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Total Area = 94.88m²

Living Room = 16.4m²

Kitchen = 8.5m²

Bathroom = 3.8m²

Bedroom 1 = 11m²

Bedroom 2 = 11.4m²

Bedroom 3 = 6.9m² 

Bedroom 4 = 11.3m²

Hall = 15m²

Storage = 0.5m²

Utility = 3.3m²

Utility

Starboard Way: 4-bed maisonette
Typologies

There are three 4-bed maisonette homes in Starboard 
Way, located on the lower and upper floors of the block 
around the core of the building.  These comprise a living 
room, separate kitchen, utility and hallway at the lower 
level, with four bedrooms, a bathroom with separate toilet 
and hallway at the upper level.   

Ground floor homes have a rear garden while upper floor 
homes have a Juliet balcony to the rear.  Total area is 
94.88m².
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Wider opportunities

Tiller Leisure Centre 
and Barkantine Energy 
Centre opportunity site

L&Q housing 
opportunity site

Existing key route to  
Transport links and 

amenity

Emerging routes through 
to the emerging Westferry 

Printworks development site

Westferry Printworks 
development site

The estate sits in an area of transition and presents a 
significant opportunity in relation to the wider context and 
emerging local developments.  These are highlighted in 
the diagram below.  

Recent development in 
the Isle Dogs represents 
an area undergoing large 

transformation with a trend 
of mid-high density schemes
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Site constraints

The estate presents a number of challenges that should be 
considered throughout the options appraisal process: 

• The existing buildings on site need to be considered 
across all options

• Understand existing level changes across the site
• Consider the existing sub-station on site
• Consider low-rise buildings in close proximity to site 

boundary, in particular those in the adjacent L&Q 
housing estate

• Consider overlooking to existing/emerging building 
frontages

N O R T H

• Consider proposed car park access route within 
Westferry Printworks site

• Consider proposed vehicle loading area within 
Westferry Printworks development site

• Respect the existing access route to the adjacent 
Tiller Leisure Centre and Barkantine Energy Centre

• Consider relationship with adjacent Tiller Leisure 
Centre and Barkantine Energy Centre

• Consider existing category-B and category-C trees on 
site

Tiller Road

Westferry Printworks 
development site

Barkantine 
Energy Centre

Tiller 
Leisure 
Centre

O
m

ega C
lose

Key KSW estate

Vehicle access

Energy Centre Turning area Building-building distance

Sensitive overlooking Underground parking Level change

Westferry Printworks 
development site

Tiller Leisure Centre Surrounding frontages Surrounding frontages

L&Q housing site adjacent to eastern boundary of site

Sub station on site

Level change on site

Street frontage along Tiller Road looking east

Access route adjacent to western boundary
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Site opportunities

The estate offers a number of opportunities that should be 
considered throughout the options appraisal process. 

• Opportunity to create strong frontage along Tiller 
Road

• Opportunity to develop existing and/or create a 
series of new communal open spaces across the site

• Potential route through site connecting to emerging 
Westferry Printworks development site and Millwall 
Outer Dock waterfront

• Use the orientation of buildings to maximise daylight/
sunlight across the site and surrounding area

• Create breaks through mass to allow visual 
permeability and maximise sunlight

N O R T H

• Chance to close emerging perimeter block structure 
with the adjacent Westferry Printworks site

• Opportunity to align to existing building frontages
• Consider futureproof design with respect to adjacent 

opportunity sites: Tiller Leisure Centre, Barkantine 
Energy Centre and L&Q housing site

• Wider opportunity for increased density

Tiller Road

Westferry Printworks 
development site

Barkantine 
Energy Centre

Tiller 
Leisure 
Centre

Key KSW estate

Potential pedestrian 
route

Open space opportunity Allow sunlight

Potential perimeter Surrounding frontage

Westferry Printworks 
development site

Opportunity site Sun path Landmark opportunity

Adjacent L&Q opportunity site

Entrance to existing site

Direction of potential route to Westferry Printworks

Existing frontage along Tiller Road

Adjacent Tiller Leisure Centre opportunity site

Existing open space and play
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Planning Policy

National Planning Policy 
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (February 
2019) sets out the Government’s planning policies for 
England. It sets out the three dimensions of sustainable 
development: ‘economic’ in contributing to a strong 
and competitive economy; ‘social’ in supporting strong 
communities and providing the supply of housing required 
for present and future generations; and ‘environmental’ in 
protecting and enhancing the environment. 

Statutory Development Plan 
Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase 
Act 2004, states that:
“If regard is to be had to the development plan for 
the purpose of any determination to be made under 
the planning acts the determination must be made in 
accordance with the plan unless material considerations 
indicate otherwise.”
The Statutory Development Plan relevant to the site 
comprises:

• the London Plan (2016);
• the draft new London Plan Intend to Publish version 

(2019);
• Tower Hamlets Local Plan 2031: Managing Growth 

and Sharing Benefits (2020).

Intend to Publish Version of the draft London Plan 
The Intend to Publish Version of the draft London Plan, 
December 2019, (ItPLP) sets an ambitious programme 
of growth for the Capital including significant emphasis 
on design-led densification and optimisation of land. 
The overarching principle that informs all the draft 
Plan’s policies is the concept of ‘Good Growth’ which 
broadly translates as ‘sustainable growth which works for 
everyone’.
Within the draft Plan, London’s housing target is increased 
significantly to approximately 52,000 homes per annum 
(the identified need is 66,000). The Mayor also aims to 
reach his zero-carbon target by 2050, while achieving the 
target of 80% of all trips in London to be made by foot, 
cycle or public transport by 2041. 
The new design-led approach to determining the 
appropriate site capacity means that developers can 
make the planning case for their chosen densities on 
the combined basis of good design quality reflecting site 
characteristics and context, and proximity to transport links. 
This approach to density and quantum, which replaces the 
mechanistic density matrix in the current London Plan, is 

Key documents

taking effect and shaping many of our major developments 
in opportunity areas and housing zones within Tower 
Hamlets and elsewhere.
Owing to the progress of the ItPLP, it is now a material 
consideration. 

Isle of Dogs and South Poplar Opportunity Area 
The KSW site is located within the Isle of Dogs and South 
Poplar Opportunity Area. The ItPLP indicates that the 
Opportunity Area is expected to accommodate significant 
growth with a minimum of 29,000 new homes and 110,000 
new jobs. This designation identifies clear housing growth 
and regeneration ambitions.
The OAPF also recognises the key variations in affluence 
between Canary Wharf and the areas adjoining it as 
well as the physical infrastructure barriers the southern 
part of the OA faces due to limited transport options and 
being surrounded by the River Thames on three sides. 
The importance of delivering high quality development, 
genuinely affordable housing and enhanced green and 
public spaces is therefore a key aspect of the OAPF.
The OAPF also identifies a Secondary Tall Buildings Zone, 
running along Millharbour and incorporating the former 
Westferry Printworks site. The KSW site is located at a 
transitional location between this tall building zone to the 
east and south and the predominantly mid-rise context to 
the north. 

Tower Hamlets Local Plan 2031 (2020) 
This document provides spatial policies, development 
management policies and site allocations to guide and 
manage development in the borough. The vision for the 
borough includes growth primarily delivered in the City 
Fringe, the Lower Lea Valley and Isle of Dogs and South 
Poplar and at key locations along transport corridors.  
The delivery of liveable, mixed, stable, inclusive and 
cohesive neighbourhoods, which contribute to a high 
quality of life and more healthy lifestyles is crucial. 

