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Executive Summary

1

The scope of this Preferred Option Report covers 21 of the
22 neighbourhood centres (Austen Paths has already been
re-developed and is thus removed), however, development
proposals are only considered for 16 (out of the 21 total). A
unique ‘preferred’ development scheme for each of the 16

This Preferred Option Report comprises Stage 4.

– Stage 1 – Project Inception
Output: Project Manual and Consultation Strategy Report
– Stage 2 – Evidence Base Appraisal
Output: Evidence Base Report
– Stage 3 – Strategy Development
Output: Options and Prioritisation Report
– Stage 4 – Preferred Option Development
Output: Preferred Option Report
– Stage 5 – Investment Strategy and Framework
Output: Investment Framework and Action Plans

01.2 Approach
Stevenage Borough Council (SBC) appointed Matrix
Partnership and BWA in April 2007 to undertake the
‘Investment and Renewal Programme’ for Stevenage’s 22
neighbourhood centres. The 5 principal project stages of
the overall ‘Investment and Renewal Programme’ include:

The Neighbourhood Centres Investment and Renewal
Programme is intended to be targeted and action oriented
– focusing on the delivery of speciﬁc projects that address
the centres’ most pressing needs. These projects are both
near-term (to 2010), funded through DCLG Growth Area
Fund Round II resources, as well as medium to longer-term.
Longer-term projects are identiﬁed within the context of
growth and change for Stevenage.

The wider context of housing growth presents challenges
in so far as their is a need to balance new growth with
regeneration whilst ensuring that the town successfully
competes for investment in a growing East of England
Region.

01.1 Purpose
Stevenage’s origins as the ﬁrst New Town (designated
1st August 1946) lie in the ideology and orthodoxy of the
fundamental planning principles of the time. Stevenage
today still has much to offer but it is not perceived
to be a ﬁrst choice location for business, jobs and
housing investment. The town and its neighbourhood
centre’s face a number of current issues that need to be
addressed. These issues relate to lifestyle and choice, the
housing environment, local amenity/retail provision and
attractiveness of the public realm.
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The Oval
Canterbury Way
Filey Close
Chells Manor

NC1/6

NC1/8

NC1/9

NC1/10

Archer Road
Burwell Road
Hydean Way
Kenilworth Close
Mobbsbury Way
Rockingham Way
Roebuck

NC2/1

NC2/3

NC2/5

NC2/6

NC2/8

NC2/10

NC2/11

Note: NC2/2 Austen Paths, NC2/4 Fairview Road, NC2/7
Lonsdale Road, NC2/9 Popple Way, NC2/12 Whitesmead
Road - Options were not developed - see Appendix.

Neighbourhood Centre

Ref.

7 Small Neighbourhood Centres with Proposals

Note: NC1/7 Poplars - Options were not developed for this
centre - see Appendix.

Oaks Cross

The Hyde

NC1/3

NC1/5

The Glebe

NC1/2

Marymead

Bedwell Crescent

NC1/1

NC1/4

Neighbourhood Centre

Ref.

9 Large Neighbourhood Centres with Proposals

centres is provided. These include 9 ‘Large’ centres and 7
‘Small’ centres as tabled below.
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Evidence Base and Initial Options Development
The Evidence Base, working within the requirements of the
PPS6 ‘Health Check’ approach, undertook the following:

– Diversity of main town centres uses;
– The amount of retail, leisure and ofﬁce ﬂoorspace in
edge-of-centre and out-of centre locations;
– The potential capacity for growth or change of centres
in the network;
– Retailer representation and intentions to change
representation;
– Shopping rents;
– Proportion of vacant street-level property;
– Commercial yields on non-domestic property;
– Pedestrian ﬂows;
– Accessibility;
– Customer and residents’ views and behaviour;
– Perception of safety and occurrence of crime; and
– State of town centre environmental quality.

