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1. Introduction

Figure 1.1: Aerial photograph showing the location of the site, outlined in red.
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1.1 Savills Heritage and Townscape (hereafter ‘the consultants’ 
or ‘the consultancy’) have been appointed by Hill Residential 
(hereafter ‘the applicant’) to provide heritage, townscape and 
visual impact advice and to prepare a Heritage, Townscape 
and Visual Impact Assessment (HTVIA) in relation to a 
redevelopment scheme at Ham Close, Ham, Richmond 
Upon Thames (hereafter ‘the Proposed Development’). This 
HTVIA forms Volume 3 of the  Environmental Statement (ES). 
This HTVIA only assesses above ground heritage assets. 
For below ground archaeology please refer to Chapter 4 of 
the ES.

1.2 The Proposed Development will be located within Ham, on 
an area of land bound by Ham Street to the east, Woodville 
Road to the north, the sport grounds of St Richards CE 
primary school to the west and Ashburnham Road to the 
south (hereafter ‘the Site’, figure 1.1).

1.3 The consultants have collaborated with the design team 
including BPTW for the residential blocks, WRAP for 
the community centre and Maker Labs, and Land Use 
Consultants (LUC) for landscape; by providing design 
feedback and assessing the potential heritage, townscape 
and visual effects of the Proposed Development in an 
iterative process, including through the use of Vu.City 
software in-house during the design process and selection 
of views.

1.4 The aim of this HTVIA is to assess the likely residual and 
cumulative effects of the Proposed Development on the 
setting and importance of heritage assets in the vicinity of 
the Site, on the townscape as a whole, and on visual amenity 
within the local and wider townscape surrounding the Site. 

1.5 The process of selecting candidate viewpoints for visual 
assessment was carried out in detailed consultation with 
planning officers at London Borough of Richmond Upon 
Thames (LBRuT) and with reference to the local guidance 
on heritage, townscape and views. The local planning 
authority were consulted to ensure that any strategic and 
local townscape views of importance to LBRuT are included 
in this study. 

1.6 As a result of this, a set of 22 townscape views were selected 
by the consultants to assess the potential effects of the 
Proposed Development on visual amenity. This proposed 
set also includes the additional suggested viewpoints by 
the officers at LBRuT (views 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, and 22), 
following the scoping response. Assessments are based 
on AVRs produced by visualisation specialists Rockhunter, 
which provide both quantitative and qualitative evidence of 
the likely visual effects of the Proposed Development. 

1.7     This document should be read alongside the Design and 
Access Statement (DAS) and plans produced by the 
architects and the Planning Statement produced by Sphere 
25 planning consultancy. 

 1.8      The sections of this report are as following: the legislations and 
planning policy context are presented in section 2.0, HTVIA 
ES Methodology is presented in section 3.0,Assumption 
and limitations in section 4.0, Historic Background in section 
5.0, The Site and Surrounding Baseline Condition in section 
6.0, The Proposed Development in section 7.0, Potential  
impacts and effects in section 8.0 (including: Effects During 
Demolition and Construction, Effects on Visual Receptors, 
Effects on Townscape Receptors, Effects on Heritage 
Receptors, and Mitigation in section 9.0,  Residual impacts/
effects in section 10.0 and Conclusion in section 11.0. In 
addition Rockhunter’s methodology is presented in Appendix 
1.0.
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2. Legislation and Planning policy context

2.1 The assessment methodology set out in section 3.0 of 
this report has been informed by policy and guidance 
at a national, regional and local level with regards to 
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA), heritage, urban 
design, townscape and visual impact, as listed below. 
The policy and guidance mentioned is publicly accessible 
information, so its text is not reproduced in this document. 
For a full assessment against policy and guidance the 
reader is referred to the Planning Statement submitted by 
Sphere25 Planning Consultancy as part of this application.

 
 Local, regional and national policy

•	 EU Directive 85/387/EEC as amended by Directives 
97/11/EC, 2003/35/EC, 2011/92/EU, and 2014/52/
EU; 

•	 Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact 
Assessments) Regulations, 2017/571;

•	 Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local 
Government (MHCLG), National Planning Policy 
Framework, July 2021;

•	 Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) 
Act, 1990;

•	 Greater London Authority (GLA), The London Plan, 
Spatial Development Strategy for Greater London, 
March 2021 including Policies: D4: delivering good 
design, D5: inclusive design, D8: public realm, D9:tall 
buildings; and policy HC1on heritage;

•	 London Borough of Richmond Upon Thames Local 
Plan;
o Adopted Local Plan July 2018 (Two legal 

challenges were made regarding the adoption 
of the Local Plan. On 3 March 2020, the 
Council adopted the two matters related to the 
legal challenges within the Local Plan); policy 
LP1:local character and design quality, policy 
LP4 on building heights, policy LP5: views and 
vistas, policies LP3 and LP4 n designated and 
non-designated heritage assets;

o Draft Local plan (consultation Autumn 2022, 
submission and examination spring 2023-spring 
2024, adaptation autumn 2024) ;

o Adopted Local Plan- Proposals Map, July 2015;
•	 Neighbourhood plans: Ham and Petersham 

Neighbourhood Plan 2018-2023
•	 London Borough of Richmond Upon Thames 

supplementary planning documents
o Design Quality, January 2006;
o Borough wide Sustainable Urban Development 

Study, 2008;
o Security by Design, 2002;
o Residential Development Standards, March 

2010;
o Buildings of Townscape Merit, May 2015;
o Relevant Conservation Area statements: Ham 

Common CA, and Ham House CA.

Guidance and Best Practice

•	 Department of the Environment, Preparation of 
Environmental Statements for Planning Projects that 
Require Environmental Assessment, Good Practice 
Guide 1995;

•	 The Guidelines for Environmental Impact Assessment 
(2004) Institute for Environmental Management and 
Assessment;

•	 The Landscape Institute and Institute of Environmental 
Management and Assessment, Guidance for 
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (GLVIA) 
Third Edition, 2013;

•	 Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government 
(MHCLG), Planning Practice Guidance, On-line 
Resource, 2016, latest updated in October 2019; 

•	 Photography and photomontage in landscape and 
visual assessment, Landscape Institute Advice Note 
01/11, 2011; 

•	 Character and Context Supplementary Planning 
Guidance, Mayor of London, June 2014;

•	 Historic England’s Advice Note 2 – Managing 
Significance in Decision-Taking in the Historic 
Environment, March 2015;

•	 Historic England’s Advice Note 3 (2nd Ed.) – The 
Setting of Heritage Assets, December 2017;

•	 Historic England’s Advice Note 4 – Tall Buildings, 
march 2022;

•	 Historic England’s Advice Note 12 - Statements of 
significance, October, 2019;

•	 Historic England, Heritage at Risk Register, 2017;
•	 Historic England’s Listed Buildings Register;
•	 London’s Natural Signatures: The London Landscape 

Framework, (prepared for Natural England, January 
2011)
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3. Assessment Methodology

Introduction

3.1 This section sets out the assessment methodology 
developed and used by the consultancy for this Heritage, 
Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment (HTVIA) 
document, which forms Volume 3 of the ES. This 
methodology is used to establish the likely significant 
effects of the Proposed Development, both in isolation and 
cumulatively, on the nearby heritage assets, on townscape 
and on visual amenity. The topics covered in this section and 
the previous section include: policy and guidance informing 
the assessments; the EIA scoping process; mitigation of 
effects through design and consultation; effects on the 
significance (or importance) of heritage assets; effects 
on townscape and visual receptors; cumulative effects; 
effects during demolition and construction; and authorship. 
Assumptions and limitations are covered in section 4.0 of 
this HTVIA report.

3.2 When assessing the impacts of a new proposed 
development within an urban environment there is often 
an overlap between the resulting effects on: the setting 
and significance (or importance) of built heritage assets, 
known as ‘heritage receptors’; certain characteristics 
or descriptors of the townscape, known as ‘townscape 
receptors’; and people experiencing the townscape in a 
visual way, known as ‘visual receptors’. This is why they 
are assessed in the same document, albeit using slightly 
different methodologies, following current policy and 
guidance. Where the assessment of visual effects has 
also informed the heritage or townscape assessments, for 
example by illustrating the expected changes to the setting 
of a heritage asset in a visual way, a cross reference is 
provided to the relevant views.

The EIA scoping process

3.3 The scope of the ES HTVIA follows the agreed heritage, 
townscape and visual impact considerations addressed 
in the ‘scoping report’, submitted to London Borough of 
Richmond Upon Thames in November 2021, along with 
a Heritage and Townscape note, which included a Vucity 
study of selected viewpoints (total viewpoints was 16). A 
scoping opinion by LBRuT was received in January 2022, 
which stated that a number of additional views had to be 
included. The consultants submitted a further Heritage 
and Townscape Note Addendum (Appendix 3) which 
illustrated all the requested views in Vucity. Following this 
study, some of the requested views were scoped out due 
to limited or no visibility of the Proposed Development and 
some were included, taking the total number of viewpoints 
to be assessed in the HTVIA to 22.

3.4 The scoping opinion of LBRuT regarding heritage  and 
townscape issues were as following:

 “Main report comments – Introduction Recommendations and 
comments:

• Take into account Ham and Petersham neighbourhood 
Plan and Urban Design Study

•	 Development	 affecting	 the	 setting	 of	 a	 heritage	 asset	 is	
a	 direct	 environmental	 effect	 in	 terms	 of	 EIA	 definitions	
and	 may	 constitute	 a	 significant	 effect.	 It	 is	 strongly	
recommended	that	the	involvement	of	professional	historic	
environment and landscape advice/consultancy is sought 
from	the	outset	of	the	EIA	and	application	process.

•	 The	 assessment	 should	 refer	 to	 the	 relevant	 National	
Character	Areas	which	can	be	found	on	Natural	England’s	
website

o	 Natural	 England	 -	 National	 Character	 Area	 Profiles	 -	
Natural	England	(nationalcharacterareas.co.uk)

o	 NCA	Profile:115	Thames	Valley	-	NE379	(naturalengland.
org.uk)

o	 National	 Character	Area	 profiles:	 data	 for	 local	 decision	
making	-	GOV.UK	

Main	report	comments	-	Potential	Effects
Comments / recommendations
•	 Ham	House,	Grade	I	Listed,	is	not	included	in	para.	6.16,	

which	it	should	be.
•	 Paragraph	 6.16	 and	 Appendix	 2	 Paragraph	 14	 read	

differently	when	referring	to	heritage	receptors.

o Inconsistent heritage assets listed,
o	 Inconsistent	 approach	 to	 assessing	 impact	 –	 para.	 6.16	

proposes they are not individually assessed and instead 
included	for	review	as	part	of	the	conservation	area,	and	
para.	14	states	Grade	I	or	11*	will	be	individually	assessed,	
and Ham House Registered Park and Garden and Ham 
House	will	be	groups	together	and	assessed	as	one.	This	
can be resolved by noting the need to assess the impact 
on individual listed buildings and their settings in the areas 
around	 the	 site,	 and	 in	 particular	 Beaufort	 House	 and	
Newman	House	which	are	the	closest	to	the	site.