Estate Regeneration 
As identified above, the ItPLP  sets out ambitious housing 
targets for all London boroughs, with Opportunity Areas 
being a key focus for this growth. ItPLP Policy H1 supports 
the optimisation of housing development on suitable 
brownfield sites, while Policy H8 supports the replacement 
of housing with new housing at existing or higher densities 
with at least the equivalent level of overall floorspace. 
Where this involves the replacement of affordable 
housing, alternative options should be considered first 
with the benefits weighed against the wider social and 
environmental impacts of the proposals. The equivalent 
level of affordable housing floorspace must be re-
provided. This is reiterated by LBTH Local Plan Policy D.H2 
which goes further to require an uplift in affordable homes. 
It also requires that existing open space and community 
facilities are protected and enhanced, and that thorough 
and inclusive public consultations are undertaken, 
proportionate to the nature and scale of development.

Affordable Housing 
ItPLP Policy H8 sets out the relevant requirements in 
relation to affordable housing provision as part of an 
estate redevelopment programme. It states that all 
development proposals including the demolition and 
replacement of affordable housing are required to 
follow the Viability Tested Route and should seek to 
provide an uplift in affordable housing, in addition to 
any replacement affordable housing floorspace. LBTH 
Local Plan Policy D.H2 requires that affordable housing 
provision is maximised in accordance with a 70% rented 
and 30% intermediate tenure split. This policy also sets out 
requirements in terms of the housing mix that should be 
provided in developments.

Design 
ItPLP Policy D3 sets out that developments should make 
the best use of land through a design-led approach that 
optimises the capacity of sites. The design should respond 
to the site’s context and capacity for growth, as well as 
existing and planned infrastructure capacity. Policy D9 
sets out that boroughs should identify locations for tall 
buildings and any development proposals for tall buildings 
should address the visual, functional, environmental and 
cumulative impacts. The Isle of Dogs and South Poplar 
OAPF identifies the site within an area suitable for mid-
rise development but adjoining secondary high-rise 
development to the south and east.
LBTH Local Plan Policy D.DH6 sets out that developments 
with tall buildings must demonstrate that they meet a 
number of criteria, including that they are of a height, 
scale, mass and volume that are proportionate to their role, 

Key policy considerations

function and importance of the location in the geographical 
context, achieving exceptional architectural quality and 
enhancing the character and distinctiveness of the area. 
Where they are not located within designated Tall Building 
Zones they need to demonstrate that they meet a number 
of criteria, including being accessible, addressing strategic 
infrastructure shortages and improving legibility. 

Open Space 
ItPLP Plan Policy G4 sets out that development proposals 
should, where possible, create areas of publicly accessible 
open space. While Policy G5 requires major development 
to include urban greening within the design alongside high 
quality landscaping, green roofs, green walls and nature-
based sustainable drainage. 
Tiller Road is identified within the green grid network. 
LBTH Local Plan Policy D.OWS3 requires that development 
adjacent to this network is required to demonstrate that 
it will not have adverse impacts on the access, design, 
usability, biodiversity and recreational value of the green 
grid network. This Policy also sets out that development 
should not solely rely upon existing publicly accessible 
open space to contribute towards on-site communal 
amenity space and play space.
New London Plan Policy D6 sets out that a minimum of 
5sqm of private outdoor space should be provided for 
1-2 person dwellings, with an additional 1sqm for each 
additional occupant. While in terms of children’s play 
space, Policy S4 requires that a minimum of 10sqm of 
play space should also be provided per child of the 
development, as calculated using the child yield calculator.
Developments of 10 or more units are also required to 
provide a minimum of 50sqm of communal amenity space 
(plus an additional 1sqm for every additional unit above 10) 
in accordance with LBTH Local Plan Policy D.H3. 

Other Considerations 
New London Plan Policy T6.1 sets out that developments 
within Opportunity Areas should be car-free, while Policy 
T5 requires cycle parking provision of 1 space per studio 
or 1-person 1-bed dwelling, 1.5 spaces for a 2-person 1-bed 
dwelling and 2 spaces for all other dwellings. In additions 
for schemes of 5-40 dwellings, 2 short-stay spaces 
are required, with 1 additional space per 40 dwellings 
thereafter.
In terms of sustainability, both the New London Plan and 
LBTH Local Plan require residential developments to be 
zero carbon, with LBTH requiring a minimum 45% on-site 
reduction and London Plan requiring 35%. New London 
Plan Policy SI1 also seeks that developments do not 
worsen air quality.
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Accessibility audit

As part of the options appraisal process, One Housing 
instructed surveyors to undertake an accessibility audit of 
the KSW estate.  They assessed a number of homes and 
the open space around them to understand how residents 
accessed their homes and if they are inclusive for all 
abilities. 

Accessibility Survey findings:
• Design standards have changed many times since 

Kedge House, Starboard Way and Winch House were 
first built.

• The estate does not meet current accessibility and 
inclusivity standards or meet current expectations.

• The layout and design of homes are not ideal for an 
ageing population or those with mobility impairments.

• Significant changes would be needed to ensure 
the estate is fully accessible and inclusive for all 
residents.

Response:
• Ensured a wide range of people, including 

accompanied wheelchair users, will be able to use 
lifts to access their homes.

• Ensured inclusive access into and around play 
spaces, with inclusive play equipment and sensory 
experiences for different levels of development, 
abilities and ages.

• Ensured new homes will be adaptable to wheelchair 
standards to allow for potential residents changing 
needs.

• Ensured homes will provide step-free access.

Resident communal entrance to Kedge House

Communal and individual entrances to Starboard Way

Communal and individual entrances to Winch House

Kedge House structural survey

Given the age of Kedge House and original style of 
construction, the building was prioritised for a structural 
assessment.  Engineers from Arup were instructed to 
carry out the survey in Winter 2019. Overall the building 
was found to have structural concerns and several 
essential repair works will need to take place within 
the next few years. Below is a summary of these repair 
works.
Required repair works to Kedge House:

• Demolish the central stair core 
• Strip out all internal finish and remove the windows to 

allow access  to carry out the strengthening works.
• A new steel frame will have to be threaded through 

the building, this will require foundations, new 
columns and beams at each floor. The new structure 
will result in loss of ceiling hight and will taking up 
floor space.

• A new structural slab will need to be cast on top of 
the existing floors, further reducing head room inside 
the building.

• The external wall panels have a core of polystyrene, 
they require new ties to be thread through the 
panels, to secure them together.

• The building’s render will have to be replaced as it 
will be damaged by the works and  it is not known 
if the insulation used is compliant with the current 
building regulation.

• A replacement stair core will have to be built.
• New finishes to building, including new ceilings, wall 

finishes, flooring, kitchens, bathrooms, finishes to 
the common area, windows, new lifts, sprinklers, fire 
stopping, etc.

• The new steel frame will give the opportunity to add 
balconies.  

• To carry out the repairs a new building will effectively 
have to be constructed in and around the existing 
structure. Working inside the existing structure will 
complicate the works, result in significantly more 
manual handling and a will take significantly longer to 
complete.  

• If the building was strengthened two fundamental 
issues remain after completion, the loss of space and 
ceiling height resulting from the new internal frame 
and floor slabs and the large pre-cast panels will 
still have their polystyrene cores which cannot be 
removed and would result in a building which will not 
comply with current building regulations. 

Response
In response to the structural survey and required repair 
works to Kedge House, One Housing have ensured that 
any options that include retaining Kedge House include 
such set of repair works.  This includes the business 
as usual, environmental improvements, infill and partial 
redevelopment options as well as the refurbishment option 
itself.