Speciﬁcally 12 key areas of investigation were addressed:

– Identify the capacity for growth and change of each
centre along with a town-wide prioritisation of the need
and potential for change.

– Review the economic performance of the centres with
respect to rents, rates, yields, vacancies and uses; and,

– Understand both the market demand context as well
as the needs and requirements of local residents and
businesses. Record the provision of amenities for the
neighbourhood centres and levels of safety and crime;

Excluded from the costing are:
– Acquisition costs / loss of income

In addition, and given the importance of public realm/
infrastructure works, these were itemised for each centre
and costs attributed to the different elements 9new
junctions, crossings, new public open space, shared surface
treatments and so on).

– Site clearance and preparation
– Construction
– External works to site boundaries
– Preliminaries
– Professional fees
– 5% Contingency

Approach to Economic Appraisal
Construction costs were prepared taking the proposed
arrangements of the residential, commercial and community
uses. Construction rates include for the following:

Each proposal was then tested in terms of economic
viability and a ‘bottom line’ arrived at over the deliverability
of the centre. Some centres were considered to be viable ie to ‘wash their face’ in economic terms, while others would
require additional gap funding.

The initial options developed for each centre ranged
from comprehensive demolition and remodelling (eg
The Oval) to signiﬁcant change (eg Marymead, The
Hyde) to less interventionist approaches selectively reconﬁguring smaller built elements within each centre to
purely public realm enhancement strategies. The Options
Report produced in January 2008 presents the full range of
development proposals.

Level 1 and Level 2 scores are multiplied thereby attributing
a comparative and weighted numerical value for each
centre. This value, in turn, informs the extent of the options
intervention to be considered for each centre respectively.

Stevenage District Plan Second Review 1991-2011
Housing Strategy - ‘Good Housing For All’ 2005 - 2010
Stevenage 2021 – Our Town, Our Future Community
Strategy
Cushman and Wakeﬁeld - Stevenage Town centre Retail
Assessment
Stevenage Town Centre Retail Capacity Assessment (2007)

– A comprehensive review of the physical characteristics
of the neighbourhood centres, including movement and
access, building stock, and public realm/landscape
quality assessments;

Based on ﬁndings of the above approach a ‘scorecard’ or
prioritisation table was prepared that quantiﬁed each centre
in relation to the baseline issues. A hierarchy of action
for each of the centres was determined. This scorecard
approach utilised 2 levels of scoring. ‘Level 1’ baseline
score is a quantiﬁed value of the baseline information for
each centre. In general, the higher scores reﬂect those
centres that, according to the baseline analysis, are in need
of the most improvement. ‘Level 2’ capacity for growth
and change score is taken directly from the quantiﬁed
information of the same name from the baseline report.

Existing relevant studies
Stevenage has undertaken the following studies in recent
years that were taken into account:
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Housing Issues
Stevenage was built to provide a genuine new community
with high quality living and working environments that
provided families with good access to service and facilities.
On the whole, the New Town housing stock has performed
well though this is more evident in the residential areas
outside of the neighbourhood centre statutory boundaries.
Within the centres themselves the cheaper and, at the time,
innovative design and construction approaches, have not
performed as well. Many of the mixed-use blocks are in
need of major refurbishment and/or remodelling. There is
not a clear local authority mechanism for replacing these
units, whether for social or future market stock.

01.3 Current Neigbourhood Centre issues

The net income is calculated by the deducation of the
construction costs for all elements from the income
gained from residential units. The net ﬁgure shown then
demonstrates the viability of a particular centre. This net
loss or gain can then be considered against the net income
or expenditure.

Assumptions towards retail income and value
The rent from commercial units is currently an income to the
Council and therefore cannot be expressed as a capitalised
value (therefore this is not counted as a capital value in the
viability assessments for the centres). However, given the
need to achieve viable development models for as many
centres as possible, the potential for SBC releasing the
ownership (and hence income) from speciﬁc centres was
considered.