•	 Disagree	with	last	sentence	of	para	6.16	–	“It	is	proposed	
that where any designated and non-designated heritage 
assets are located within Ham House or Ham Common 
Conservation	 Area,	 they	 are	 not	 individually	 assessed,	
but	 are	 instead	 included	 for	 review	 as	 part	 of	 the	
conservation”.	 Heritage	 assets	 (designated	 and	 non-
designated),	 including	 their	 setting	 and	 significance,	
within	 the	 CAs	 should	 be	 assessed	 separately	 to	 CAs,	
in	particular	Beaufort	House	and	Newman	House,	which	
are	 the	 closest	 to	 the	 site.	 It	 is	 important	 to	 understand	
the	 form,	 materials	 and	 history	 of	 any	 designated	 and	
non-designated	heritage	assets,	and	this	will	for	example	
differ	for	LBs	and	CAs.	This	differentiation	is	important	to	
understand	the	impact	of	the	proposed	EIA	development	
on	 the	 relevant	 significance	 of	 the	 identified	 heritage	
assets,	 especially	 as	 it	 is	 expected	 that	 the	 proposed	
EIA	development	will	be	visible	 from	 the	setting	of,	or	 in	
conjunction	with,	a	range	of	heritage	receptors.	In	turn	this	
will then assist the applicant in avoiding, minimising and 
mitigating	any	potential	negative	impacts	on	the	identified	
heritage assets, including providing an opportunity to 
identify	 ways	 of	 better	 revealing	 or	 enhancing	 their	
significance.	

•	 The	potential	impacts	and	likely	significant	effects	on	Ham	
House	CA	should	be	carefully	considered,	and	indeed	this	
CA	may	warrant	greater	attention	compared	to	the	others	
due	to	its	proximity	to	the	site.	

•	 The	 two	 Other	 Open	 Land	 of	 Townscape	 Importance	
should	be	included	for	Visual	Impact	Assessment.

•	 Natural	England	 expects	 consideration	 to	 the	 landscape	
and	visual	effects	on	Open	Access	land,	whether	direct	or	
indirect,	to	be	included.

 Additional	viewpoints	recommended:
o	 Viewpoint	from	the	cluster	of	LBs	around	the	Manor	House	

&	stables	a	little	further	up	Ham	Street.	
o	 From	 the	 school	 OOLTI	 to	 the	 west	 of	 the	 site;	 and	

representative	view	from	Woodville	&	Ashburnham	Roads.	
o	 Couple	of	additional	ones	which	may	be	beneficial	in	terms	

of	 assessing	 impact	 on	 heritage	 assets	 –	 to	 be	 agreed	
with	LPA	–	Beaufort	House	and	the	Algernon	Tollemache	
Almshouses

o From the road adjacent to the Palm Centre and Ham 
House	stables.

o	 A	number	of	key	view	corridors	are	defined	both	close	into	
the	site	and	from	further	afield.	It	may	be	worth	checking	to	
ensure	these	are	comprehensive	and	sufficiently	account	
for	vistas	around	 the	site	 (e.g.	 it	might	be	appropriate	 to	
seek	an	additional	view	assessment	further	north	on	Ham	
Street,	the	northern	equivalent	of	the	long	view	denoted	by	
the	View	1	arrow	in	Appendix	2).	

o Metropolitan Open Land at Grey Court
o From Ham House vista 
o Back Lane – looking towards the community centre

The	effects	will	be	assessed	 through	 the	study	of	AVRs,	
to	be	produced	by	a	visualisation	specialist.	The	Council	
advocates	3D	modelling	is	used	(such	as	VUCITY)	for	the	
visualisations	of	the	impact	on	views	of	the	proposed	EIA	
development.”.

3.5 The above comments have largely been addressed and 
incorporated within the HTVIA. Where this is not the case, 
in particular relating to views, this has been sufficiently 
justified in the Heritage and Townscape Note Addendum 
(Appendix 3). In May 2022 LBRuT also requested that 
Views 4 and 10 be provided as renders instead of wirelines 
in the HTVIA. 

Geographical Scope

3.6 In order to capture all built heritage assets which have the 
potential to be impacted by the Proposed Development, 
and having regard to the size of the Site and its topography, 
a specific study area centred on the Site has been scoped 
in to the assessment. 

3.7 A study area of a 500 meters radius from the boundary of 
the Site was utilised in producing the heritage assessment 
component of this HTVIA. This is considered an appropriate 
study area to be assessed. Where applicable, this radius 
can also be applied to the townscape assessment, based 
on professional judgement. Some townscape viewpoints 
informing the assessment may be at a much longer 
distance from the Site, depending on designated views, 
the topography of the site and other considerations, and 
therefore extending the visual study area beyond the 
heritage and townscape study area.  
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Temporal Scope

3.8 The temporal scope will assess the likely impacts (and the 
magnitude of change arising from these impacts) that the 
Proposed Development will have on heritage, townscape 
and visual receptors during the demolition/construction 
and operational stages. For the operational stages, the 
Proposed Development will be assessed in isolation 
and also cumulatively, in combination with other relevant 
emerging schemes in the context of the Site. 

Mitigation through design and consultation

3.9 A number of design options have been explored, making it 
an iterative design process, in which the consultants have 
been involved in providing advice to the design team. 

3.10 As part of the design development process the consultancy 
advised the design team on ways to mitigate, as far as 
possible, any potential adverse effects of the Proposed 
Development on the setting and significance of nearby 
heritage receptors, the townscape and visual receptors, 
while maximising any beneficial effects available. This 
process included the use of 3D computer models to 
illustrate the effects of different design options. 

3.11 A brief description of the Proposed Development is 
provided in section 7.0. The reader is encouraged to read 
this HTVIA alongside the BPTW’s Design and Access 
Statement (DAS) and plans. Given the above design 
development process, it is considered that mitigation is 
embedded in the designs and that it is unlikely that any 
further or ‘supplementary mitigation’ will be needed. If 
necessary, however, it would be clearly stated in the 
assessments.

Effects on heritage receptors

Aims, objectives and scope

3.12 The purpose of this heritage assessment is to determine, 
as far as is reasonably possible from existing records, 
an understanding of the historic environment resource in 
order to:
i. Provide a heritage baseline assessment to 

understand the historical and background to the Site;
ii. Formulate an assessment of the importance and 

sensitivity of the known or potential above ground 
heritage assets; considering their archaeological, 
historic, architectural/artistic interests and their 
setting; and

iii. Formulate an assessment of the likely effects of 
the Proposed Development on the significance of 
the known above ground heritage assets and their 
settings.

Baseline data collection

3.13 In order to determine the built heritage assets which 
may be sensitive to the Proposed Development a broad 
range of documentary and cartographic sources and 
historic environment datasets will be examined in order 
to determine the likely nature, extent, preservation and 
significance of any known or possible heritage assets that 
may be present within or in the vicinity of the Site. Sources 
consulted may include Historic England’s National 
Heritage List for England (NHLE), the Historic Environment 
Record of the LBRuT where the Site lies, conservation 
area appraisals and locally listed building records of the 
local planning authority and neighbouring local planning 
authorities (where necessary), regional and local archives 
and libraries, and online digital records and historic maps, 
among other sources.

3.14 In order to produce the heritage assessments Site visits 
were undertaken in September 2021. A walkover of the 
Site and environs was completed, to study the topography 
and existing land use, the nature of the existing buildings 
on and around the Site, to identify any built heritage 
assets and their settings within the Site or its vicinity, and 
to assess factors which may have affected the survival or 
condition of any known or potential assets. 

Assessment methodology for heritage receptors

Introduction and terminology

3.15 Local planning authorities require an applicant to provide 
an assessment of the significance of any above ground 
heritage assets affected by the Proposed Development, 
including any contribution made by their setting to 
this significance. This includes designated and non-
designated heritage assets. The following terminology has 
been adopted within this assessment for classifying and 
discussing the historic environment:
a) A ‘heritage	 asset’ is a building, monument, site, 

place, area or landscape identified as meriting 
consideration in planning decisions because of its 
heritage interest (NPPF, Annex 2 Glossary). In this 
HTVIA, those assets likely to be affected by the 
Proposed Development are referred to as ‘heritage 
receptors’;

b) The ‘setting’ of a heritage asset is the surroundings 
in which a heritage asset is experienced. Its extent 
is not fixed, can extend beyond the asset’s curtilage 
and may change as the asset and its surroundings 
evolve. Elements of a setting may make a positive or 
negative contribution to the significance of an asset, 
may affect the ability to appreciate that significance 
or may be neutral (NPPF, Annex 2 Glossary);

c) ‘Significance’ (for heritage policy), as defined in 
the NPPF (Annex 2 Glossary) is used to describe 
the heritage interest of an asset to this and future 
generations. This interest may be archaeological, 
historic and/or architectural/artistic. Significance 
can derive not only from a heritage asset’s physical 
presence, but also from its setting.

The assessment process

3.16 Following the characterisation of the baseline environment, 
the methodology used to assess the likely environmental 
effects on potential above ground heritage assets at, or in 
the vicinity of, the Site will entail:
i. Evaluating the significance/importance of heritage 

assets, based on existing designations and 
professional judgment where such resources have 
no formal designation, and considering historic, 
archaeological, architectural/artistic interest as 
outlined in the NPPF and Historic England’s policy 
and guidance. This significance then translates into 
the ‘sensitivity to change’ of the heritage receptor;

ii. Evaluating the contribution that setting makes to 
the overall significance (or ‘sensitivity to change’) 
of above ground heritage receptors selected for 
assessment;

iii. Predicting the ‘magnitude of change’ upon the known 
or potential significance of heritage receptors and the 
likely resulting scale of environmental effects from 
the Proposed Development;

iv. Considering the mitigation measures that have been 
included within the design of the development and 
any additional mitigation that might be required 
in order to avoid, reduce or off-set any significant 
adverse effects; and

v. Quantifying any residual effects (those that might 
remain after mitigation).

3.17 It should be noted that the assessments presented in this 
HTVIA report regarding the selected heritage receptors, do 
not include the Archaeological Desk-Based Assessment 
submitted as part of the ES submission by Greengage. The 
heritage receptors in this report included for assessment 
only consider above ground heritage (assets).

Assessing the sensitivity to change of the heritage receptor 

3.18 The NPPF defines significance as ‘The	 value	 of	 a	
heritage	 asset	 to	 this	 and	 future	 generations	 because	
of	 its	 heritage	 interest.	 That	 interest	 may	 be	 historic,	
archaeological,	architectural	or	artistic.’ The determination 
of the significance of a heritage asset is based on statutory 
designation and/or professional judgement against these 
values:

•	 Archaeological	interest: deriving from the potential 
of a place to yield evidence about past human 
activity that is worthy of expert investigation;

•	 Historic interest: an interest in past lives and 
events. It tends to be illustrative or associative. 
Providing a material record of the nation’s past, 
it can also provide meaning for communities 
derived from their collective experience of a place 
and it can symbolise wider value such as faith or 
cultural identity; and

•	 Architectural	and	artistic	interest: interest form the 
design or general aesthetics of a place. Derived 
from conscious design or fortuitously through 
evolution. More specifically, it relates to the 
science of design, construction, craftsmanship 
and decoration. Artistic interest is an interest in 
other human skill, such as sculpture. 