Public entrance and lower facade of Kedge House

Upper facade of Kedge House
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One Housing objectives

Building new homes is an essential part of what One 
Housing does as an organisation. As a housing association 
with a strong social purpose, we have an important role 
to play in increasing the supply of desperately needed 
affordable homes.  Our priority is the development of 
homes that people can afford in London. 
Our development programme looks to serve that section 
of the population which is not provided for and, where 
possible, we will prioritise genuinely affordable homes.  
Our aim is that at least 50% of the new homes in our 
programme will be built for affordable rent, London living 
rent or shared ownership. 
Where we have some existing estates we are working with 

residents to consider options to rejuvenate the area and 
homes where they live to meet their needs.  This is a great 
opportunity for us to improve homes and strengthen our 
communities.
Our commitments for regeneration on the Isle of Dogs 
estates are:

• A genuinely resident-led approach with open and 
meaningful consultation

• That any regeneration must improve the quality of life 
for our residents upon completion

• That any regeneration has a lasting positive impact 
for our residents and the community.

One Housing representatives talk with residents at one of the exhibition events

Planning objectives

As set out in Chapter 3 there are a number of key 
supporting planning policy requirements at national, 
regional and local level. The key objectives identified from 
planning policy are set out below:

Policy Document
 
NPPF/NPPG
 

London Plan (intend to Publish version, 
December 2019)
 

 

The Mayor’s Good Practice Guide to 
Estate Regeneration

 

Tower Hamlets Policy

Objectives
 
Significantly boost the supply of new homes
Consider the social, economic and environmental benefits of estate 
regeneration
Deliver a wide choice of high quality homes to meet need

Existing housing should be replaced with new housing at existing or higher 
densities with at least the equivalent floorspace
Alternative options should be considered before demolishing existing 
affordable housing
The potential benefits of this should be balanced against the wider social 
and environmental impacts

Deliver safe and better quality homes for local people
No loss of affordable housing and increase overall supply of new and 
affordable home s
Improve the local environment
Provide an appropriate tenure mix ensuring mixed and balanced 
communities
Residents ballot for estate regeneration proposals

Meet housing need and provide improved social facilities and environmental 
amenity
Protect and enhance existing open space and community facilities
Protect the existing quantum of affordable and family units
Provide an uplift in affordable homes
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Resident objectives

Exhibition 1: Initial objectives
These are the initial set of objectives as derived from the 
Resident Survey in February/March 2019.  There were 22 
objectives that sat within five categories:
• Housing
• Environment
• Accessibility
• Well-being
• Economy
The objectives are listed below.

Housing 
• Ensure buildings are 

fit for modern living
• Provide homes that 

meet residents’ 
housing needs

• Provide separate 
bedrooms for those 
currently living in 
bedsits

• Provide more homes 
including more 
affordable homes

• Maintain current 
tenancy terms unless 
residents choose 
otherwise

Environment
• Improve private and 

public amenity space
• Include separate dog 

exercise areas
• Help maintain a 

quiet, peaceful local 
environment and 
reduce anti-social 
behaviour

• Improve sustainability 
and energy efficiency

• Improve servicing 
ie cleaning and 
maintenance

• Improve water 
pressure within the 
blocks

Accessibility
• Improve accessibility 

within and around all 
homes 

• Improve availability of 
cycle storage

• Provide adequate car 
parking that meets 
current requirements

• Improve connections 
to surrounding 
communities, 
potentially including 
the new Printworks 
site once completed

Well-being
• Provide housing 

and care options for 
elderly and those with 
specialist needs

• Allow communities to 
stay together if they 
wish

• Ensure any temporary 
moves are close to 
existing homes

• Provide more facilities 
for young people

• Improve health and 
well-being

Economy
• Ensure the local 

community have 
access to employment 
and training 
opportunities arising 
from regeneration

• Provide new 
commercial facilities 
(shops, cafés, 
business space) 
for convenience 
of residents and to 
enable economic 
growth

This section shows the evolution of the Residents’ Brief.  
The Residents’ Brief objectives were initiated following 
the Resident Survey in early 2019.  From this starting point, 
residents were consulted at every exhibition event to 
comment on the objectives and suggest any adjustments, 

additions or removals.  The Residents’ Brief therefore has 
been a continually evolving set of objectives and forms 
a key element of the assessment process.  The following 
shows the evolution of the objectives across the exhibition 
events.  

Residents were asked to review each objectives and 
indicate whether or not they agreed that they should form 
part of their Residents’ Brief.  The feedback demonstrated 
that residents generally agreed with all of the objectives 
proposed in the draft Residents’ Brief.  
The only objectives that had any notable disagreement 
were with regards to:

• Providing separate dog areas
• Improving cycle storage
• Improving connections through to the Westferry Site
• Providing new commercial facilities on site 

While some disagreed with these objectives, they were 
also supported by many residents.  
In addition to specific feedback in relation to the draft 
objectives, residents also commented more generally on 
the estate and their aspirations  for the future. 
Both comments on the draft objectives and general 
comments were recorded and taken forward to the next 
stage of evolution.
 

Exhibition 2: Draft objectives
Following feedback from the first exhibition events, there 
were some amendments made to the draft Residents’ 
Brief objectives.  Overall five objectives were added 
to the existing 22, which were split across the housing, 
environment and well-being categories.  The new 
objectives are as follows:

• Provide a greater amount of storage within homes
• Improve street and open space lighting 
• Maintain children’s play area
• Improve drainage
• Create an environment that allows the community to 

grow
Residents were asked to offer feedback with regards to 
the draft objectives as well as suggest any other objectives 
that they thought could be added to the Residents’ Brief.

Exhibition 3: Agreeing objectives
The feedback from the second exhibition events 
demonstrated that people agreed with the five new 
objectives and did not have any new suggestions.  
However, in order to enable the successful assessment of 
the options, some of the objectives were amended slightly.  

For example, some of the objectives were merged into 
a single objective, while others were split into multiple 
objectives.  
Once the changes were implemented the updated 
Residents’ Brief comprised 29 objectives.  

Exhibition 4: Final objectives
Following agreement on the objectives after the third 
exhibition events, residents were presented with their final 
Residents’ Brief.  This can be seen below.  

• Ensure all existing 
residents can remain on 
the estate 

• Ensure buildings are fit 
for modern living

• Provide homes that 
meet residents’ housing 
needs

• Provide separate 
bedrooms for those 
currently living in bedsits

• Provide more homes 
including more 
affordable homes

• Maintain current tenancy 
terms unless residents 
choose otherwise

• Provide a policy 
compliant level of 
storage in all new 
homes

Housing Environment Accessibility Well-being Economy
• Improve private and 

public outdoor space
• Include separate dog 

exercise areas
• Reduce anti-social 

behaviour and improve 
security

• Maintain a quiet 
and peaceful local 
environment

• Improve sustainability 
and energy efficiency

• Improve servicing i.e. 
maintenance

• Improve water pressure 
within the blocks

• Improve street and open 
space lighting 

• Maintain children’s play 
area

• Improve drainage

• Improve accessibility 
within and around all 
homes 

• Improve availability of 
cycle storage

• Provide adequate car 
parking that meets 
current requirements

• Improve connections 
to surrounding 
communities

• Provide housing and 
care options for elderly 
and those with specialist 
needs

• Allow communities to 
stay together if they wish

• Ensure any temporary 
moves are close to 
existing homes

• Provide more facilities 
for young people

• Provide the potential 
to improve health and 
well-being

• Create an environment 
that allows potential for 
the community to grow

• Ensure the local 
community have access 
to employment and 
training opportunities 
arising from 
regeneration

• Provide new commercial 
facilities (shops, cafés, 
business space) 
for convenience of 
residents and to enable 
economic growth

Resident objective      One Housing objective
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Engagement timeline

The Options Appraisal process is underpinned by an 
extensive programme of consultation with existing 
residents of Kedge House, Starboard Way and Winch 
House.
The appraisal was initialised by a Resident Survey held in 
early 2019, which was followed by a series of four Resident 
Exhibition events held between October 2019 and August 
2020.  The first two of these exhibitions were held at the 
Barkantine Community Centre, while the final two were 
held virtually due to government restrictions in relation to 
Covid-19.
In terms of attendees, the first two events were held for 
all residents of the KSW estate, while the later two events, 
which were much more detailed and focussed, were held 
only for residents who ultimately would be eligible to vote 
in a ballot scenario. 
A site visit was held in February 2020 - between the 
second and third Resident Exhibition events - to help the 
Residents get a feel for what estate regeneration can look 
like.  
In addition to the formalised events, One Housing and 
the wider project team attended a number of Resident 
Steering Group (RSG) events where a focus group of 
residents could meet and discuss the project.  Meetings 
were chaired by the Independent Resident Advisor: Ray 
Coyle, and also attended by the Resident Advocate: Mike 
Tyrrell.