Assumptions towards Affordable provision
An allowance is made for social housing provision based
on a reduced level of 25%, though this is further modiﬁed
in speciﬁc centres where it is not deemed viable to
achieve this level. No forecast of house prices is included
in this viability as the comparison of income is to current
construction prices.

The income that can be achieved from the sale of the
residential units is then considered. This is done by taking
an average price for a ﬂat and a house unit and applying
this to the proposed development content. A deduction
is made against the number of units for sale for the
replacement of the existing residential accommodation.

– VAT
– Unforeseen ground conditions
– Cost inﬂation. All costs/values stated are current to the
relevant quarter

Generally the mix of retail is repetitive across the different
centres, focusing on hot food/takeaway (A5), public houses
(A4) with a range of shops (A1 and A3). In some cases their

Retail Issues
Retail provision across the Stevenage is located principally
within the town centre and adjacent retail park to the west
of the railway. Retail is also provided within each of the
neighbourhood centres and forms an important local service
for the residential areas themselves. The nature of this retail is
predominantly convenience and of a small scale. Within some
of the large centres, however, there is provision for larger
supermarket stores (eg The Oval and Bedwell Crescent).

Stevenage has experienced limited investment in
its Neighbourhood Centres. This is partly due to the
comprehensive and rigid New Town layout and type of stock
within each centre. Very few ‘windfall’ sites are evident and
limited opportunity for redevelopment / re-use of individual
buildings.

Demand for affordable housing far exceeds supply. In the
period up to 2011 there will be an annual shortfall of 435
affordable homes each year.

45% of households in Stevenage are owner-occupiers, partly
as a result of the sale of Council homes under Right to Buy
legislation. 27% are in Council rented accommodation, 5%
are in private rented accommodation and 4% are in Housing
Association rented homes.

40% of land owned by the Council that is released for
development is set aside for affordable housing and 25% of all
other land for large developments be set aside for affordable
housing.

Stevenage’s entire stock is estimated to be xxxxx dwellings.
According to the Housing Strategy, the Council is the
largest property owner with 8,418 units of which 24% are of
nontraditional construction e.g. high-rise ﬂats.. 32% of the
stock is non-decent and by 2010, if no work was done, this
would rise to 92%.

The town has a population of 79,700 a 12% increase since
1990 (registrar general’s mid-year estimate). It is estimated
that the population could increase by 13,921 by 2021.

The majority of the early/original 1950s stock was terraced
and used traditional design and methods of construction
(though some was more experimental in design, materials
and construction). A high proportion of the stock was built as
municipal housing.
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Cycle and pedestrian routes are well provided for in terms
of capacity, and in many instances are well landscaped.
However the frequent grade separation and long expansive
stretches of roadway, coupled with attractive motoring
options result in low cycle and pedestrian usage. For
the visitor the network is not clear due to the similarity of
highway design approach and segregation from the built

Access to and around the town is organised via arterial
dualled roads such Martins Way or Fairlands Way.
These and others provide the principal connections into
Stevenage’s Neighbourhoods. They are heavily engineered
and trafﬁc dominated routes with limited local crossconenctivity between neighbourhoods. in the New Town
Plan. Peak period congestion is common.

Stevenage Rail station is located on the western edge
of the town and is beyond walking distance for most of
Stevenage’s residential areas.

Strategic issues include the relationship of Stevenage to
regional transport infrastructure. The A1(M) runs to the west
of the town with the primary access to the south-west from
junction 7 and to the north-west from junction 8.

Transport Issues
Transport issues relate predominantly to the speciﬁc
conditions within and around each of the neighbourhood
centres. Strategic transport issues also exist but are largely
outside the remit of this study.

Community Facility Issues
SBC is currently carrying out a review of the provision of
community centres across Stevenage’s neighbourhood
centres. It is intended that new community facilities will
be developed in certain locations (eg The Hyde) while
removed altogether at others (eg Archer Road). This study
considers the re-provision of community centres where
comprehensive re-development is envisaged (eg The
Oval), with the costs for these facilities absorbed within the
regeneration scheme. At other locations, new community
facilities will be funded externally.