3.19 In producing the ES HTVIA it is important to distinguish 
the use of the term ‘significance’ in a heritage context, 
which is defined by the NPPF as the significance of the 
heritage asset in question, with the use of ‘significance’ 
in EIA terms, which primarily relates to the ‘significance 
of environmental effect’ as a result of change owing to the 
Proposed Development. 

3.20 In the context of the Environmental Impact Assessment 
(EIA) the heritage asset is the receptor of change and 
the term ‘significance’ where referring to heritage is 
interchangeable with the term ‘importance’ and the 
‘sensitivity to change’ of the receptor. 

3.21 Therefore, to avoid confusion, this assessment will utilise 
the term ‘importance’ in relation to the significance of the 
heritage asset (receptor) in question, while ‘significance’, 
will be associated with the ‘significance of the environmental 
effect’.

3.22 Evaluation of importance will be informed primarily by the 
designation of the assets at an international, national, 
regional or local level (such as listing) as well as their ability 
to contribute to an understanding of the past. Definitions of 
importance/sensitivity to change are set out in table 3.1.
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Heritage 
importance/ 
sensitivity to 
change 

    

  Criteria 

Very High 
 
Of International 
Importance 

• World Heritage Sites and the individual attributes that convey their Outstanding 
Universal Value.  

• Areas associated with intangible historic activities as evidenced by the register and 
areas with associations with particular innovations, scientific developments, 
movements or individuals of global importance.  

High 
 
Of National 
Importance 

• Scheduled monuments.  
• Listed buildings (Grade I, II*).  
• Registered historic parks and gardens (Grade I, II*).  
• Grade II listed buildings which can be shown to have exceptional qualities in their 

fabric or historic associations. 
• Registered battlefields. 
• Non-designated sites and monuments of schedulable quality and/or importance 

discovered through the course of assessment, evaluation or mitigation.  
• Unlisted assets that can be shown to have exceptional qualities or historic 

association, and may be worthy of listing at Grade II* or above. 
• Designated and undesignated historic landscapes of outstanding interest, or high 

quality and importance and of demonstrable national value. 
• Well-preserved historic landscapes, exhibiting considerable coherence, time-depth 

or other critical factors.  
 

 
 
 
Medium 
 
Of Regional 
Importance 

• Conservation areas. 
• Grade II listed buildings.  
• Grade II registered historic parks and gardens.  
• Historic townscapes and landscapes with reasonable coherence, time-depth and 

other critical factor(s).  
• Unlisted assets that can be shown to have exceptional qualities or historic 

association, and may be worthy of Grade II listing.  
• Designated special historic landscapes.  
• Undesignated historic landscapes that would justify special historic landscape 

designation, landscapes of regional value.  
• Averagely well-preserved historic landscapes with reasonable coherence, time-

depth or other critical factors. 
• Archaeological features and deposits of regional importance.  

Low 
 
Of Local 
Importance 

• Locally listed buildings.  
• Sites of importance within a district level.  
• Heritage assets with importance to local interest groups or that contributes to local 

research objectives.  
• Robust undesignated assets compromised by poor preservation and/or poor 

contextual associations.  
• Robust undesignated historic landscapes.  
• Historic landscapes with importance to local interest groups.  
• Historic landscapes whose value is limited by poor preservation and/or poor 

survival of contextual associations. 
Negligible 
 

• Assets with little or no archaeological, architectural or historical interest. 

 
 
 
 

Table 3.1: Definitions of importance/sensitivity to change of heritage receptors. Considering the setting of the heritage receptor

3.23 Historic England has issued Historic Environment Good 
Practice Advice in Planning guidance notes. The following 
of which are relevant to the Proposed Development: 
Advice	Note	2	–	Managing	Significance	in	Decision-Taking	
in	 the	 Historic	 Environment (March 2015), as well as 
Advice	Note	3	(2nd	Ed.)	–	The	Setting	of	Heritage	Assets 
(December 2017).

3.24 The Historic England guidance advocates a systematic 
and staged approach to the assessment of the implications 
of development in terms of their effects on the settings of 
heritage assets. The steps are as follows (reformulated 
here in context of the EIA):

•	 Step 1 of the approach is ‘identifying	the	heritage	
assets	 affected	 and	 their	 settings’. This initial 
step is carried out by undertaking documentary 
research as described previously under ‘Baseline 
data collection’;

•	 Step 2 requires consideration of ‘whether, 
how and to what degree these settings make 
a	 contribution	 to	 the	 importance	of	 the	heritage	
asset(s)’. The guidance states that this stage 
of the assessment should first address the key 
attributes of the heritage asset itself and then 
consider: i) the physical surroundings of the 
asset, including its relationship with other heritage 
assets; ii) the way the asset is appreciated; and 
iii) the asset’s associations and patterns of use;

•	 Step 3 involves ‘Assessing	 the	 effect	 of	 the	
Proposed	 Development	 on	 the	 importance	 of	
the	 asset(s)’. This stage of the assessment 
addresses the key attributes of the Proposed 
Development, such as its: i) Location and siting; 
ii) Form and appearance; iii) Additional effects; 
and iv) Permanence; and

•	 Step 4 of the guidance should explore 
opportunities for ‘maximising	 enhancement	 and	
minimising	 harm’, while Step 5 is to ‘make and 
document	 the	 decision	 and	 monitor	 outcomes’. 
For the purposes of this assessment, Steps 1-4 
of the process have been followed. Step 5 is the 
duty of the Local Planning Authority and therefore 
not undertaken as part of this assessment.

3.25 Historic England guidance on managing change within the 
settings of heritage assets gives advice on understanding 
setting in relation to importance (or sensitivity to change’ in 
regards to this assessment), and how views may contribute 

to setting. The advice note sets out a recommended 
approach (reformulated here in context of the EIA), 
including:

•	 Setting is the surroundings in which an asset is 
experienced and may therefore be more than 
its curtilage; that it may be affected by a range 
of factors beyond visual, including historical 
relationships between assets; it may extend 
beyond public rights of way; 

•	 The extent of setting is not fixed and may 
change as the asset and its surroundings evolve; 
heritage assets within extensive townscapes 
or landscapes may have nested or overlapping 
settings;

•	 Where the setting of a heritage asset has been 
compromised, consideration needs to be given 
to whether additional change will further detract 
from, or can enhance the importance of the asset;

•	 Importance of setting in relation to designed 
townscapes or landscapes can extend beyond 
the designated area and may not necessarily be 
confined to land visible from the Site, but may 
have historic or other associations with the asset; 
and

•	 The contribution of views to setting can be 
assessed in relation to static, dynamic, long, 
short or laterally spreading views, and include a 
variety of views of, from, across or including that 
asset.

Determining the magnitude of change (impact of the 
Proposed Development)

3.26 Determination of ‘magnitude of change’ upon the 
importance of known or potential heritage assets is based 
on the severity of the likely impact (e.g. physical effects on 
built heritage assets or the permanent presence of new 
structures, etc., that result in changes to the contribution of 
setting to the heritage importance of a built heritage asset). 

3.27 Table 3.2 describes the criteria used in this assessment to 
determine the magnitude of change.

Significance of environmental effect

3.28 The significance of the resultant environmental effect 
is determined by combining the assigned sensitivity to 
change of the receptor (dictated by the importance of the 
heritage asset) with the predicted magnitude of change 
(impact) on that receptor:
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Magnitude 
of change 

Description of change 

Large 
 

• Complete removal of asset; 
• Change to asset importance resulting in a fundamental change in our ability to 

understand and appreciate the resource and its historical context, character and 
setting; 

• The transformation of an asset’s setting in a way that fundamentally 
compromises its ability to be understood or appreciated; and 

• The scale of change would be such that it could result in a designated asset 
being undesignated or having its level of designation lowered. 

Medium 
 

• Change to asset importance resulting in an appreciable change in our ability to 
understand and appreciate the asset and its historical context, character and 
setting; and 

• Notable alterations to the setting of an asset that affect our appreciation of it and 
its importance; or the unrecorded loss of archaeological interest. 

Small 
 

• Change to asset importance resulting in a small change in our ability to 
understand and appreciate the asset and its historical context, character and 
setting. 

Negligible 
 

• Negligible change or no material change to asset importance. No real change in 
our ability to understand and appreciate the asset and its historical context, 
character and setting. 

Uncertain 
 

• Level of survival / condition of resource in specific locations is not known: 
magnitude of change is therefore not known. 

No Change • No change. 
 

 

 

Sensitivity to change of the receptor  
(depending on its heritage significance, or importance) 
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 Very High High Medium Low 
 

Negligible 

Large Major Major Major or 
Moderate 

Moderate 
or Minor 

Minor or 
Negligible 

Medium Major or 
Moderate 

Major or 
Moderate 

Major or 
Moderate Minor Minor or 

Negligible 

Small Moderate 
or Minor 

Moderate 
or Minor Minor Minor Negligible 

Negligible Minor or 
Negligible 

Minor or 
Negligible Negligible Negligible Negligible 

 

Table 3.2: Magnitude of change on heritage receptors.

Table 3.3: Significance of environmental effect matrix for heritage receptors.

Sensitivity to change (of the receptor) + magnitude of 
change (impact) = significance of effect

3.29 Table 3.3 illustrates how information on the sensitivity to 
change of the asset and the magnitude of change arising 
from the Proposed Development has been combined 
to arrive at an assessment of the significance of effect. 
The matrix is not intended to ‘mechanise’ judgment of 
the significance of effect, but to act as a check to ensure 
that judgments regarding heritage importance and the 
receptor’s sensitivity to change and magnitude of change 
resulting from the Proposed Development arrive at a 
level of significance of the effect that is reasonable and 
balanced. 

3.30 Where information is insufficient to be able to quantify 
either the receptor’s sensitivity to change or the magnitude 
of change arising from the Proposed Development with 
any degree of certainty, the effect is given as ‘uncertain’. 

3.31 In terms of the assessment only the ‘major’ and ‘moderate’ 
effects will be considered ‘significant’, i.e. which may 
warrant mitigation, these are shaded in Table 3.3.  

3.32 Once the significance of the effect has been established, 
the next step will be to assess the nature (or direction) of the 
effect, which can be ‘beneficial’, ‘adverse’ or ‘neutral’. If 
the Proposed Development will enhance heritage values 
or the ability to appreciate them, as expressed in the first 
stage of the assessment, then the impact on heritage 
importance will be deemed to be positive, therefore the 
nature of the effect is attributed as ‘beneficial’. However, 
if the development fails to preserve heritage values or 
impairs their appreciation by affecting the receptor’s 
heritage importance negatively, then the nature of the 
effect will be deemed to be ‘adverse’. In cases where the 
significance of the effect is considered to be very minor, 
negligible or uncertain, then it is generally impossible to 
identify the nature of the effect. In these cases the nature 
of the effect is attributed as ‘neutral’. 