RESIDENTS’ EXHIBITION 1
Early engagement

October 2019

INITIAL RESIDENT SURVEY  
 

Feb-Mar 2019

REGENERATION SITE VISIT 
 

Feb 2020

BALLOT OF RESIDENTS
Decision on the option to be taken forward

 
Spring 2021

RESIDENTS’ EXHIBITION 2
Initial options

December 2019

RESIDENTS’ EXHIBITION 3
Emerging options 

May 2020

RESIDENT & NEIGHBOURS’ EXHIBITION
Final options 

 
August 2020

One Housing and PRP representatives discuss KSW estate 
with residents

The diagram below summarises the key engagement 
events during the Options Appraisal.

Initial Resident Survey

Event summary 
During February and March 2019 One Housing spoke 
with residents of Kedge House, Starboard Way and Winch 
House in relation to their homes, the estate and the 
local area.  Residents from 56 of 71 eligible households 
engaged in the process.  
One Housing asked open questions to each resident 
in order to gauge an initial feeling about the estate, 
understand what residents liked and disliked, and identify 
any issues or problems.

Outcomes 
The following graphs highlight the key points mentioned 
by residents in relation to their homes and estate.  

What do you like about your home?

What do you like about your estate?

What do you dislike about your home?

What do you dislike about your estate?

February - March 2019
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Residents’ Exhibition 1

Event overview 
The first Residents’ Exhibition provided an opportunity for 
the residents to meet One Housing and PRP to discuss the 
Options Appraisal process and build on initial feedback 
gained from the Resident Survey.
The events were held at the Barkantine Community Hall on 
the evening of Thursday 10 October and midday Saturday 
12 October 2019.  
A total of 59 households engaged in the event, 
representing 83% of the 71 occupied households across 
the estate.

Event summary 
The event welcomed and introduced residents of Kedge 
House, Starboard Way and Winch House to the options 
appraisal process, during which we will consider possible 
options for the future of these three buildings. Residents 
were shown a time line of the process and presented with 
example images for each of the six options. Key comments 
and findings from the residents’ survey, carried out earlier 
in the year were displayed and it was explained how 
this feedback has helped inform the draft residents brief 
(key promises made to residents if regeneration were to 
happen), that was shown on another of the display boards. 
One Housing also provided contact details for more 
information.
The One Housing regeneration team and PRP architects 
were available during the events to talk to residents about 
the displays, explain things where necessary and discuss 
people’s thoughts, questions and concerns. Residents 
were offered the chance to complete a survey and 
encouraged to write comments on post-it notes and stick 
them directly on the displays. In the one-to-one meetings 
with residents following the events, One Housing were 
able to get feedback and have discussions with those 
who had not already commented or had not been able to 
attend the events. 

Outcomes 
In general, it was found that residents shared many of the 
same concerns and have similar ideas about the future of 
their homes, estate, streets and open spaces.  In addition, 
residents generally agreed with the objectives that formed 
the initial draft Residents’ Brief across the five categories: 
housing; environment; accessibility; well-being and 
economy. 

October 2019

When asked about their home, residents generally talked 
about the size and design of their living space.  Many 
also stressed the importance of having a private garden 
or balcony, something that is not currently offered to all 
residents on site.  Others spoke about storage, which is 
lacking in some areas of the estate.   
When asked about their estate, residents generally thought 
that safety and security was very important.  Maintaining 
the strong sense of community on the current estate was 
also vital to residents.  Others spoke about access to 
green open space and provision of parking for existing 
residents. 
When asked about their streets, safety and security was 
again raised by many residents as an important issue.  
Residents also talked about improved lighting and clear 
routes to and from their homes, which the current layout 
does not always offer.  Others also mentioned provision of 
bike storage and improved street parking for cars.  
When asked about their open spaces, many residents 
thought that private outdoor space was very important.  
Other important features included communal space for 
sitting, playing and exercising, as well as preservation of 
existing trees and greenery. Many residents were keen 
to retain and improve the children’s play area.  Residents 
were somewhat split in their opinions about providing a 
dog exercise area and allotment space.     
Residents generally agreed with all of the objectives 
proposed in the draft Residents’ Brief.  The only objectives 
that had any notable disagreement were about providing 
separate dog areas, improving cycle storage, improving 
connections through to the Westferry Site and providing 
new commercial facilities on site.  

One Housing and PRP representatives sit and discuss KSW 
estate with residents

Residents’ Exhibition 2

Event overview 
The second Residents’ Exhibition provided an opportunity 
for the residents to meet One Housing and PRP to discuss 
an initial six options and develop their Residents’ Brief.
The main events were held at the Barkantine Community 
Hall on the evening of Thursday 5 December and midday 
Saturday 10 December 2019, and were followed up with 
a foyer event and a series of one-to-one meetings with 
residents.  
A total of 54 households engaged in the event, 
representing 76% of the 71 occupied households across 
the estate.

Event summary 
Residents were presented with a number of exhibition 
boards before being asked to communicate their thoughts 
via sticky notes and a questionnaire.  
The first exhibition boards focussed on residents’ feedback 
from the previous round of consultation events and how 
their comments and thoughts were incorporated into the 
options proposed.  Feedback on the draft Residents’ Brief 
was also shown, along with an updated version with some 
new objectives.  
Following the feedback, the next two boards presented 
analysis of the local area and the estate.  These were 
coupled with images and comments, highlighting some of 
the challenges and opportunities that they present.   
The remaining boards presented a range of scenarios 
across the six options, with illustrative diagrams, precedent 
images and explanatory text.  A review board sat alongside 
each option, which outlined PRP’s appraisal of how well 
they responded to the draft Residents’ Brief.  Residents 
were asked to comment on each of the options and, 
using green and red stickers, highlight if they thought it 
could achieve the objectives in their draft Residents’ Brief.  
Residents were also asked to complete feedback forms, 
which allowed them to write further comments about each 
of the options.  