The design of internal shopping areas that ‘turn their back’
on the surrounding street network dilutes the potential
exposure and footfall for retail outlets, while access and
servicing are not well resolved in many of the centres,
especially in relationship to residential access for the ﬂats
above shops.

is evidence of specialisation (eg. The Hyde), though on the
whole each centre competes locally with a similar ‘offer’.

SBC intends for this study to act as part of the Council’s
evidence base for developing sound policies in its

A rethink is therefore required, through this study, of the
organisation and role of these centres in a 21st century
town.

Neighbourhoods themselves tend to face away from the
connecting aerial roads and these roads tend to serve as
barriers rather than as integrating and fully accessible
streets.

Planning Framework Issues
Stevenage’s ‘set piece’ planning framework is conceptually
robust but little appears to have been done since the
original 1950 plan to ensure this remains so into the 21st
century. The concept of self contained and balanced
neighbourhoods where local provision is made at large
and small neighbourhood centres for education, shopping,
health and community services has worked reasonably
well. However changes in lifestyles, the explosion of car use
and out of town retail models have undermined the notion
of viable local centres. So much so that many of the small
centres are now failing to fulﬁll their intended functions (eg.
Lonsdale Road, Whitesmead Road, Fairview Road).

Open space within the centres is usually of a hard surface
with little or no evidence of green space / tree planting.
Open spaces are frequently non-surveilled by adjacent
development, reducing perceptions of safety. Street furniture
and paving design appears to discourage use and does not
encourage use of spaces as places to meet/linger and stay
for nay length of time.

Public Realm / Open Space Issues
In general public realm quality is poor and appears to be
continually eroding (e.g. streetscape materials are of a poor
quality and maintenance levels are generally low).

Local access and movement issues are relatively generic
across the centres. Bus stops are frequently not well located
close to the principal shopping parades and crossings
could provide more direct connections. Car parking
forecourts generally provide adequate parking though
these are occasionally located to the rear of the centres
and thus not well used. Streetscape quality is generally
low and there is predominant use of tarmac to surfaces
tracked by pedestrians. In some cases the centres’ include
pedestrianised shopping parades that are not oriented
towards the street and thus footfall/exposure is reduced.

form of the neighbourhoods themselves.
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01.5 Generic and Speciﬁc Design Principles
It is important to note that due to the common design and
construction/materials/detailing approach adopted for

– Preferred Options Report submitted to SBC October 2008.

– Workshop held on 8th October with SBC Ofﬁcers to
identify the basis of preferred option selection for each
of the neighbourhood centres; and,

– Presentation of options made to Executive Members and
Ward Members on 7th August 2008. Initial feedback from
this meeting informed further options development;

– Options report submitted to SBC January 2008 and
circulated to Stakeholders, ofﬁcers and Council Members;

– Options viability testing to understand delivery
parameters and need for cross / external funding;

– Initial options prepared (a range for each centre) following
baseline assessment of issues / problems / concerns;

01.4 Preferred Option Development Process
The preferred options presented in this document have
been developed as follows:

- A vibrant town centre and thriving neighbourhoods – the
revitalisation of the town centre and neighbourhood
centres, promotion of the Old Town whilst retaining its
market town atmosphere and building strong
communities in areas of new housing development

- A town that’s good to live in with affordable housing,
sustainable environment and excellent transport – the
provision of affordable homes in clean, green and safe
neighbourhoods with excellent transport links

- A town with strong communities and opportunities for all –
the creation of a community with a strong sense of identity
and where everyone is valued and to ensure that
Stevenage people have a real say

The Community Strategy
It is worth noting the following objectives of the Community
Strategy as drivers underpinning renewal of the centres.

emerging Local Development Framework. As such the
rigorous baseline from which proposals are developed is an
important aspect of the work. It is not envisaged, however,
that the Investment and Renewal Programme and resulting
reports will be formally adopted by SBC.