3.33 The following terms have been used to define the 
significance of effects identified:

•	 Major effect: where the Proposed Development 
could be expected to have a considerable effect 
(either adverse or beneficial) on heritage receptors 
(assets). For the historic environment, if the effect is 
adverse in nature, this equates to ‘substantial harm’ 
to, or total loss of, importance (or significance in 
terms of the NPPF) of an asset of very high, high or 
medium heritage importance, as a result of changes 
to its physical form or setting. 

•	 Moderate effect: where the Proposed Development 
could be expected to have a noticeable effect (either 
adverse or beneficial) on heritage assets (receptors). 
For the historic environment, if the effect is adverse 
in nature, this equates to ‘less than substantial harm’ 
(in NPPF terms) to the importance (or significance) 
of an asset of very high, high or medium heritage 
importance, as a result of changes to its physical 
form or setting.

•	 Minor effect: where the Proposed Development 
could be expected to result in a small, barely 
noticeable effect (either adverse or beneficial) 
on heritage assets (receptors). For the historic 
environment, if the effect is adverse in nature, this 
equates to a low degree of ‘less than substantial 
harm’ (in NPPF terms) to the importance of an asset 
of very high, high or medium heritage importance, as 
a result of changes to its physical form or setting, or 
‘substantial harm’ to, or the loss of, importance of an 
asset of low heritage importance.

•	 Negligible: where very minor or no discernible effect 
is expected as a result of the Proposed Development 
on heritage receptors (assets), i.e. the effect is 
insignificant. In this case the nature of the effect is 
identified as neutral.

Effects on townscape and visual receptors

3.34 The methodology for the assessment of townscape and 
visual receptors is to some extent different to that of 
heritage receptors. This section first covers the baseline 
conditions and identification of receptors for townscape 
and visual amenity separately, followed by the assessment 
process for both.  

Baseline conditions and receptors for townscape 
assessment

3.35 The GLVIA, at paragraph 2.7, defines townscape as: “…
areas	where	 the	built	environment	 is	dominant.	Villages,	
towns	 and	 cities	 often	 make	 important	 contributions	
as elements in wider-open landscapes, but townscape 
means the landscape within the built-up area, including 
the	buildings,	the	relationship	between	them,	the	different	
types	of	urban	open	spaces,	including	green	spaces	and	
the	relationship	between	buildings	and	open	spaces.”
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3.36 In order to get a full understanding of the Site, its existing 
condition and its role in the townscape in relation to national, 
regional and local policy and guidance, the Site and its 
townscape context were visited, studied, researched and 
photographed as set out in section 6.0. The information 
gathered represents the baseline conditions against which 
the assessments are made, based on Site visits conducted 
in 2021.

3.37 The purpose of the townscape assessment is to identify any 
significant effects as a result of the Proposed Development 
on the townscape as an environmental resource. This is 
achieved by considering how the Proposed Development 
will affect the key components of the townscape, its 
perceptual and aesthetic qualities and its distinctive 
character, in accordance with the GLVIA (2013). 

Baseline conditions of the townscape

3.38 Establishing the baseline conditions for the townscape 
assessment includes identifying areas of distinct 
townscape character surrounding the Site, which are likely 
to be significantly affected by the Proposed Development 
(townscape study area). This is done through research 
and field survey, prior knowledge of the area, professional 
judgement, and using information available that may have 
already been produced by others, for example by the 
local planning authority. Where conservation areas are 
designated in proximity to the Site, their appraisals may 
also be relevant to understanding the key characteristics 
of the townscape. 

      
3.39 These townscape character areas are identified according 

to key characteristics and then mapped. Key characteristics 
may include natural features and topography, built form, 
urban grain, historic patterns, patterns of land use; scale, 
etc. Once identified, each townscape character area is then 
described according to its defining features and character 
and illustrated with photographs where appropriate. 

Townscape receptors 

3.40 Townscape receptors are the key characteristics of the 
townscape character areas that are likely to be affected 
by the Proposed Development. Examples of townscape 
receptors might be, amongst others:

•	 A particular scale or height of development that is 
characteristic and of value;

•	 Particular spatial layouts, patterns of development or 
urban grain;

•	 Particular relationships between open or green 
spaces, water bodies or topography;

•	 Particular features, such as skylines or permeability 
through the area, that are of importance;

•	 The overall character or quality/condition of a 
particular street or series of spaces; and

•	 Notable aesthetic, perceptual or experiential qualities.   

Baseline conditions and receptors for visual 
assessment

3.41 Paragraph 2.20 of the GLVIA goes on to define visual 
amenity as “When	 the	 interrelationship	 between	 people	
(‘human	 beings’	 or	 ‘population’	 in	 the	 language	 of	
the	 Directive	 and	 Regulations)	 and	 the	 landscape	 is	
considered,	 this	 introduces	 related	 but	 very	 different	
considerations, notably the views that people have and 
their	visual	amenity	–	meaning	the	overall	pleasantness	of	
the	views	they	enjoy	of	their	surroundings.”

Baseline conditions of visual amenity

3.42 The assessments of effects on visual amenity are focused 
on the likely effects of changes to townscape views on 
visual receptors, i.e. people experiencing the  townscape 
in a visual manner through townscape views. Therefore, 
the baseline condition is the appearance of townscape 
views as existing at the time of writing the assessment. 

Townscape views for visual assessment

 3.43 Site visits, supported by map analysis and the use of 
computer models, and the study of other tall buildings 
within or around the Site (where relevant) allow for 
the identification of viewpoint locations from which the 
Proposed Development would potentially be visible. 
Although digital means can inform the process, the 
selection of views is only finalised once the Site has been 
visited. 

3.44 Considerations for selected views include, amongst other 
factors: the likely maximum visibility of the Proposed 
Development; the likely ‘visual receptors’ that may 
experience the views from a certain location; winter and 
summer-time tree cover (where relevant); hierarchy 
of viewpoint (e.g. public or semi-public access, where 
relevant); the heritage importance of the viewing location 
or viewed place; the position of traffic signs or other 
visual obstructions; and the ability for surveyors to safely 
place equipment without causing obstructions. Views are 
generally restricted to street level (i.e. 1.6 metres above 
ground) in publicly accessible locations, as this is from 
where townscapes are most commonly appreciated. Each 
viewpoint and view from it aims to represent the ‘maximum 

exposure’ of the Proposed Development as well as its 
‘maximum conjunction’ with sensitive elements in the 
built environment.

3.45 The selected views are chosen in consultation with the 
local planning authority and take into consideration their 
existing guidance on the topic (if available). The agreed 
viewpoints generally represent a mix of close, medium 
and long distance views, where either the outline or the 
architectural design of the Proposed Development is likely 
to be visible. 

3.46 The visual study area is centred around the Site and 
extends to approximately 500 meters for medium range 
views, and to 1.5 and 2.1 kilometers for long distance 
views (Views 15 and 16 respectively). 

3.47     The consultancy considered the analysis of a Zone of 
Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) as a tool to inform the selection 
of townscape views for assessment (shown in the Heritage 
and Townscape Note) and produced in Vu.City. The 
result of a ZTV is a computer generated map highlighting 
open areas (such as streets, parks and gardens) from 
where the Proposed Development would be visible and 
not obstructed by existing built form. Though this is a 
helpful tool to discard areas from where the Proposed 
Development would definitely not be visible, it is less 
accurate to ascertain areas from where it will be visible, as 
the data informing the analysis is not as accurate as reality 
and there may be visual obstructions such as fences, 
street signage and trees, reducing or hindering visibility 
of the Proposed Development. The potential limitations 
of using a ZTV analysis are noted in the GLVIA (3rd 
edition, 2013) and Historic England’s ‘Note 3: The Setting 
of Heritage Assets’ (second edition, 2017), although it is 
acknowledged that technological advancements have 
recently improved the accuracy of ZTV analysis, especially 
where LiDAR or similar data can be used to determine the 
exact form and location of obstructions. 

3.48 The true accuracy of visual impact can only be 
proven, however, using fully verified Accurate Visual 
Representations (AVRs, also commonly known as 
‘verified views’) created from the agreed viewpoints. 
AVRs are produced by incorporating a computer 3D 
model of the Proposed Development accurately into 
surveyed photographs of the local area, in accordance 
with Rockhunter’s (visualisation company) methodology 
(see Appendix 1) and as set out in the Greater London 
Authority’s London View Management Framework SPG.

3.49 The assessment of visual effects are based on the 
comparison of a photograph of the ‘existing’ baseline 
condition with an AVR showing the ‘proposed’ condition, 
illustrating the completed Proposed Development as 
occupied in its operational phase. AVRs for the cumulative 
condition are not provided in this report, as the cumulative 
schemes were of a small scale or at a distance away from 
the Site (more than 1km) that it was deemed any visibility in 
combination would be unlikely and where possibly, would 
likely not be significant. Instead a narrative assessment 
of the cumulative condition will be included in relation to 
cumulative sites identified by LBRuT. It should be noted 
that photography was captured in winter months, allowing 
for maximum visibility towards the Site. It should also be 
noted that viewers (visual receptors) have peripheral sight, 
and their experience of a view is not limited by edges and 
frames, like the image of a view. The assessment tries to 
replicate the viewers’ actual experience and not just the 
image that is included in this assessment. 

3.50 All AVRs are either presented as fully rendered 
photorealistic photomontages or wirelines showing the 
external outline of the proposed development. The split 
between rendered and wireline views was agreed with 
LBRuT during the scoping process of the EIA. A further 
request my LBRuT in May 2022 led to the update of View 
4 and View 10 from wireline to render in the Visual Impact 
section.  

 Assessment methodology for townscape and visual 
receptors

3.51 As with the heritage assessment, the effects of the 
Proposed Development on townscape and visual 
receptors are assessed by combining judgements about 
the ‘sensitivity of the receptor’ and the ‘magnitude of 
change’ (impact) it would experience as a result of the 
Proposed Development to establish the significance of the 
environmental effect. 

Sensitivity of townscape receptors

3.52 Once townscape character areas are identified, their 
potential sensitivity is established by combining judgements 
about the value attached to their townscape and their 
susceptibility to change as a result of the Proposed 
Development. The value of the townscape receptor can be 
identified by a range of criteria such as condition, scenic 
quality, rarity, representativeness/recreational value, 
perceptual qualities and associations. The susceptibility 
to change is the ability of the townscape receptor to 
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accommodate the Proposed Development without 
detriment to the value of its character. For the purpose of 
the assessment, the sensitivity of townscape receptors is 
described as ‘high’, ‘medium’, ‘low’ or ‘negligible’, or at 
an intermediate level between these sensitivities (e.g. ‘low 
to medium’). 

Sensitivity of visual receptors (people)

3.53 The sensitivity of visual receptors is considered by 
combining judgements of the value attached to a particular 
view and the receptor’s susceptibility to change in the 
view. While it is acknowledged that different people may 
have different responses to the visual stimuli of the 
townscape, based on their own aesthetic preferences and 
circumstances (e.g. a local resident could react differently 
to a view than a tourist), the visual assessment takes this 
into account by including a spread of views to cover a wide 
range of receptors. Some of the viewpoints will be from 
important thoroughfares or public parks, while some will 
be from local residential streets. 