Outcomes 
Following a review of the six options presented, residents 
offered their thoughts on the extent to which each option 
would achieve the objectives on their draft Residents’ 
Brief.  In general, residents were mostly in favour of the full 
redevelopment option, while opinions on the remaining 
options somewhat varied.     
When asked about Option 1 ‘Business as usual’, residents 
generally thought that it could not achieve their objectives.  
Some of the comments received indicated that the estate 
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is outdated and needs regenerating, and that it is not 
enough to leave it in its current condition. 
When asked about Option 2 ‘Open space improvements’, 
residents again generally thought that it could not 
achieve their objectives.  Many commented that this 
does not benefit them as it is the buildings that are the 
problem.  However, some did comment that some of the 
improvements shown in this option could be incorporated 
into any larger redevelopment.
When asked about Option 3 ‘Refurbishment’, residents 
generally thought that it could not achieve their objectives.  
Some liked the option, but many commented that it does 
not go far enough to solve the problems engrained in the 
buildings and that previous refurbishment schemes did not 
improve their quality of life.
When asked about Option 4 ‘Infill’, almost all residents 
thought that this could not achieve their objectives, with 
no respondents suggesting it could achieve them ‘very 
well’.  Many noted that the estate already suffers from 
overcrowding and that any mix of old and new buildings 
would not sit well. 
When asked about Option 5 ‘Partial redevelopment’, 
residents were somewhat split on their opinions.  Some of 
the scenarios were supported by many – particularly those 
that included the demolition of Kedge House.  Others were 
concerned that the approach was not consistent and that 
equal development is needed, and again that the mix of 
old and new buildings would not sit well.  
When asked about Option 6 ‘Full redevelopment’, 
residents generally thought that it could achieve their 
objectives.  While some do not like the disruption that this 
could cause, many were in favour of demolition across the 
estate and commented that redevelopment would improve 
standards of living, help the community and that it “ticks all 
the boxes”.  

One Housing representatives discuss exhibition material with 
residents
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Regeneration site visit

Event overview 
The site visit offered residents the chance to walk around 
a regeneration scheme in order to understand building 
scale, typologies and open spaces.  PRP and One 
Housing representatives organised a walk-around of PRP’s 
Portobello Square development in LB Kensington and 
Chelsea, including parts of the existing estate.
The walk-around took place at midday on Saturday 8 
February 2020 and was attended by 14 residents, as 
well as the Independent Resident Advisor and Resident 
Advocate.  
The walk-around lasted for approximately 90 minutes 
and was accompanied by a printed brochure for each 
attendee.  PRP representatives highlighted key features of 
the development throughout the walk and were available 
to answer any questions.     

February 2020

Residents are shown around the existing estate

Residents are shown the new open space

Residents are shown the completed phase of the 
development

Residents’ Exhibition 3

Event overview 
The third round of exhibition events provided the 
opportunity for Residents to review and comment on 
emerging options in relation to their estate.  
The virtual exhibitions run from 11 May to 17 June, which 
included one-to-one virtual meetings with representatives 
from One Housing.
Following the first event, there was a change in how we 
calculated the feedback.  At this stage we identified that 10 
homes across the three blocks were either void, or owned 
by non-resident investor leaseholders and were therefore 
not eligible to vote in the regeneration ballot.  From this 
point onwards all engagement levels were calculated out 
of a possible 62 households to give a realistic number 
of how many residents there actually were to collect 
feedback from.  
A total of 48 households took part in this round of the 
virtual engagement, representing 77% of the 62 eligible 
households across the estate.  

Event summary 
During this round of consultation, residents were 
presented with nine scenarios that sat within the 
six options - this was to enable a range of partial 
redevelopment scenarios.  These scenarios were tested 
and assessed by the consultant team and a summary of 
results was given as part of the exhibition material.  
Given the timing in relation to the Covid-19 pandemic and 
resultant restrictions on public gatherings, the consultation 
‘event’ had to take place remotely and as such was held as 
a Virtual Exhibition.  
All residents were sent an engagement pack, which 
contained print-outs of the exhibition material as well as 
instructions on how to view a series of online videos that 
explained some of the material in more detail.  Residents 
were also provided a link to an online questionnaire.
During the five week engagement period, representatives 
from One Housing contacted residents and were available 
to talk through options and answer any questions that 
they had in relation to any of the engagement material.  
Representatives were also able to fill in the online 
questionnaire on behalf of any residents that were unable 
to do so.  

Outcomes 
Following a review of the six options and associated 
scenarios, residents were asked to state which options 
they were in support of and which they were not in support 
of, as well as provide comments on why they felt this way.

May-June 2020

The following graphs summarise the responses given by 
the residents.
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Full Redevelopment was the option that gained most 
support from residents, with 76% of respondents indicating 
that they supported this option.  The Refurbishment 
option and Partial Redevelopment Scenarios 1, 2 and 3 
also had some support from residents, with up to 30% of 
residents indicating they supported them.  The Business 
as usual, Open Space Improvements, Infill and Partial 
redevelopment Scenario 4 were least supported, all with 
less than 10% of residents showing support.
Resident comments were considered along with the 
outcomes of the options assessments before identifying 
the options to develop for the next stage.  Following 
review, Partial Redevelopment 02 and Full Redevelopment  
options were chosen to be taken forward.  
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Residents’ Exhibition 4

Event overview 
The fourth and final Residents’ Exhibition provided the 
opportunity for Residents’ to revisit, review and comment 
on the final options in relation to their estate.  The final 
options had been selected following the previous round of 
exhibitions and subsequent feedback.  
The virtual exhibitions ran from 28 August to 24 September 
2020, which included one-to-one virtual meetings with 
representatives from One Housing.  
A total of 53 households were engaged with during 
the exhibition period, representing 85% of the eligible 
households across the estate.  

Event summary 
Given the timing in relation to the Covid-19 pandemic 
and continued restrictions on public gatherings, the 
consultation ‘event’ had to take place remotely and as 
such was held as a ‘Virtual Exhibition’.  All residents were 
sent an engagement pack, which contained print-outs of 
the exhibition material as well as instructions on how to 
view a series of online videos that explained some of the 
material in more detail.  Residents were also provided a 
link to an online questionnaire.
During the four week engagement period, representatives 
from One Housing contacted residents and were available 
to talk through options and answer any questions that 
they had in relation to any of the engagement material.  
Representatives were also able to fill in the online 
questionnaire on behalf of any residents that were unable 
to do so.  
The final options that were selected and presented to 
Residents during the exhibition were:

• Option 5 Partial Redevelopment (Scenario 2)
• Option 6 Full Redevelopment

Between the third and fourth exhibitions, these options 
went through further refinement and testing to improve 
their performance.  Residents were asked to consider 
the updated plans and assessment information for both 
options, and then comment on their preference and 
potential responses to suggested ballot scenarios. 

Outcomes 
In general, Full Redevelopment was the option that 
most residents were in support of, with 83% of people 
stating that this was there preference of the two options.  
In comparison, the Partial Redevelopment 02 option 
was preferred by 17% of respondents.  When asked 
if respondents would vote for a given scenario of the 
two development options or ‘do nothing’ in a potential 

August 2020

In summary, residents tended to favour the Full 
Redevelopment option over Partial Redevelopment 02, but 
would support either option when the alternative is a do 
nothing approach.   

Partial redevelopment (Scenario 2) Full redevelopment
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Which of the options presented in the exhibition booklet do you 
prefer? (Tick all boxes that apply)

If you were balloted today between Option 5.2 Partial 
Redevelopment (Scenario 2) or ‘do nothing’ which would 
you choose?

If you were balloted today between Option 6 Full 
Redevelopment or ‘do nothing’ which would you choose?
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Which of the options presented in the exhibition booklet 
do you prefer? (Tick all boxes that apply)

ballot scenario, the results show that residents would 
overwhelmingly be in favour of the development option 
instead of a ‘do nothing’ situation.  

RSG events offer the chance for a focussed group of 
residents to meet with One Housing and the project team 
to discuss various items in relation to the estate and the 
Options Appraisal.  Meetings allowed the project team to, 
for example, discuss draft consultation material, present 
feedback from exhibition events or offer a platform for 
residents to talk through project-related items in more 
detail.
RSG events were always attended by One Housing, and 
by PRP and SQW at key stages of the project where they 
could present and answer any queries on specific items.  
The below summarises the RSG events to date.  