A separate economic appraisal report by BWA is also
produced alongside this report.

- The basic problems and design objectives are ﬁrst
introduced;
- The impact on the existing built form and open space is
then identiﬁed (eg demolition etc.);
- The proposed preferred option plan and land use mix is
described along with a schedule of accommodation for
each centre;
- A plan of the proposed public realm and infrastructure
works is presented along with a schedule of the same;
- A summary of the economic viability of the scheme is
provided.

Each neighbourhood centre is presented in this report in a
similar manner, as follows:

Each preferred option is developed in sufﬁcient detail to
provide an indication of public realm/infrastructure works
as new built development proposals. The options have been
tested in terms of site needs, commercial deliverability,
transportation and environmental implications. Some of the
options are illustrated also in 3-dimensions to more clearly
convey the development principles/massing/form and
character of place.

Speciﬁc development proposals vary centre-by-centre and
include differing levels of re-development from complete
demolition and rebuilding to more moderate intervention to
cosmetic and/or public realm works only.

- Treatment to the ‘backs’ of mixed use blocks
- Facade/balcony improvements to building fronts
- Shop front improvements to retail at ground
- Forecourt re-surfacing / shared surface design
- New greenspace / tree planting
- New palette of street furniture (bins, lighting, CCTV etc.)
- New junction design / modiﬁed junctions
- Relocated bus stops with shelters
- Realigned pedestrian crossings
- New boundary / fence treatment

Generic proposals include:

Each neighbourhood centre, therefore, has both speciﬁc
development proposals as well as a range of generic
interventions.

Stevenage’s neighbourhood centres, there are common
design issues each needs to address.
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Bedwell Crescent

The Glebe

The Hyde

Marymead

Oaks Cross

The Oval

Canterbury Way

Filey Close

NC1/1

NC1/2

NC1/3

NC1/4

NC1/5

NC1/6

NC1/8

NC1/9

Burwell Road

Hydean Way

Kenilworth Close

Mobbsbury Way

NC2/3

NC2/5

NC2/6

NC2/8

NC2/11 Roebuck

NC2/10 Rockingham Way

Archer Road

NC2/1

NC1/10 Chells Manor

NC

Ref.

This strategic context approach ensures that the wider
town framework is considered and highlights future growth/
change issues that support the proposed preferred options.
These impacts are tabled below.

The clustering approach is revealing in that it suggests
where there may be capacity for centre development/
enhancement, where their are stable centres and where the
proximity of town-wide amenity may affect local centres.

town centre, Old Town and includes a larger number of
small centres, while Bedwell is, notably, the only strong and
vibrant centre.