3.54 When heritage assets or their settings are visible in 
views, this will also inform the sensitivity of the receptor, 
as supported by Historic England’s (HE) publications, 
including ‘Seeing the History in the View’ (2011) and 
‘Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning, 
Note 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets’ (second edition, 
2017). The former includes ‘Table 1: Value/Importance of 
individual heritage assets identified within the view’, which 
identifies those heritage assets of high importance/value 
to “normally	be	a	World	Heritage	Site,	grade	I	or	II*	listed	
building,	scheduled	monument,	grade	I	or	II*	historic	park	
and	garden	or	historic	battlefield	which	is	a	central	focus	
of	the	view	and	whose	significance	is	well	represented	in	
the view”; whereas heritage assets of medium importance/
value are identified to “normally be a grade II listed building, 
grade II historic park and garden, conservation area, locally 
listed	building	or	other	locally	identified	heritage	resource	
which	is	a	central	focus	of	the	view	and	whose	significance	
is well represented in the view”; and heritage assets of low 
importance/value “may be a grade II listed building, grade 
II historic park and garden, conservation area, locally 
listed	building	or	other	locally	identified	heritage	resource	
which	does	not	form	a	main	focus	of	the	view	but	whose	
significance	is	still	well	represented	in	the	view”.

3.55 For the purpose of the assessment, the sensitivity of 
visual receptors is described as ‘high’, ‘medium’, ‘low’ 

or ‘negligible’, or at an intermediate level between these 
sensitivities (e.g. ‘low to medium’).

Magnitude of change for townscape and visual impact

3.56 The magnitude of change for both townscape and 
visual impact assessment is generally considered to be 
a combination of (i) the size and scale of the potential 
impact; (ii) the geographical extent of the area affected; 
and (iii) the duration of the impact of the Proposed 
Development in operation and its reversibility. These are 
quantitative factors which can generally be measured with 
some certainty. The assessment takes all these factors 
into account. In considering new development in urban 
contexts, the duration of the impact is generally considered 
to be permanent and non-reversible.  

3.57 The magnitude of change in relation to visual receptors, 
in particular, is established by visually assessing wireline 
(outline) and/or rendered (photorealistic) AVRs illustrating 
the scale and visibility of the Proposed Development in the 
views, where the magnitude of change is a quantitative, 
objective measure of the impact of the Proposed 
Development as shown in each view. 

3.58 For the purpose of the assessment, both for townscape 
and visual amenity, the magnitude of change is described 
as ‘large’, ‘medium’, ‘small’ or ‘negligible’, or at an 
intermediate level between these sensitivities (e.g. ‘low to 
medium’).

Structure of the assessment process

3.59 The assessment of townscape and visual effects are 
structured in a stepped approach. For townscape 
assessments, once the receptors are identified the 
consultancy will establish their sensitivity to change and 
the magnitude of change resulting from the Proposed 
Development. The following step involves an assessment 
of the residual effect, once mitigation through design is 
considered, including the qualitative aspect of the effect 
(i.e. its nature or direction). The final step involves an 
assessment of the cumulative effect, when considering 
the effect of the Proposed Development in combination 
with other relevant schemes. The approach to cumulative 
assessment is to focus on the additional effects of the 
Proposed Development on top of the cumulative baseline. 

3.60 Each visual assessment is structured as follows:

 

Sensitivity to change of the receptor  
(for townscape and visual receptors) 

M
ag

ni
tu

de
 o

f c
ha

ng
e 

 
(im

pa
ct

 o
f t

he
 d

ev
el

op
m

en
t) 

 High Medium Low Negligible 

Large Major Major or 
Moderate 

Moderate 
or Minor 

Minor or 
negligible 

Medium Major or 
Moderate Moderate Minor Minor or 

negligible 

Small Moderate 
or Minor Minor Minor Negligible 

Negligible Minor or 
negligible 

Minor or 
Negligible Negligible Negligible or 

No Change 

 

i. Existing view: a description of the existing 
condition, describing its townscape qualities and 
visual amenity observed;

ii. Sensitivity to change: consideration of the 
townscape value of the existing view, the receptors 
likely to experience it and their susceptibility to 
change in the visual amenity; 

iii. Proposed view: a description of the Proposed 
Development’s appearance in the view, its design 
quality and mitigation achieved through the design 
process;

iv. Magnitude of change: a quantitative assessment 
of the magnitude of change in the view as a result 
of the Proposed Development;

v. Residual effect: the result of combining the 
sensitivity of the view and the magnitude of change 
to establish the significance of the environmental 
effect, and an assessment of the qualitative aspects 
(beneficial, adverse or neutral) of the Proposed 
Development to determine the likely nature or 
direction of the effect after mitigation measured 
have been incorporated through design; and

vi. Cumulative effect: where relevant, an assessment 
is made of the potential cumulative visual effects 
arising from the combined visibility in the view of 
the Proposed Development with other schemes 
(usually limited to those consented and/or under 
construction), also highlighting the contribution 
of the Proposed Development to the overall 
cumulative environmental effect.  

Establishing the significance of effects

3.61 As is also the case for heritage assessments, the 
significance of townscape and visual effects is established 
by combining assessments of the sensitivity of the 
receptors and the magnitude of the change resulting from 
the Proposed Development. 

Sensitivity to change (of the receptor) + magnitude of 
change (impact) = significance of effect

3.62 Thereafter, the mitigation and/or enhancement achieved 
through design is considered, giving rise to a residual, or 
overall effect. The significance of townscape and visual 
effects is rated on a scale of ‘major’, ‘moderate’, ‘minor’, 
or ‘negligible’ or ‘no change’, or at an intermediate level, 
as illustrated in table 3.4, where only major and moderate 

effects are considered significant environmental effects in 
EIA terms. 

3.63 ‘Major’, ‘moderate’ and ‘minor’ effects are self-explanatory 
as a result of combining the sensitivity to change and the 
magnitude of change as identified in table 3.4. ‘Negligible’ 
or ‘no change’ effects can arise where it is not possible to 
identify any effects on receptors owing to the Proposed 
Development. This may occur when receptors are 
located at a considerable distance from the Proposed 
Development, such that it would have only a minimal 
effect or it would not be visible owing to obscuration by 
surrounding buildings or vegetation.  

3.64 In exceptional cases the assessment may describe effects 
which are not in accordance with table 3.4. Where such 
exceptional professional judgements are made, they are 
explained in the assessment text.       

Establishing the qualitative nature (or direction) of effects

3.65 Once the significance of the effect has been established 
and mitigation and enhancement through design are 
considered, the qualitative nature (or direction) of the 
overall, or residual, effect is defined as ‘beneficial’, 
‘neutral or balanced’ or ‘adverse’.   

3.66 ‘Beneficial’ townscape and visual effects occur when the 
Proposed Development would give rise to an improvement 
in townscape or view quality and the visual amenity of the 
viewer owing to:

•	 An enhancement of the townscape quality;
•	 An enhancement or reinforcement of the key 

characteristics of the townscape character areas; 
and/or

•	 The introduction of features or elements of high 
design quality, which enhance the existing character 
and visual amenity.

3.67 ‘Neutral or balanced’ townscape and visual effects can 
occur when: 

•	 Beneficial and adverse effects are finely balanced; or
•	 Some detailed high quality design aspects of the 

Proposed Development are not discernible, for 
example when views are too distant, but other 
qualitative aspects, such as the overall massing of 
a building, can still be appreciated. In this case, the 
consultancy does not have enough information to 
establish a beneficial or adverse nature of the effect; 
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Sensitivity to change of the receptor  
(for townscape and visual receptors) 
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 High Medium Low Negligible 

Large Major Major or 
Moderate 

Moderate 
or Minor 

Minor or 
negligible 

Medium Major or 
Moderate Moderate Minor Minor or 

negligible 

Small Moderate 
or Minor Minor Minor Negligible 

Negligible Minor or 
negligible 

Minor or 
Negligible Negligible Negligible or 

No Change 

 

Table 3.4: Significance of environmental effect matrix for townscape and visual receptors. Cumulative effects on heritage, townscape and visual 
receptors

3.72 In addition to an assessment of the heritage, townscape 
and visual effects of the Proposed Development in 
isolation, this HTVIA also considers the effects of the 
Proposed Development when assessed in combination 
with other committed developments in the vicinity that may 
have a combined or ‘cumulative’ effect on receptors. These 
are generally schemes that have been either consented by 
the relevant planning authority or are under construction, 
but in some exceptional cases they can include indicative 
schemes which are not yet consented but likely to come 
forward. In this instance they include cumulative sites, so 
the cumulative assessment is conducted in a high level 
assessment. The list of cumulative development has been  
agreed with LBRuT. 

3.73 The assessment of cumulative effects refer to contribution 
or additional effects of the Proposed Development to 
the cumulative baseline. In cases where the Proposed 
Development has an effect when considered in isolation, 
but does not act cumulatively with other schemes, the 
significance rating will be indicated as ‘no cumulative 
effect’.

3.74 The cumulative schemes considered  are as the following 
list:

1. 1-1C King Street, 2-4 Water Lane, The Embankment 
and River Wall, Water Lane, Wharf Lane and The 
Diamond Jubilee Gardens, Twickenham; Planning 
Reference: 21/2758/FUL, Pending Determination, 
approximate distance to Ham Close: 1.23 kilometres;

2. St Johns and Amyand House Strafford Road, 
Twickenham; Planning Reference: 18/4266/FUL, 
Granted 15/05/2019, approximate distance to Ham 
Close: 1.42 kilometres;

3. Old Station Forecourt Railway Approach, 
Twickenham; Planning Reference: 19/3616/FUL, 
Granted 03/03/2021, approximate distance to Ham 
Close: 1.58 kilometres;

4. Land at Junction of A316 and Langhorn Drive 
and Richmond College Site (Including Craneford 
Way East Playing Fields And Marsh Farm Lane) 
Egerton Road Twickenham; Planning Reference: 

15/3038/OUT, 19/2517/RES, Approved 16/08/2016,  
approximate distance to Ham Close: 2.50 kilometres;

5. Ryde House 391Richmond Road, Twickenham; 
Planning Reference: 16/2777/FUL, Granted 
21/09/2017, approximate distance to Ham Close: 
2.07 kilometres;

6. Lockcorp House, 75 Norcutt Road, Twickenham; 
Planning Reference: 17/1033/FUL, Appeal Allowed 
23/05/2018, approximate distance to Ham Close: 2 
kilometres;

7. SA 17 St Michaels Convent, 56 Ham Common, 
Ham Richmond; Planning Reference: 16/3553/LBC, 
Granted 24/04/2018, approximate distance to Ham 
Close: 671.69 metres;

8. SA 16 Cassel Hospital, Ham Common, Ham; Planning 
Reference: No Planning Application submitted, 

approximate distance to Ham Close: 784.76 meters;
9. SA 8 St Mary’s University, Strawberry Hill; Planning 

Reference: No Planning Application submitted, 
approximate distance to Ham Close: 1.28 kilometres;

10. SA 5 Telephone Exchange, Teddington; Planning 
Reference: No Planning Application submitted, 
approximate distance to Ham Close: 1.52 kilometres;

11. SA6 Teddington Delivery Office, Teddington; Planning 
Reference: No Planning Application submitted, 
approximate distance to Ham Close: 1.37 kilometres;

12. SA 7 Strathmore Centre, Strathmore Road, 
Teddington; Planning Reference: 20/0539/FUL, 
Pending Determination, approximate distance to 
Ham Close: 2.05 kilometres.