2018
Meeting 1 – 27/11/2018 
Setting up of steering group

2019
Meeting 2 – 17/01/2019 
Setting up of steering group
Meeting 3 – 21/02/2019 
Meet the OHG regeneration officer/team/ What is a 
steering group
Meeting 4 – 14/03/2019 
Membership of RSG, Brief for both the Independent 
advisor and architects
Meeting 5 – 04/04/19 
As above and ‘starting the conversation’ questionnaire
Meeting 6 – 02/05/2019 
General updates on brief for ITRA/ Architects/ Resident 
advocate. Membership of steering group
Meeting 7 – 06/06/2019 
ITRA (Independent tenant and resident advisor) 
appointment, Draft project plan, report following the 
starting the conversation survey to be made available in 
coming weeks
Meeting 8 – 04/07/2019 
Architect interview update
Meeting 9 – 01/08/2019 
PRP Architects appointed. Planning design issues training 
for residents by ITRA
Meeting 10 – 05/09/2019 
Introduction to architects/ role of architects. Update – 
ARUP Survey/ utilities surveys to be carried out. Resident 
charter begins forming – Subgroup to begin meeting 
regularly

Resident Steering Group events

Meeting 11 – 03/10/2019 
Presentation of display boards and feedback questionnaire 
for RSG to feed back on 
1st Resident exhibition - 10 & 12 October 2019
Meeting 12 – 07/11/2019 
PRP architect presentation on site issues/ constraints 
Resident charter progress
Meeting 13 (additional meeting) – 21/11/2019 
Discuss event 1 feedback report, gain feedback from 
residents on boards for 2nd event
Meeting 14 – 05/12/2019 
General updates
2nd Resident exhibition – 5 & 7 December 2019

2020
Meeting 15 – 16/01/2020 
PRP architects timeline, resident charter progress. 
Discussion/ set up of site visit in February. ‘What is a 
landlord offer?’ Discussion
Meeting 16 – 06/02/2020 
Feedback report from event 2 and one to one’s with 
residents presented by PRP. Design update from 
architects. Project programme and general update
Site visit – 8 February 2020 
Resident site visit to Portobello Road Scheme – PRP 
architect guided tour of one of the schemes they have 
helped design
3rd resident exhibition (virtual) – May 2020 
Virtual engagement period - Monday 11 May - Wednesday 
17 June
Meeting 17 – 02/07/2020 (virtual) 
Discussion on timeline being affected due to Covid-19 and 
ballot dates. Project programme update. Commence virtual 
sub-group meetings on offer doc/ residents charter
Meeting 18 – 06/08/2020 (virtual) 
PRP update on latest virtual exhibition. Discussion on ballot 
dates
4th resident exhibition (virtual) – August 2020 
Virtual engagement period - Friday 28 August - Thursday 
24 September 2020
Meeting 19 - 03/09/2020 (virtual) 
Project programme update. Open communities to begin 
weekly drop-in sessions on the estate. Continued work on 
Draft landlords offer and resident charter questions. Ballot 
date discussions
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The first level of appraisal came during the initial options 
stage.  At this point the options were at an early stage of 
development and as such had not been designed to a 
level of detail that would allow for a full, detailed appraisal.  
The assessment therefore was relatively high-level and 
based somewhat on the potential of what could be 
achieved by each option.
Each of the options were scored against the draft 
Residents’ Brief objectives.  The 27 objectives, as 
formulated using the Resident Survey and subsequent 
resident engagement, were grouped into five categories: 
housing; environment; accessibility; well-being; and 
economy.  Each of the objectives were given a score using 
one of three criteria to indicate the level to which they 
could be achieved:

• Not achieved
• Achieved
• Potential to be achieved

Residents’ Brief Assessment Criteria
Housing

• Ensure buildings are fit for modern living
• Provide homes that meet residents’ housing needs
• Provide separate bedrooms for those currently living 

in bedsits
• Provide more homes including more affordable 

homes
• Maintain current tenancy terms unless residents 

choose otherwise
• Provide a greater amount of storage within homes

Environment
• Improve private and public outdoor space
• Include separate dog exercise areas
• Help maintain a quiet, peaceful local environment and 

reduce anti-social behaviour
• Improve sustainability and energy efficiency
• Improve servicing i.e. cleaning and maintenance
• Improve water pressure within the blocks
• Improve street and open space lighting 
• Maintain children’s play area
• Improve drainage

Initial options appraisal

Accessibility
• Improve accessibility within and around all homes 
• Improve availability of cycle storage
• Provide adequate car parking that meets current 

requirements
• Improve connections to surrounding communities, 

potentially including the new Printworks site once 
completed

Well-being
• Provide housing and care options for elderly and 

those with specialist needs
• Allow communities to stay together if they wish
• Ensure any temporary moves are close to existing 

homes
• Provide more facilities for young people
• Improve health and well-being
• Create an environment that allows the community to 

grow

Economy
• Ensure the local community have access to 

employment and training opportunities arising from 
regeneration

• Provide new commercial facilities (shops, cafés, 
business space) for convenience of residents and to 
enable economic growth

The second level of appraisal followed the development of 
the emerging options.  At this stage each option had been 
designed to a level where they could undergo detailed 
assessment by consultants at SQW.  
The assessments were grouped into four categories: 

• Social appraisal
• Financial viability
• Economic benefits
• Implementation appraisal

Each of the categories contained a number of criteria 
from which each of the options could be assessed.  Once 
each criteria had been assessed, a combined score 
was generated for the category and fed into the overall 
assessment for each option.  The categories and criteria 
are detailed below.

Social Appraisal (Residents’ Brief)
The Social Appraisal assessed all of the defined options 
for the proposed regeneration of the KSW site against a 
number of agreed social objectives, scoring each criteria 
separately to generate a cumulative score for each option.
The social objectives were originally generated collectively 
between the existing residents of KSW, One Housing 
Group (OHG) and PRP, known as the Residents’ Brief.
SQW reviewed these social objectives and considered 
the basis for how each option could be appraised and 
scored against the objective, to allow for comparison. 
Some objectives were recommended for omission from 
the Social Appraisal as they either duplicated assessment 
elsewhere in the options appraisal process, or would 
be addressed separately as part of OHG’s emerging 
Residents’ Charter.  For example, some of the economic 
objectives were omitted from the social appraisal and 
included under a separate section of the appraisal relating 
to Economic benefits.  The approach and form to the 
Social Appraisal was confirmed following an iterative 
review and feedback from OHG and PRP.
Specifically, this Social Appraisal was based on the 
following documentation:

• PRP Options Overview (4 March 2020) – massing, 
site layout, indicative quantum/floorspaces

• PRP tenure mix schedules applied to the Options 
Overview (9 March 2020)

• PRP phasing/decant strategy (10 March 2020)
• JRP Cost Report (11 March 2020)
• Lichfields open space and playspace calculations (13 

March 2020)

Emerging options assessment

This Social Appraisal was undertaken at a high-level. 
Each objective was appraised from the perspective of 
the direction of travel which an option could take and the 
potential of an option to satisfy the objective. For example, 
where a comprehensive assessment of an option against 
the objective might require a third party assessment 
based on detailed design – which is far ahead of this 
design stage of the long-list appraisal process – this was 
identified, and instead the option was appraised on its 
assumed potential.