Bedwell works within the context of the town centre and the Old Town. Each have a unique
offer / mutual working/relationship. Bedwell as strong local centre with employment role.
Incorporates small business + community uses but not on major road artery. Along with
The Oval serves wider north-east quadrant of the town. Adjacent to schools catchment.
Possible competition with Poplars ‘out of town’ retail. Reinforce distinct retail offer. The
Hyde serves distinct south-west quadrant. Forms part of ‘ring of 5’ stable area.
Uncomfortable mix of small scale industry with housing/retail. Scope to change. Part of
‘ring of 5’ in older town area. Possible ‘densiﬁcation’ opposite with new retail.
Strong centre, serves older part of town’s residential area (Broadwater). Part of ‘ring of 5’ mutually supportive relationship. Stable, little change required.
Complete redevelopment. Serves growing north-east quadrant. Excellent strategic
accessibility / exposure for retail. Major opportunity for new dense centre model.
Underperforms as large centre. No real scope for increased retail offer. Competes with
The Oval. Consider small centre designation. Loss of health use will have negative impact.
Important large centre. Serves isolated north-western district. Competition with Old Town
undermines retail offer. Needs complete redevelopment - a smaller ‘Large’ centre.
Non-SBC owned. Restricted /introverted but new retail model makes difﬁcult to change.
Peripheral area. Reinforce housing environment / increase density.
Close to main road artery is strength but proximity to town centre / Bedwell limits retail
function. Small centre designation accurate. Will work better with increased resi density.
Falls outside a ‘cluster’. Poplars and The Hyde nearby limit any retail growth. Small site is
restrictive. No real opportunity for increased residential density.
Successful small centre, part of ‘ring of 5’. Has positive New Town design qualities. Would
beneﬁt from public realm / forecourt re-modelling. Edge of open space - limits catchment.
Peripheral ‘cul-de-sac’ location for this centre but with potential new housing further south
would have stronger role. Complete re-development intended but still limited retail offer.
Strong local centre serves under-provided for north-western town quadrant but ‘small’
centre for ‘walk-ins’ only. Re-development of nearby The Oval likely to have -ve impact.
Struggling small centre close to town centre / Bedwell. Local ‘walk-ins’ only. No real
opportunity for growth/change. Likely to remain as is.
A small centre punching above its weight. Ring-of-5. Serves residential plus nearby
employment. Potential from minor retail growth. Consider re-designation as ‘large centre’.

Cluster impact

The clustering approach associates each centre in relation
to other nearby centres, to the town centre, to the Old Town
and to potential housing growth locations. The basis of the
clustering is informed by: geographical location / proximity
and Accessibility. Overlaid onto this is the relative ‘success’
of each centre. It is notable that a very healthy cluster (C)
of 5 centres exists to the south, while of less success is the
north eastern cluster (B). Cluster ‘A’ is located close to the

01.6 Neighbourhood Centre Clustering
Each centre has been considered in relation to its potential
parent ‘cluster’ (see adjacent diagram). Three clusters are
noted to exist across Stevenage (A, B, C) and each cluster
relates to the wider residential District it supports.
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A

Future town growth

Strategic open space

Edge of town ‘supermarket’ centre

Less vibrant / successful centres

Well performing / successfull centres

Potential cluster of
neighbourhood centres

KEY

Stevenage Neighbourhood Centres
Strategic Clustering

Growth

Growth
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Bedwell Crescent
- Variable with
houses in park

Bedwell Crescent Variable without
houses in park

The Glebe

The Hyde

Marymead

Oaks Cross

The Oval

Poplars

Canterbury Way Preferred Option A

Canterbury Way Preferred Option B

Filey Close

Chells Manor

NC1-1

NC1-1

NC1-2

NC1-3

NC1-4

NC1-5

NC1-6

NC1-7

NC1-8

NC1-8

NC1-9

NC1-10
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Large Neighbourhood Centres

Community
Centre

D2

C4

CR

She

The Hyde

Bedwell
Centre

E

lter

D3

1

• 665 sq.m (10 units)
• 8 ﬂats
• 166 sq.m garages + storage

• 309 sq.m retail (4 units)
• 2 Houses
• 378 sq.m garages + storage
• 787 sq.m warehouse
• 720 sq.m retail (5 units)
• 8 ﬂats and 5 bungalows
• 315 sq.m industrial space
• 250 sq.m community (Baden
Powell Memorial Hall +
community centre)
• 781 sq.m garages + storage
• 209 sq.m garages + storage
• 5 bungalows
• 95 sq.m Pub storage

• 3582 sq.m retail (25 units)
• 367 sq.m SBC ofﬁces
• 1119 sq.m community + church
• 70 ﬂats (approx)
• 353 sq.m garages

• 384 sq.m retail (3 units)
• 462 sq.m community
• 3 ﬂats
• 26 sq.m garages
• 836 sq.m health centre + surgery
• 26 sq.m garages
• 836 sq.m health centre + surgery