3.75 Due to the height of the Proposed Development primarily 
rising to a similar height as that of some of the taller 
existing blocks on the Site and the prevailing tree line in the 
immediate and wider area, it is unlikely that the Proposed 
Development will be experienced at the same time as 
any of these cumulative sites, other than in the cases of 
Views 15 and 16, which provide wider panoramas. The 
cumulative assessment regarding views will be discussed 
in section 8.0.

Effects during demolition and construction 

3.76 Effects arising during the demolition and construction 
phases are usually temporary, short-term and reversible. 
The methodology used for assessing the effects during 
demolition and construction is the same as that set out 
above for the Proposed Development in operation, save for 
the fact that no AVRs are used to depict the demolition and 
construction phases and professional judgement is used 
instead to assess the likely effects. The assessments of 

or
•	 Where the effect is so minor or negligible that the 

quality is not discernible. 

3.68 ‘Adverse’ townscape and visual effects can occur when 
the Proposed Development would give rise to deterioration 
in the quality of the townscape or visual amenity owing to:

•	 Detriment to the key characteristics of townscape 
character areas that would affect their value 
negatively; and/or

•	 The introduction of features or elements of poor 
design quality that would detract from the existing 
character and negatively affect visual amenity.   

Residual effects on townscape and visual receptors 

3.69 After establishing both the quantitative and qualitative 
aspects of the assessment, the townscape and visual 
effects are given a rating which refers to both, the 
significance of the potential effect and whether it is 
beneficial, neutral or balanced, or adverse, after mitigation 
and/or enhancement through design have been taken into 
account. These effects are referred to as ‘residual’ effects, 

which can be: ‘major and beneficial’; ‘moderate and 
beneficial’; ‘minor and beneficial’; ‘major and neutral/
balanced’; ‘moderate and neutral/balanced’; ‘minor 
and neutral/balanced’; ‘major and adverse’; ‘moderate 
and adverse’; ‘minor and adverse’; ‘negligible’;  ‘no 
change’, or at an intermediate level between these ratings 
(e.g. ‘minor to moderate, and beneficial’).  

3.70 In this HTVIA, a proportionate approach is taken to carry 
out the assessment of effects. Those receptors most likely 
to be affected by the Proposed Development (e.g. those in 
closer proximity to the Site, or most exposed to it owing to 
the topography or townscape of the area) are assessed in 
more detail, while other receptors less likely to be affected, 
or those which share a setting and are therefore likely to 
have similar effects, are assessed in a more proportionate 
way or in groups, based upon a judgement of likely levels 
of significance and effects. 

3.71  In accordance with Historic England’s recommendations 
in Note 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets (2017), the 
assessment commentary that accompanies the ‘proposed’ 
and ‘cumulative’ views is intended to provide ‘a clearly 
expressed	and	non-technical	narrative	argument	that	sets	
out	‘what	matters	and	why’	in	terms	of	heritage	significance	
and	the	setting	of	assets	affected,	together	with	the	effects	
of	 the	development	 upon	 them’.	The reader is therefore 
encouraged to appreciate the assessments in the context 
of the narrative text about each view. The effects found 
should not be translated into scoring systems or statistics.
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effects on heritage, townscape and visual receptors likely 
to arise during demolition and construction are presented 
in section 8.0. 

Climate change and adaptation

3.77 Changes expected from climate change, such as 
increased rainfall levels and temperatures, are unlikely 
to impact on the appearance of the operational Proposed 
Development in townscape views, the overall character of 
the townscape, or its relationship with heritage assets.

Authorship

3.78 This HTVIA has been prepared by Savills Heritage and 
Townscape, a multidisciplinary consultancy with expertise 
in the areas of built heritage, townscape and archaeology. 
The consultants are employed by the applicant to provide 
independent and un-biased professional advice to the 
design team and then consider any beneficial or adverse 
aspects of the Proposed Development based on best 
practice guidance in a balanced and transparent manner. 
Any qualitative aspects of the assessments that can be 
considered to a certain extent to be subjective are based 
on informed professional judgment based on the authors’ 
experience. All consultants are highly qualified and trained 
professionals in the areas of planning, architecture, urban 
design, and the historic environment. 

3.79 The type of photography used for AVRs and the 
accuracy in the depiction of the Proposed Development 
in photomontages are responsibility of the visualisation 
professionals. Their methodology statement is presented 
at Appendix 1. 
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4. Assumptions and Limitations

4.1 The assessment methodology in section 3.0 is affected by 
some assumptions and limitations: 

i. This report is compiled using primary and secondary 
information derived from a variety of sources, 
only some of which have been directly examined. 
The assumption is made that this data, as well 
as that derived from other secondary sources, is 
reasonably accurate;

ii.  The visual assessment does not cover every 
possible view of the Proposed Development, but 
were selected using professional judgement of 
where there are particular instances of townscape 
or visual sensitivity;

iii. Throughout the views’ selection process the 
consultants have referred to local policy in relation 
to important and/or protected views in LBRuT. 
Emerging policy frameworks / guidance on views 
may be adopted during or after the development 
of the HTVIA and may inform the views selection 
down the line, depending on timings of adoption 
and the submission of the ES;

iv. The photorealistic rendered AVRs are a useful 
tool for assessment, but there is a degree of 
professional judgment made by the visualisation 
specialists in the artistic representation of materials 
and the effects of weather conditions, daylight and 
distance. The wireline AVRs just show the outline 
of the proposed development in the view and 
are therefore a simplified version of what will be 
visible. The assessment of these views requires 
the consultants to extrapolate from other design 
information to define the qualitative component of 
the effects;

v. Assumptions have been made in this HTVIA about 
the susceptibility of people to visual changes in the 
townscape, as well as on the types of people likely 
to experience particular views. These assumptions 
are based on professional judgment but are limited 
as the responses of individuals are varied and 
cannot all be covered in the assessment.         

vi.     The photography was carried out in January and 
February 2022, when the trees were not in leaf, 
allowing for maximum visibility towards the Site. 
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5. Historic Background

5.1 The site and its immediate surrounding area are well 
known for holding evidence of prehistoric activity and there 
have been a large number of archaeological investigations 
revealing evidence to support this. The southern portion of 
England in the prehistoric period was inhabited by hunter-
gatherer nomadic people groups and their presence was 
confirmed by the discovery of large numbers of worked 
flints deposited during the Palaeolithic and Mesolithic 
periods; overall suggesting that the surrounding land was 
used as a hunting ground or perhaps for forest clearance. 
In addition worked flints tend to indicate more permanent 
settlement. Other archaeological finds included, but 
were not limited to, an arrowhead, as well as a number 
of scrapers. The largest areas of local pre-historic activity 
were focused to the north and west of the site location, 
however the closest was located along Mowbray Road to 
the south. 

5.2 There is archaeological evidence to suggest that the 
surrounding land was continually used during the Bronze 
Age, at least as a hunting ground or burial site. This was 
evidenced by the discovery of an urn and a number of 
arrowheads to the south west of present day Ham Close 
in Broughton Avenue. However there is no evidence 
to indicate any Iron Age activity within, or immediately 
surrounding the site. During the Iron Age sections of 
present day Greater London and the wider area would 
have fallen within the boundaries of the Catuvellauni tribe, 
whose administrative centre was located within St. Albans. 
Prior to the Roman invasion the Catuvellauni were the 
most powerful Iron Age tribe within south eastern England.   

5.3 London was formally established as Londinium by the 
Romans in the middle of the first century. The growth of 
the city was initially hindered during the Boudican revolt 
that shortly followed its establishment, taking place 
between 60-61 AD when much of the contemporary city 
was burned. However, London had grown to a substantial 
size by the fourth century when it became one of the 
four key provincial capitals of Roman Britain. Contained 
within a set of fortified walls were a large basilica, forum 
and Amphitheatre surrounded by a large number of civic 
and vernacular buildings. Within the context of ancient 

Figure 5.1: John Rocque’s ‘10 Mile Round’ map of 1746 with approximate site location shown in red. 
[Source: Layers of London]

London, the site was located some distance to the west of 
the Roman city and would have chiefly been accessed by 
the Thames which passes it closely to the west, as such it 
is not located in close proximity to any of the Roman road 
networks which exit London in this direction. In addition, 
to date no evidence has been found indicating Romano-
British activity within the area of the site. 

5.4 Both Ham and Petersham developed to the north-east of 
the current site location as village settlements principally 
during the Early Medieval period, with the names of both 
places rooted in Old English etymology. The name, or prefix 
in relation to Petersham, refers to a home, settlement or 
farmstead often named after the owner. While no remains 
of any of the built environment dating to this period have 
been uncovered, the Saxon settlement would likely have 
consisted of a modest sized farm, with two to three main 
buildings, likely to have been enclosed by ditches. 

5.5 Interestingly Ham is not mentioned within the Domesday 
Survey commissioned by William I in the late eleventh 
century. Although, it is possible, owing to its proximity, 
that it was simply recorded alongside Petersham or 
alternatively the settlement may have been temporarily 
abandoned or disused. Petersham was noted within the 
Domesday Survey as being under the ownership of the 
Abbey of St. Peter and had a recorded total of seventeen 
households in 1086. Within the context of Late Medieval 
England this would have been a settlement of middling 
size. The recorded history of the area between 1100 
and 1500 is relatively poor, as such it is likely that both 
settlements remained largely static in size prior to their later 
development during the following centuries. However, as 
was characteristic of Medieval settlements, it is known that 
Ham was a manorial holding and is noted several times in 
records dating to the fourteenth century. In addition, it was 
two hundred years earlier during the twelfth century that 
Ham was mentioned as an individual settlement, when it 
was noted as ‘Hamma’ as a member of Kingston within the 
royal demesne. At this time the village is noted as making 
a forty three shilling contribution toward the marriage of 
Matilda, daughter of King Richard I.

Figure 5.2: Late 17th century painting of Ham House, attributed to 
Henry Danckerts. [Source: Collage, London Picture Archive]

Figure 5.3: Ham Common, late 19th century. [Source: 
Ham is where the Heart is]
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Figure 5.4: Tithe Map of 1841 showing the site and surroundings, not to scale. The approximate 
location of the site is outlined in red. [Source: The Genealogist, Parish Tithe Maps]

Figure 5.7: 1930 Ordnance Survey mapping, not to scale. 
The approximate location of the site is outlined in red. 
[Source: National Library of Scotland]

Figure 5.5: Ordnance Survey mapping (1860) illustrating site and surrounding, not 
to scale. The approximate location of the site is outlined in red. [Source: National 
Library of Scotland]

Figure 5.8:  1960 Ordnance Survey mapping, not to scale. The approximate 
location of the site is outlined in red. [Source: National Library of Scotland]

Figure 5.9: 1970 Ordnance Survey mapping, not to scale. The approximate 
location of the site is outlined in red. [Source: National Library of Scotland]

Figure 5.6: 1910 Ordnance Survey mapping, not to scale. The approximate 
location of the site is outlined in red. [Source: National Library of Scotland]



Ham Close Estate, Richmond Upon Thames

18

5.6 This area of Richmond developed significantly during the 
seventeenth century, best embodied in the construction of 
Ham House in 1610 for Thomas Vavasour, which would 
later become a popular meeting place for the ministers of 
Charles II. The house was constructed in the Jacobean 
style indicative of the popular architectural styles of the 
time, with the mullioned windows and ground floor arcade 
some of the best examples of this.