Scoring 
All objectives are scored on a 1-5 marking basis, as below:

0 Fails to meet the objective entirely

1 Fails to meet the majority of the objective

2 Achieves some aspects, but still mostly fails to meet  
 the objective

3 Partly achieves the objective, still fails in some key   
 areas

4 Almost achieves the objective without full    
 compliance

5 Achieves the whole objective

Scores for each criteria are summed to create a cumulative 
total for the category and ultimately for the social appraisal.  
The maximum scores are detailed below:

• Housing: 25
• Environment: 45
• Accessibility:20
• Well-being: 20
• Total: 110
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Financial viability
Residual development appraisals were undertaken for 
all long-listed options, including the ‘business as usual’ 
option to establish the baseline position for comparing 
all the options (ranging from refurbishment, infill, partial 
redevelopment and full redevelopment).
Importantly, the baseline minimum position for KSW 
requires the structural upgrading and refurbishment of 
Kedge House, so the cost of this work sets a baseline cost 
against which the financial viability of all other options was 
compared.
If an Option costs more than the income it generates it will 
generate a negative output. If this negative figure is close 
to (or even greater) than the cost of the ‘business as usual’ 
option (which in this case would involve the significant 
structural refurbishment of Kedge House at a cost of over 
£35m) than it is to zero then the option is unviable.
If an Option creates the same or more income than it costs 
to deliver it, this will generate either a neutral or positive 
output, meaning the option is most likely financially viable.  
If an option costs more than the income it generates, it will 
generate a negative output. If this negative figure is closer 
to zero than it is to the cost of the ‘business as usual’ 
option (-£35m+) then the option could be potentially viable. 
The financial viability appraisal testing process was based 
on high-level inputs relating to scheme design provided 
by PRP, demolition and construction cost inputs from JRP 
and planning cost estimates from Lichfields. These inputs 
were supplemented by additional development and 
value assumptions based, where appropriate, on market 
research/benchmarking by SQW and OHG requirements.

Implementation appraisal
The implementation appraisal assessed all of the defined 
options for the proposed regeneration of the KSW site 
against a number of agreed objectives.  The intention of 
the Implementation Appraisal is to provide a high-level 
overview of the risks involved with the delivery of the 
options.
This initial Implementation Appraisal was based on 
concept design information prepared by PRP, with 
supporting technical information provided by JRP (costs 
and programme) and Lichfields (town planning). 
Specifically, this Implementation Appraisal is based on the 
following documentation:

• PRP Options Overview (4 March 2020) – massing, 
site layout, indicative quantum/floorspaces, indicative 
refurbishment specification

• PRP tenure mix schedules applied to the Options 
Overview (9 March 2020) 

• PRP phasing/decant strategy (10 March 2020)
• JRP Cost Report (11 March 2020)
• Lichfields open space and playspace calculations (13 

March 2020)
Recognising the early stages of the design process and 
the array of options currently being considered, this 
Implementation Appraisal adopted a high-level approach 
to sign-posting potential risks to assist in the process of 
sifting the long-list of options.
Once a preferred option, or options, have been 
identified, the specific variables considered as part of 
the Implementation Appraisal will be interrogated and 
developed further to both establish more precisely the 
extent and nature of the risks involved, and to consider 
potential mitigation strategies in more detail.
At this long-list stage, the Implementation Appraisal 
considered the following areas:
Phasing  
Consideration of the implications for existing residents: will 
temporary re-location be required? Can a single-move be 
achieved? How many residents might be affected?
Programme 
The duration of the programme is considered and the 
potential disruption that might result for existing residents – 
both from relocation and construction works whilst residing 
on-site.
Buildability 
Focus, at a high-level, on potential construction/
engineering challenges associated with the various 
options. Whilst a detailed review of construction risk has 
not taken place yet, there are clear potential challenges 
associated with some of the options which will be 
highlighted to allow, if necessary, for further interrogation at 
a later stage.
Planning  
High-level assessment of the potential acceptability in 
town planning terms of the options, recognising that once 
an option has been identified as preferred by residents 
and taken to ballot, the important next step will be to 
secure planning permission. 
Scoring 
All criteria were assessed qualitatively with the application 
of a traffic light scoring system to broadly identify potential 
level of risk.
For the avoidance of doubt, this Implementation Appraisal 
did not constitute a risk assessment of the proposed 

Emerging options assessment

options. The scope of the Implementation Appraisal is 
not comprehensive. Instead, it focused on specific and 
important areas of potential risk which were considered 
sufficiently fundamental that they could be potential 
determinants of whether or not to proceed with an option. 
The options were appraised and scored with a RAG 
system only to highlight potential areas of risk which might 
need to be quantified and mitigated in due course.
 Potentially high risk
 Potentially moderate risk
 Potentially low risk

Economic appraisal
The economic benefits appraisal assessed all of the 
defined options against a number of agreed economic 
input and outputs.
On the basis that none of the proposed options 
incorporated any proposed commercial / employment 
floorspace, the Economic Appraisal focused on the 
benefits arising at the construction stage.
The outputs appraised high-level to allow for clear 
comparison between the relative merits of the options, and 
the supporting economic model was underpinned by a 
number of assumptions, many of which were grounded in 
LB Tower Hamlets’ planning policy and guidance.
The economic model did not factor into account 
considerations relating to, for example, displacement, 
leakage and the multiplier effect on economic outputs, 
or the phasing of the realisation of the benefits over time 
in the context of the proposed construction programme.  
Based on the experience of SQW, it was not considered 
that undertaking this depth of analysis would add 
meaningful value to a high-level options comparison, and 
could complicate the understanding and communication of 
the principal economic outputs. 
The following paragraphs set out clearly the inputs 
required to undertake the appraisal and the individual 
outputs. 

Inputs
The following sets out the information fed into the 
Economic Appraisal:
Floorspace inputs:

• Total Existing Floorspace
• Total Proposed Floorspace
• Net Additional Floorspace
• Total Demolition
• Total ‘New’ Floorspace

Construction Inputs:
• Cost (£)
• Programme (months)
• Programme (years)

Outputs
The Economic Appraisal Outputs are listed below:

• Gross Jobs (FTE)
• S106 Planning Obligation: local construction jobs 

target
• S106 Planning Obligation: financial contribution to 

construction phase skills and training (£)
• Gross GVA for the construction phase (£)
• Mayoral CIL (£)
• LB Tower Hamlets CIL (£)

Scoring
Following assessment of inputs and generation of outputs, 
a three-tier tick system is applied to the options’ appraisals 
to formulate an overall level of economic benefit: 
  High
  Medium
  Low
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Final options assessment

Social Appraisal
Following a full appraisal of the long-list of emerging 
options and subsequent feedback from the residents, two 
final options were selected for further investigation and 
design development: 
This updated Social Appraisal focuses on updating the 
scoring for the final options only against a number of 
agreed social objectives, scoring each criteria separately 
to generate an cumulative score for each option.
The social objectives were originally generated collectively 
between the existing residents of Tiller Road, One Housing 
Group (OHG) and PRP, known as the Residents’ Brief, and 
refined and revised as set out earlier in this document in 
relation to the emerging options appraisal.
Specifically, this Social Appraisal for the final two options 
was based on the following documentation:

• PRP accommodation and tenure mix schedules  
(18 August 2020)

• PRP phasing/decant strategy (18 August 2020)

• JRP Cost Report (14 August 2020)

• Lichfields Planning Appraisal (8 July 2020)

• Lichfields open space and playspace calculations  
(20 August 2020)

This Social Appraisal remains at a high-level.  Each 
objective was been appraised from the perspective of 
the direction of travel which an option could take and the 
potential of an option to satisfy the objective. For example, 
where a comprehensive assessment of an option against 
the objective might require a third-party assessment based 
on detailed design – which is far ahead of this design 
stage of this appraisal process – this has been identified, 
and instead the option is appraised on its assumed 
potential.
Scoring

