane and Ship Lane.

Background

In the first review on 30 September 2021, the Panel had the opportunity to get acquainted
with the complexity associated with the planning application process since the initial
applications were made in 2018. We acknowledge that two of the applications received a
positive recommendation from the Council, whilst a third to deal with highway works was
refused. The original application proposed 893 residential units. The applications were then
called in by the Mayor for determination and the two applications that the Council were
minded to approve, were amended and the highways application withdrawn. In July 2021
these applications were then refused. The amended applications comprised 1,250
residential units, a substantial increase on the earlier scheme.

We note the hybrid application presented at this Follow-Up review proposes 1,114
residential units, which represent 221 additional units compared to the approved scheme
and 136 units less that the amended GLA application.

The Panel is grateful for the commitment shown by the applicant and design teams to the
design review process and the progress the design has made since the project was first
presented on 30 September 2021 and commends everyone involved and all the efforts
made in addressing the Panel’s feedback. This is a significant regeneration scheme for
Richmond and for achieving much needed housing in London, and while we fully support the
scheme coming forward, we think it is crucial the aspirations set out for its redevelopment
and regeneration addressed in the Council’s planning brief are safeguarded and carried
forward to deliver a successful and sustainable outcome.

The main points from the design review were that the Panel was as follows:

• We are generally supportive of the massing and height of the scheme.

• We are generally supportive of the distribution of height across the site with the
exception of Block 10.

• We are comfortable with the overall number of residential units set out in the
masterplan.

The detailed comments of the Panel have been collated as follows:

Masterplan

In the first design review in September 2021, we stated that we were generally supportive of
the original masterplan but felt that there was scope to refresh this in parts, which may help
with the distribution of massing.

• Since the 2018 application, much has been addressed in policy terms around healthy
living and housing standards with the National Design Guide, revised NPPF and a
new London Plan. With this in mind, the masterplan feels now slightly outdated and
does need to follow the standards set through the London Plan. Whilst we
acknowledge that an array of design and policy parameters have been reconsidered
as part of the journey, we still feel it needs to work harder to achieve a successful
outcome, particularly with regards to the quality and quantity of single aspect flats
and the Urban Greening Factor (UGF).
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• We expressed high concern about the potential overlooking between habitable rooms
where the buildings are c.10m (or less apart), resulting in issues of privacy and
security. On the typical floor between Block 06 and the hotel section of the bottling
building, the distance shown on the plan provided is approximately 5m. Whilst we
appreciate the diversity of space this creates, we feel there should be a better
understanding of how overlooking would be overcome in these situations.

• Furthermore, we were disappointed that a disproportionate number of single-aspect
north facing units were located in Block 10 which we believe is the intermediate
housing. More should be done to provide an equitable design solution.

• The Panel felt the scheme is too dense for this area. In our view the density
expressed resonates more with areas in Central London where higher density is
expected, rather than reflecting this part of Richmond. Notwithstanding the high
number of housing units achieved, we would have expected a different character and
density in some parts to mitigate the higher level of density.

• Equally, a stronger design narrative in both architecture and layout would have helped
contextualise the scheme further. The rationale for the design and how it relates to the
surrounding context should be much stronger expressed.

• The Panel is still of the view that the scheme would benefit from a clear hierarchy of
spaces and routes. How the public spaces and how the widths of the street have
emerged is unclear, so the placemaking narrative is missing. How you navigate your
way into the site from the station and find your way to the river and Maltings feels
imposed. More could also be done along the river edge to increase its appeal as a
destination and to soften it.

• The Panel felt that potentially a fine-grained network of spaces would have allowed for
a tighter knit environment and more diverse building footprints. The use of the
mansion block and warehouse typologies is both limiting and rather formulaic.

• In terms of massing, we welcomed the remodelling of the blocks to give a more
refined distribution of height across the site and are generally comfortable with it. The
proposed hybrid scheme is visually less dominant in relation to the Maltings compared
to the previous scheme. In the CGI views from Chiswick Bridge the Maltings now
retains its pre-eminence over the emerging scheme. We do acknowledge and agree
on not increasing height on the school block and welcome the change of Blocks 20 to
22 to 3-storey houses.

• We do however expressed concern on the height of Block 10 which feels over
dominant in the street view in relation to the historic bottling building.

Public Realm and Landscaping

• We raised concern that the current scheme precludes the planting of larger growing
trees such as London Plane, Chestnuts, Lime, and Oaks above the basement car
park, unless the team can explore ‘pockets’ where trees can anchor such that they
can achieve full size and maturity. We ask the team to consider this as it will not only
enhance the visual landscape appearance of public spaces but also improve
biodiversity, microclimate, and therefore greater use of the public realm.

• Consider clustering the hard landscaped spaces where mixed use functions are
located, creating distinctive places of activities. Whilst the footprints are fixed, we
think there is still room for a clearer hierarchy from active to more passive or
movement areas which can deliver more greener areas. This will provide further
opportunities for planting and help improve the Urban Greening Factor and ensure
there is a close relationship between nature and living a healthy life.
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• The spaces facing the river and the back of the Maltings are not yet developed and
do not yet promote use or appeal. Consider what type of functions are located along
the river, their relationship with planting and trees and how they link with the wider
green network and spaces.

• As before, we suggest both a tree succession and landscape management and
maintenance strategy be submitted for the public realm to accompany any planning
application.

Architecture

• We are still not convinced about the success of the mansion blocks. We think the
typology is confused due to the height and not enough level of detail and richness as
these building types would require. Their scale and height without the delight of the
more celebrated mansion blocks seem out of place in this location.

• We noted the images of precedents elsewhere in London and whilst we support a
contemporary interpretation, it is about capturing the essence of the details. In
particular we encourage more consideration of the tops, the gables, the texture,
balconies, and more celebration. The elements of delight which are redolent of the
mansion block types, are here lacking and relying on brickwork rather than
architectural expression.

• The materiality of the mansion blocks needs refining, and we look forward to seeing
how this develops.

• We find the warehouse typology much more convincing, and we liked the images
showing how the details were developing.

Sustainability

We are pleased more work has been put into raising the sustainability levels of the scheme
and support the targets proposed, in view of the changed requirements and the Council’s
climate change agenda to achieve a greener borough and meet the net-zero carbon target
by 2030.

• We support the reduction in the size of the basement car park compared to the
Richmond scheme and feel this will reduce the embodied carbon as part of the
construction. We would encourage this reduction be aligned with the tree strategy to
maximise the opportunities for trees to be planted in the ground.

• We welcome the use of Air Source Heat Pumps (ASHP) as a communal installation
that will serve the whole of Phase I. The incorporation within the roof of the bottling
building is supported. We note that ASHP will also be used in Phase II and this is
welcomed.

• We feel the current Urban Greening Factor is low for this type of scheme and the
team needs to push harder. We would expect for the masterplan to achieve the UGF
of 0.4.

• We are concerned that the proportion of single aspect flats was almost 50%,
although acknowledge that only 7% were north facing. Nevertheless, we question the
quality of living conditions in these homes, especially as there may be issues of
overheating on the south facing ones. We feel the scheme can push harder to reduce
the proportion.

• We feel there is scope to improve the biodiversity net gain for the site which will
improve the UGF. Moreover, the importance of greater provision of planting and
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