• 3164 sq.m residential
• 3 retail units

• 5808 sq.m residential
• 4 retail units
• 1 community centre

• 4626 sq.m residential
• 4 retail units

• 1170 sq.m residential
• 2 refurbished retail units

• 22067 sq.m residential
• +/-16 retail units
• 1 community centre
• 1 foyer
• 1 community centre

• 5407 sq.m residential
• 4 retail units
• 1 community centre/
creche

• 5037 sq.m residential
• 4 retail units
• 1 community centre/
creche

• 5596 sq.m residential
• 1 retail unit

• 60 sq.m garages

• 539 sq.m retail (5 units)
• 788 sq.m community centre
• 10 ﬂats

• 225 sq.m crèche
• 379 sq.m garages + storage

• 3336 sq.m residential
• 1 refurbished retail unit
• 1 creche

• 3224 sq.m residential
• 4 retail units
• 1 community centre

• 225 sq.m crèche
• 379 sq.m garages + storage

To be demolished

• 3336 sq.m residential
• 1 refurbished retail unit
• 1 creche

Summary of existing
development content

Stevenage Neighbourhood Centres Proposals

The Willow

s

Su

Oxleys Road

Lismore

te
s Ga
ustu

Pa

135 sq.m

468 sq.m

380 sq.m

414 sq.m

718 sq.m

NA

NA

NA

NA

340 sq.m

340 sq.m

Community
(sqm)

83 ﬂats
5 houses

52 ﬂats

66 ﬂats
10 houses

87 ﬂats
10 houses

NA

383 sq.m

NA

818 sq.m

Removed from study

2798 sq.m 317 ﬂats
27 houses

13 houses

63 ﬂats
8 houses

834 sq.m

NA

87 ﬂats
14 houses

42 ﬂats
8 houses

43 ﬂats

43 ﬂats
14 houses

Residential
(No.)

25%

15%

<25%

<25%

25%

<25%

25%

10%

25%

<25%

25%

Affordable
housing (%)

Proposed new development content

859 sq.m

402 sq.m

102 sq.m

02 sq.m

Retail
(sqm)

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

SBC to retain
ownership of retail?
(Yes / No)
Med

P.Realm

+
(although not SBCowned, could help
to cross-subsidy
other schemes)

Long

=
Med
(+ viability requires
dropping affordable
housing % more or
cross-subsidies)

=
(+ viability possible if
public realm works
/affordable housing
% are reduced)

=
Long
(+ viability possible if
public realm works
/affordable housing
% are reduced)

Short
=
(+ viability possible if
public realm works
/affordable housing
% are reduced)

(= viability require
0% affordable
housing)

Short

Long

Med

Long

Short

Med

Long
+
(entirely dependent
on development
of the site south
of Broadwater
Crescent)

Long

Long

Med

Long

=
Short
(+ viability requires
dropping affordable
housing % more or
cross-subsidies)

=

Med

Med

Building

Priority
(Short, Med, Long)

Short
(+ viability requires
0% affordable
housing or no
public realm works)

+
(dependent on
houses in the park
to be viable)

Viability
(+, =, -)

Archer Road

Austen Paths

Burwell Road

Fairview Road

Hydean Way

Kenilworth Close

Lonsdale Road

Mobbsbury Way

Popple Way

Rockingham Way

Roebuck

Whitesmead Road

NC2-1

NC2-2

NC2-3

NC2-4

NC2-5

NC2-6

NC2-7

NC2-8

NC2-9

NC2-10

NC2-11

NC2-12

Name

Hudson Road

A2

PH

B1

A1

B2

1

E

B1

Shop

D

A

Arch

B2

er

Ro

ad

B3

Community
Centre

2

1

A1

The King Pin
(PH)

Shop Shop

A2

Kenilworth Close

2

C

C

se

A

Cheri

NA/ Public realm
improvements only

NA/ Public realm
improvements only

Rocki

ngha

m Wa

A1

Car Park

C1

Rowland Road

Road

ent
ter Cresc

Surgery

Broadwa

y

St Pauls
Court

B1

2

Rowland

St Paul’s
Methodist
Church

1

• 868 sq.m residential
• 3-4 retail units
• 1 community centre

NA/ Public realm
improvements only

sq.m

• Garages: (27 units) = 462

realm improvements)