• Each option is scored on how well it meets the 
agreed objectives from residents

• Each objective is scored from 0 to 5 (0 = fails /  
5 = achieves)

• The maximum combined score possible is 110

Each option is given a maximum of up to 3 ticks - this 
shows how well the option scored against the objectives 
from residents. The following diagram shows what overall 
score is needed for 1, 2 or 3 ticks:
    Option scored between 0-55 out of 110
    Option scored between 56-85 out of 110
    Option scored between 86-110 out of 110

Financial viability 
The final two options were appraised and checked to 
be sure that One Housing can afford to do the work 
proposed.
Each of the preferred options taken forward from the 
long-list of options to this final stage of consultation was 
identified as potentially viable. Work took place to improve 
the viability of these options. This work entailed refining 
cost assumptions, revising assumed levels of grant inputs 
(benchmarked from comparable schemes), refining the 
mix and number of the market sale homes to optimise the 
potential for generating positive returns, and refining the 
tenure split of net additional affordable homes in line with 
advice from Lichfields.
The two final options were given a maximum of up to 3 
ticks - this showed how well the option performed (whether 
it is viable or not).  The following diagram shows what is 
needed for 1, 2 or 3 ticks. 
    Completely unviable
    Potentially viable
    Viable 
It is important to note that the financial viability appraisals 
of the options represented a point in time based on 
high-level design detail and various assumptions relating 
to grant availability, costs and values. These inputs 
and assumptions will need to be kept under review. All 
appraisals were undertaken on a residual basis to allow for 
direct comparison between the two stages of the process. 
Following the selection of a preferred option, detailed 
cashflow appraisals will be developed to further refine the 
viability and feed back into design adjustments to optimise 
scheme viability.

Economic benefits
The Economic Benefits appraisal of the two shortlisted 
options adopted exactly the same methodology as 
described in relation to the initial long-list appraisal. The 
inputs were updated to reflect the refined scheme designs, 
however the method was applied in exactly the same way.
Scoring 
A tick system applied to appraising the final options:
    Provides minimal economic benefit to the local   
    area and community
    Provides minimal economic benefit to the local   
    area and community
    Provides significant economic benefit to the local  
    area and community

Implementation appraisal
The Implementation Appraisal of the two shortlisted 
options adopted exactly the same methodology as 
described in relation to the initial long-list appraisal. The 
inputs were updated to reflect the refined scheme designs, 
however the method was applied in exactly the same way.

The appraisal remained a high-level assessment of the 
potential issues associated with the emerging options. 
Once a preferred option has been identified, further 
detailed consideration will be given to refining the risk 
assessment and mitigation strategy, as well as considering 
in more detail matters such as more precise timings for 
potential resident relocations in close consultation with all 
relevant stakeholders.
Scoring
All criteria were assessed qualitatively with the application 
of a traffic light scoring system to broadly identify potential 
level of risk.
For the avoidance of doubt, this Implementation Appraisal 
does not constitute a risk assessment of the proposed 
options. The scope of the Implementation Appraisal is 
not comprehensive. Instead, it focuses on specific and 
important areas of potential risk which are sufficiently 
fundamental that they could be potential determinants of 
whether or not to proceed with an option.
The final two options were appraised and scored with a 
RAG system only to highlight potential areas of risk which 
might need to be quantified and mitigated in due course 
as part of the conventional design process.

Each aspect is rated as:
 Potentially high risk
 Potentially moderate risk
 Potentially low risk
Once the RAG rating was applied across all four criteria, 
each of the final two options were given an overall rating 
- with a maximum of 3 ticks being given to show how well 
the option performed overall against phasing, programme, 
construction and planning issues.
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 KSW Options Appraisal

Overview

Early engagement
• Explanation of different types of options with example images
• Present aerial images of estate to spark conversation
• Gather comments and feedback from residents in relation to their current living 

conditions, aspirations for the future and initial thoughts on options

Initial options
• High level development of nine scenarios across the six options
• Presentation of options to residents
• Gather comments and feedback from residents in relation to the approach for each 

option/scenario and ways to improve them
• Gather comments and feedback from residents in relation to the initial high-level 

assessment of options
• Gather comments and feedback on support for options

Emerging options
• Detailed development of nine scenarios across the six options
• Preparation of accommodation schedules, refurbishment schedules and other 

information ready for costing and assessment

• Presentation of options to residents with assessment results
• Gather comments and feedback from residents in relation to the developed approach 

for each option/scenario and ways to improve them
• Gather comments and feedback for each option in relation to the detailed assessments
• Gather comments and feedback on support for options

Final options
• Selection of final options based on resident feedback and assessment performance
• Further detailed refinement of selected final options 

• Presentation of final options to residents
• Gather comments and feedback from residents in relation to the refined options
• Gather comments and feedback in relation to support for final options

Process resident feedback and use to inform development of emerging options

Process resident feedback and use to inform selection of final options

Process resident feedback and use to inform selection of preferred option

SELECT PREFERRED OPTION

Assessment of all options

Further assessment of final options

Process resident feedback and use to inform development of initial options

The options were developed over a number of months 
and presented to the residents at different stages of their 
evolution with different levels of detail.  This approach 
ensured residents were not overwhelmed with information 
from the onset, enabled feedback to be incorporated 

into the designs as the project progressed, and provided 
enough time for the options to be developed in enough 
detail to be allow a comprehensive assessment.
The structure of the design evolution is outline below.  

Early engagement

Initial options

Emerging options

Final options

Preferred option

Early engagement

This was the first stage of design development where 
the predominate aim was to gather site information and 
Residents’ aspirations for the future.

At the first Residents’ Exhibition event, the Options 
Appraisal process was explained to residents and they 
were presented with an explanation of the six options, with 
some precedent images.  Below are the six options that 
were presented:

Option 1: Business as usual
This option considers no change to the existing condition 
of the estate and no new works would take place.  The 
estate would continue to be managed and maintained in 
its current state. 
In light of the subsequent structural survey to Kedge 
House and known interior issues as raised by the 
residents, it is clear that the current condition of the 
block is poor and thus a business as usual or ‘do nothing’ 
approach is not a practicable solution; some refurbishment 
works would have to be carried out to provide adequate 
living conditions for the residents and ensure a safe and 
secure standard.

Option 2: Environmental improvements
The open space improvements option tests what benefits 
could be achieved by making improvements to the 
external communal and public spaces across the estate.
This involves upgrades to elements such as planting and 
paving, as well as arrangements for security and refuse. No 
alterations were proposed to any of the existing properties 
or private outdoor space of homes in this option.

Option 3: Refurbishment
The refurbishment option identifies ways to improve all 
the existing buildings via refurbishment, identifying three 
alternative standards which could be met. Three scenarios 
were considered for the refurbishment of the blocks 
from minimum standards improvements, to good practice 
improvements and finally best practice improvements.

Option 4: Infill
The infill option includes keeping all existing homes as 
they currently are and tests the provision of some new 
build homes in various open space areas of the estate.

Option 5: Partial redevelopment 
The partial redevelopment option includes four scenarios  
where some of the existing buildings are demolished to 
provide space for new homes for some existing residents  
and some new residents. In this option some of the 
existing blocks will be retained and those homes are not 
affected by the changes.

Option 6: Full redevelopment 
The full redevelopment option will include the demolition 
of all existing homes to provide quality new homes for all 
existing residents and additional homes for new residents, 
including new parking areas, play space, communal 
gardens, secure streets and private outdoor space for all 
new homes.