5.7 Although there were clearly well established settlements, 
the construction of Ham House arguably acted as a catalyst 
for the continued development of the wider area, with 
much of Petersham and Ham now retaining a number of 
seventeenth century cottages, one notable example being 
Avenue Cottage. The presence of additional buildings on 
Ham Common was confirmed by a survey in 1610. The 
popularity of the area as a retreat from London became 
greater during the early-mid eighteenth century when a 
number of large mansions were constructed throughout 
Ham, with Hardwick House and Beaufort House two 
standout examples of this. 

5.8 Petersham is noted on cartographical sources dating 
to the seventeenth century, specifically the Blau map of 
1646. However, one of the earliest and more illustrative 
cartographical sources relating to the site and its 
surroundings area is the John Rocque map of 1746 that 
illustrated London and its surroundings in a ten mile 
radius. This map depicts Petersham and Ham as two 
relatively distinct settlements of modest size, with the latter 
characterised to the north by the grounds and ornamental 
gardens of Ham House. The Rocque map illustrates the 
site as a section of orchard space, surrounded to the north, 
west and south by enclosed sections of arable land. To the 
west is situated a lane running parallel to present day Ham 
Street. A number of small detached buildings can be seen 
lining this road, likely to have served as both inhabited and 
uninhabited outbuildings, with the latter for agricultural 
storage (Figure 5.1). Ham House is depicted at this time 
upon a late seventeenth century painting, the perspective 
oriented to capture the building from the Avenue (Figure 
5.2).

5.9 As evident on the tithe map of 1841, the site location 
constituted enclosed field space labelled as plots 343; 
and 348-350. The registered landowners were the 
representatives of Earl Lionel Dysart and the fields directly 
occupying the site location were overseen by William Hatch 
and Daniel Light. The context of the built environment 
at Ham / Ham Common at this time is also more clearly 
detailed on the tithe map, with the previously discussed 
settlement aligned with the common having grown in size, 
evidenced by the presence of a number of inhabited and 

uninhabited buildings. Further built development focused 
to the north along present day Ham Street. The largely 
rural settlement is captured on late nineteenth century 
photography (Figure 5.3).

5.10 The ‘footprints’ and layout of these buildings,  namely 
small farm cottages, larger detached houses as well as 
uninhabited and habited outbuildings are indicative of the 
relatively rural land composition during this time (Figure 
5.4). Between 1838 and 1848, a vegetarian group known 
as The Concordium established themselves at Alcott 
House in Ham Common and were followers of James 
Pierrepont Greaves. Alcott House was used by the group 
as a local school and community for a number of years 
with the aim of putting Greaves’ ideas into effect. 

5.11 By the late nineteenth century Ham had undergone 
a relatively significant amount of civic development, 
specifically manifesting in the construction of a number of 
almshouses, schools and terraced buildings. As with many 
of the future outer London boroughs, another example 
being Hillingdon, this section of Richmond retained a 
largely rural appearance during the late nineteenth century, 
by comparison with sections of inner London.

5.12 The geographical separation of Ham from the surrounding 
area to the west by the river also appears to have slowed 
built development to a certain extent, with Teddington, 
Twickenham and Richmond by this time substantially 
larger than Ham and Petersham. The approximate 
site location at this time was known as Ham Fields and 
remained as enclosed arable land, bisected by a footpath 
which led down to the river. To the immediate west of 
the site, a number of draw wells and farm buildings were 
interspersed across Ham Fields before the river bank. 
Directly to the east of the site a large group of agricultural 
buildings known as Manor Farm were located prior to the 
commencement of the footpath (Figure 5.5).

5.13 By 1890, the context of the built environment at the site 
had changed little, with the exception of a small terraced 
housing development directly to the south known as 
Gordon Hall (Figure 5.6). This group of buildings would be 
developed on a piecemeal basis over the following years, 
having visibly grown in size by 1910 with an accompanying 
sewage works constructed between Gordon Hall and the 
future location of the site.

5.14 Alongside Gordon Hall, which had again grown by 1930 to 
the north and west, the sewage works was also expanded, 
with a sand and ballast works built adjacent to this (Figure 
5.7). The former was associated with the Ham River Grit 
Company, with the production of sand and ballast having 

been a local industry since 1904, following the Earl of 
Lysart leasing a proportion of the surrounding farmland to 
accommodate this (Figure 5.10). The company would then 
come to be owned by George and William Brice, a clay 
and barge operators. 

5.15 During the early twentieth century a dock was constructed 
to allow the barges access into the flooded gravel pits and 
a narrow gauge railway was laid out. This land and the 
area surrounding it would later come to be designated 
as Metropolitan Open Land after 1952, as part of the 
residential transformation of the wider area. Development 
during this period generally used Ham Common as a focal 
point, with the new buildings forming a backdrop to the 
common. There was significantly less built development 
lining Ham Road which was still principally occupied by the 
aforementioned eighteenth century mansions. 

5.16 By 1960 the context of the built environment, both at the 
site and within the surrounding area, was radically different. 
During the 1950s Manor Farm and its associated buildings 
had been entirely removed and a large proportion of  the 
previous arable field space had undergone residential 
development in the form of Ham Close and a number of 
surrounding cul-de-sacs to the north and south.

5.17 Ham Close constituted a central green with a total of 113 
post war pre-fabricated detached houses (Figure 5.8). 
As can be heard through the surviving digitised audio 
testimonies of local residents, these houses were highly 
popular, considered, owing to the road width, which did 
not easily accommodate motor vehicles, to be safe 
spaces for local children. The estate was intersected with 
numerous paths as well as roads that provided access 
to the common and Ham Road. The houses themselves 
were single storey in height and were built to last fifty 
years, but were pulled down to accommodate the existing 
Ham Close Estate. Concurrently, the other large scale 
development, comprised the Wates Estate. After planning 
permission was obtained in 1960, the Wates Estate was 
built to the north-west of Ham Close between 1962 and 
1967. These were built upon a number of the former gravel 
pits, originally intended to provide a total of 700 residential 
units. Although subject to a certainly level of variety, these 
houses were constructed utisling red brick and-or cladding. 
The majority of the Wates Estate survives today, bordered 
to the west by Riverside Drive. 

5.18 To the east the Ham Grey Court Secondary School had 
been constructed to cater to the students of the newly built 
estate in 1956. By this time Petersham and Ham had been 
effectively bridged by large numbers of newly constructed 
terraces with both, despite their absorption into the 

expanding urban environment, retaining their historic-
architectural footprints. Within the wider area during the 
twentieth century, one notable addition was the Thames 
Young Mariners Base which operated on the site of the old 
gravel works. A shooting range was also established to the 
north. 

5.19 In relation to its surroundings, the majority of which 
were retained, the Ham Close pre-fabricated estate 
was relatively short lived and by 1970 had been entirely 
replaced with the apartment buildings seen today and a 
newly constructed infants school adjacent to the west. By 
comparison with late twentieth century Ordnance Survey 
mapping the estate seen in 1970 is largely identical to 
that seen today with a number of blocks flanking a central 
hall, lined with open green space to the east. The static 
nature of built development after 1970 was also more 
generalised, with much of the area surrounding the site 
having changed little in appearance after this time (Figure 
5.9). Today Ham retains a relatively distinct appearance by 
comparison with many of the London outer boroughs. The 
area is still well defined by its original green spaces and 
the physical barrier provided by the Thames to the west.

Figure 5.10: The Ham River Grit Company, Richmond Upon 
Thames, 1927. The approximate location of the site is outlined in 
red. Source: https://www.britainfromabove.org.uk/en/image/
EPW017371.
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6. The Site and Surrounding (baseline condition)

Introduction

6.1 This section presents a full description of the Site and its 
baseline condition; including townscape character areas 
and heritage assets. The study area presented here is within 
500m radius from the Site boundaries. The information 
gathered presents the baseline conditions against which 
the heritage, townscape and visual assessments are 
made, following the methodology presented in section 3.0 
of this report.

The Site’s baseline condition 

6.2 The Site is located within the London Borough of 
Richmond upon Thames, within the area of Ham. The Site 
boundary is defined to the east by Ham Street, to the south 
by Ashburnham Road, to the west by the aforementioned 
sport grounds and to the north by Woodville Road (see 
figure 6.1). It is not within any conservation area, the 
closest conservation area to the Site is Ham House 
Conservation Area to the east  (about 200m away from the 
centre of the Site). Ham Village Green, which forms part 
of the Site, is identified as other open land of townscape 
importance within LBRuT’s local policies. Outside of the 
Site boundary, to the west, occupying the sport grounds of 
St Richards CE primary school, there is another identified 
area of important townscape. 

6.3 The Site currently comprises a total of 16 buildings, 
including the existing building of Ham Youth Club, nine 
stand-alone blocks of five storeys, three deck access 
flats featuring four storeys, two ‘T’ shaped blocks of three 
storeys, and built garages, as well as a number of surface 
car parking and semi-formal green spaces and lawns in 
between the blocks. The existing buildings on the Site 
provide 192 homes. All the buildings appear to date to the 

1970s and are of no architectural merit. They have flat 
roofs and their facades consist of white cladding, white 
window frames and surrounds, as well as partial brick and 
painted cement elevations. The buildings are designed and 
oriented in a disparate layout, for instance the five storey 
blocks are oriented at 45 degrees to the street line. The 
buildings don’t face the street, creating a leaky frontage 
to Ashburnham and Woodville Road, with minimal activity 
along the street. There is an existing winding road running 
through the centre of the Site that connects Ashburnham 
Road to Woodville Road , with the rest of the semi-
formal/informal landscape of the Site located around the 
buildings.  As a result of surface parking and the disparate 
layout of the buildings, the Site is less permeable with poor 
legibility and a poor sense of place. There is no provision 
for private residential amenity, as all the landscaped areas 
are not secured and are therefore accessible by the public.  
Both the townscape and architectural qualities of the Site 
and the existing buildings are poor and would benefit from 
redevelopment of a better standard (see figures 6.2 - 6.11). 

N

Woodville Rd
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burnham
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burnham

 Rd

Ham Close

Winggins Ln

Figure 6.1: Aerial view of the Site and its immediate context. The approximate Site boundary is identified in red.
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Figure 6.2: Ashburnham Road, looking at the Village Green area and the Site. Figure 6.3: Wiggins Lane, looking at the Village Green area and the Site. Figure 6.4: Stretton Road and Woodville Road intersection, looking at the Site.