• No demolition (only public

NA/ Public realm
improvements only

• Community centre: 208 sq.m
• Retail: 2 units: 449 sq.m

realm improvements)

• No demolition (only public

sqm
• 602 sq.m Small garages (43
units)

• Retail units: 4 x 90 sqm = 360

• 304 sq.m community

(14 units)

• Pub: 308 sqm
• 880 sq.m retail units (11 units)
• 6 ﬂats
• 142 sq.m garages + storage

To be demolished

• 5022 sq.m residential
• 3 retail units
• 1 community centre

NA/ Public realm
improvements only

• 1218 sq.m residential
• 3-4 retail units

• 4690 sq.m residential
• 5 retail units

Summary of existing
development content

DRAWING TO NA/ Public realm
COME
improvements only

one Link

d

Car Park

Car Park

F

B

Scheme
Sample

e

rw

Bu

Reference

Hudson Road

Small Neighbourhood Centres

Stevenage Neighbourhood Centres Proposals

Mo

Residential
(No.)

NA

NA

NA

NA

342 sq.m

NA

Removed from study

194 sq.m

NA

NA

NA

Removed from study

227 sq.m 14 ﬂats

NA

NA

NA

0

Removed from study

541 sq.m 81 ﬂats

NA

379 sq.m 14 ﬂats
5 houses

Removed from study

0

Community
(sqm)

<25%

NA

NA

NA

<25%

NA

<25%

<25%

Affordable
housing (%)

Proposed new development content

527 sq.m 70 ﬂats
5 houses

Retail
(sqm)

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

SBC to retain retail
ownership of retail?
(Yes or No)

(public realm
improvements
only, which are a
cost)
(= viability
dependent on
allowance for no
social housing)

(public realm
improvements
only, which are a
cost)
(public realm
improvements
only, which are a
cost)

(public realm
improvements
only, which are a
cost)

Med

Short

Short

Short

Short

Long
(+ or = viability
not a possibility;
needs to be
cross-subsidised)

Med

Long

Short

Long

Short

Priority
(Short, Med, Long)
P.Realm
Building

Short
+
(proﬁt could be use
to cross-subsidise
other schemes)

Viability
(+, =, -)

Neighbourhood Centres

Urban Design

The three immediate target sites have
been identiﬁed as:
– Archer Road – could proceed
quickly and generate a proﬁt;
– Kenilworth Close – same as above
but the inability to provide any
Social/Affordable housing may be a
political challenge;
– The Oval – which will take some
time to resolve in terms of
negotiations/decanting etc.

In reality the design/planning process
could be speeded up and overlapped
with the initial negotiation period or
slowed down if that were thought to be
more appropriate ie: Public Realm only
works may be 100% contingent on
receipts from other schemes.

01.7 Development Programme
The adjacent programme reﬂects a
realistic programme based on our
knowledge of the complexities/politics
and likely phasing arrangements of the
individual sites.

*
#

Year

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Negotiate / Decant / Political Acceptability / Consultation
Planning Approval / Detailed Design / Tender (RIBA Stages A – E)
Construction (phased where necessary)

Section 106 Planning Authority interest only
Public Realm works only

Large Centres
Bedwell Crescent
The Glebe
The Hyde
Marymead
Oaks Cross
The Oval
Canterbury Way
Filey Close
Chells Manor *
Small Centres
Archer Road
Burwell Road
Hydean Way #
Kenilworth Close
Mobbsbury Way #
Rockingham Way #
Popple Way #
Roebuck

Overall Development Programme

01
Introduction to Preferred Options

January 2007

Stevenage Borough Council Options Development

Matrix Partnership

8

9

10

8