Figure 6.5: Ham Close. Figure 6.6: Ham Close. Figure 6.7: Ham Close as seen from Woodville Road.
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Figure 6.8: Ham Youth Centre as seen from Ham Close. Figure 6.9: Ham Close.

Figure 6.10: Ham Close. Figure 6.11: Ham Close.
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Immediate and wider context of the Site

6.4 The Site is located in the Ham, Petersham and Richmond 
Riverside Ward of London Borough of Richmond Upon 
Thames. It is about 874 meters west of Richmond Park, 
and 840 meters east of the River Thames. Immediately to 
the west of the Site is the St Richard’s Church of England 
School, comprising a cluster of single storey buildings and 
the Woodville Centre, a building of some architectural 
interest, dating to the mid-20th century. A 1970’s three 
storey building with a parade of shops on the ground floor 
occupies the corner of Ashburnham Road and Ham Street, 
abutting the Site to the east.  

 Townscape Character Areas

6.5 This part presents the Townscape Character Areas 
(TCAs) identified around the Site. The criteria for selecting 
townscape receptors is set out in section 3.0. The selected 
townscape receptors identified in this section are within 
the study area, of a radius of 500 metres distance from 
the centre of the Site, and are assessed in terms of their 
architecture, materiality, permeability/legibility, urban grain 
and landscape quality. 

6.6 In this section,  an appraisal of the existing urban 
characteristics of each townscape receptor is formulated 
to establish the baseline condition of the Site and 
those townscape receptors. It should be noted that the 
assessments of these TCAs regarding the likely effects 
of the Proposed Development on each of the townscape 
receptor can be found in section 8.0 of this HTVIA report.

6.7 The map at figure 6.12 illustrates the TCAs identified and 
presented in this section. These are marked with letters A 
to D and listed below for reference. 

•	 TCA A: Ham Lands and green environs
•	 TCA B: Mid-20th century development
•	 TCA C:Ham House and Ham Common character 

area including the historic buildings and 
structures/areas to the east 

•	 TCA D: Sandy Lane Residential 

Figure 6.12: Townscape Character Areas map with 500m radius distance of the Site. The Site boundary is outlined in red. Letters A-D refer to the selected areas 
for the assessment.

500m radius

A

B

C

D
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o Townscape Character Area A: Ham Lands and 
green environs (north and west of the Site)

Baseline

6.8 This TCA lies to the northern and western sides of the 
Site, approximately 500m from the centre of the Site. Its 
boundary is defined by the River Thames to the north 
and west, residential buildings on Riverside Drive to the 
south, and Ham Street and Ham House to the east. This 
character area contains parts of a Metropolitan Open Land 
(MOL), public open land and areas of nature importance 
(identified in LBRuT local policies), including Ham Lands.

Architecture

6.9 There are only a few free standing buildings scattered 
within this TCA and no larger built-up areas, and therefore 
no reference points for assessing architecture. 

Materials and landscape

6.10 The landscape is defined by the MOL, as well as the 
variety of trees, vegetation and landscape features. 
Overall, this TCA has a ‘natural’ appearance creating a 
pleasant environment. In some parts, where it contains 
sport pitches and club facilities, it has a more formal 
landscape character (see figures 6.13 and 6.14).

Urban grain

6.11 There are only a few free standing buildings scattered 
within this character area and no larger built-up areas, and 
therefore no reference points for assessing urban grain.

Permeability and legibility

6.12 Due to its layout, variety of footpaths, playgrounds, sport 
grounds, and other landscape features, this TCA is semi 
permeable. This area is an open space in most parts and 
is easily accessible. The legibility however is affected by 
two things: the wild and unattended/informal landscape in 
some parts which gives less visibility to certain locations 
outside the character area; and the curve of the River, 
which the TCA follows around. There are limited signs 
around this TCA which is not very helpful for wayfinding.

Sensitivity

6.13 This character area includes a MOL, as well as its pleasant 
nature and adjacent and access to the River Thames, this 
TCA is considered to have a medium level of sensitivity.

o Townscape Character Area B: Mid-20th Century 
development 

Baseline

6.14 This TCA includes the Site, which sits centrally within it. 
To the west and north the TCA is bound by TCA A beyond 
Riverside Drive, to the east it is bound by Ham Street and 
TCA’s C and D. This part of the TCA also includes the 
Grey Court school, its grounds and playing fields. To the 
south the TCA continues beyond the 500m radius and part 
Dukes Avenue. A small section of this TCA, to the east of 
the Site, occupied by the Grey Court School, falls within 
the Ham House Conservation Area.

Architecture

6.15 The architecture of this area is varied, but primarily dates 
to the 1950’s-1980’s. The area immediately to the north of 
the Site centred around Stretton Road and to the south, 
centred around Mowbray Road features two storey semi-
detached houses dating from the late 1950s and 1960s 
and forming a number of cul-de-sacs. The remainder of 
the areas immediately around the Site feature residential 
blocks of primarily three storeys in height dating  from 
the 60’s and 70’s, including the Wates Estate to the 
north west and southwest of the Site The main features 
are tile hung elevations with brick ground floors or dark 
brick elevations with white feature window frames. The 
quality of architecture and townscape is mixed, with some 
streets displaying a more cohesive and better maintained 
character (Wates Estate), while others appearing to be of 
poorer quality.  The school building and grounds lie to the 
east of the Site and are set behind a large brick wall. The 
school buildings appear to primarily date to the 1960’s, 
with some more recent additions, with the majority of the 
buildings rising to two storeys in height. They have mostly 
been built in red brick and are of no particular architectural 
interest. St Richard’s Church, to the west of the Site, is of 
some architectural interest, with a star-shaped plan and 
multiple roof pitches. 

Materials and landscape

6.16 The dominant material in the area is red and dark brown 
brick, as well as hanging tiles.  Some of the budlings 
display pitched tiled roofs, while others have flat roofs. 
The streets are generally lined with mature trees, giving 
the area a green character, while the Site is surrounded 
by the two locally designated green spaces either side 
of it called Village Green to the east of the Site and The 
Woodville Centre green space to the west of the Site (both 

Figure 6.13: Riverside Drive.

Figure 6.14: Riverside Drive. Source: Google 2022.

Figure 6.15: Local shops on Ashburnham Road and Croft Way 
intersection.

identified as other open land of townscape importance 
within LBRuT’s local policies) (see figures 6.15 to 6.18).

Urban grain

6.17 The urban grain is mixed, with a finer  urban grain 
appearing in the majority of this TCA. However, the Site 
displays quite a coarse urban grain, with low density and 
informal positioning of the built form.

Permeability and legibility

6.18 The permeability of the area is quite poor, with some cul-
de-sacs, semi-private streets and a leaky urban grain. 
In terms of legibility, there are certain buildings like the 
library, the schools and the church within this character 
area which aim the legibility and work as landmarks but 
overall the area has poor legibility as well.

Sensitivity

6.19 This character area is a dominantly residential area, it 
contains two areas of Townscape Importance (Identified in 
LBRUT’s local policies) and a few buildings of townscape 
merits like St Richards Church in Ashburnham Road. It is 
also located on the edge of two conservation areas (to the 
east). In terms of architecture the majority of the buildings 
do not have  any architectural interest. The sensitivity of 
this TCA is considered as low to medium.
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o Townscape Character Area C: Ham House and 
Ham Common character area including the historic 
buildings and associated structures/areas to the 
east

Baseline

6.20 This TCA contains two conservation areas: Ham House 
Conservation Area and Ham Common Conservation 
Area, and a registered parks and garden (the Ham House 
garden and its associated areas) and to a large extent 
follows the boundaries of the two conservation areas. This 
area is almost split in two near the location of the Site runs 
along Ham Street at its spine, with larger areas to the north 
and south of Grey Court School. . 

Architecture

6.21 This character area can be divided into three sub areas. 
The architecture of this townscape character area is very 
much interrelated to its historical development and its 
historic character. It contains two conservation areas which 
are of both architectural and historical importance. The 
northern part of the character area, where The Ham House 
CA is located, is associated with Ham House (showcasing 
the 17th century Jacobean architectural style). In addition 
it features a cluster of mansion buildings with eighteenth 
and nineteenth century architectural styles. The majority of 
the remaining buildings illustrate the popular architectural 
styles of the later nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.  
The middle part/sub area is associated with parts of the 
historic buildings of Ham Street. The southern part of this 
character area especially the area around Ham Common 
exhibits a range of architectural styles dated from the 17th 
century. For instance Avenue Cottage and Avenue Lodge 
Cottage are examples of seventeenth century vernacular 
architecture, with the most outstanding surviving features 
in relation to this being their timber frame roofs. The 
remaining buildings, both statutory listed or noted as 
townscape buildings of merit, are principally from the 
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, featuring terraced 
developments or mansion buildings. The dominant 
material in the buildings of this character area are brick 
(featuring brown, buff and red colour pallet), stone, timber 
frames, and stucco facades for some of the buildings. 

Figure 6.16: Ashburnham Road near Ham Street intersection.

Figure 6.17: Woodville Road.

Figure 6.18: Ham Street, from infront of Grey Court School.

Materials and landscape 

6.22 The landscape is another important element of this TCA. 
To the north the character area contains the Ham House 
Garden and the Palm centre and their other associated 
green spaces featuring formal landscapes, in addition this 
northern part also feature green spaces and landscape of  
The Copse (to the south of Ham House Garden) featuring 
semi-formal and in some part informal landscape.  To the 
south of this character area, Ham Common presenting a 
formal landscape which (historically) interrelates with the 
layout of its surrounding buildings.  In terms of important 
local  and national policies relevant to landscape, this 
character area contains two local Vistas of the Ham House 
(the Proposed Development will not be visible from these 
two vista corridors), a registered parks and gardens and a 
Metropolitan Open Land (see figures 6.19 - 6.23).

Urban grain

6.23 A fine urban grain in built areas of this character area is 
observed particularly around the Ham Common and the 
Ham Street where the plot sizes are regular and in small 
and medium sizes. The remainder of the TCA has limited 
buildings and a very interspersed urban grain.  

Permeability and legibility

6.24 In terms of permeability, the parts of the TCA that fall 
within the Ham House CA have limited permeability due 
to the nature and layout of the estate. To the south the 
historic and unplanned development of the area have led 
to few main roads with plots of them, though there is some 
permeability due to the openness of Ham Common. There 
is some legibility in this TCA due to the fact that there are 
many local landmarks and identifiable places. 

Sensitivity

6.25 As per the table on heritage importance in the methodology 
and because this TCA is primarily formed of conservation 
areas the sensitivity is considered to be medium. 

Figure 6.19: Ham Common.

Figure 6.20: Ham Street.

Figure 6.21: Ham Street.
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o Townscape Character Area D: Sandy Lane 
Residential 

Baseline

6.26       This character area is located approximately 300m to the 
east of the Site and its boundary is defined by the two 
conservation areas to the north, west and south.

Architecture

6.27 The architecture of this TCA primarily dates to the  1950s 
and 1960s, with some along Sandy Lane dating to the 
1930s. The TCA includes terraced, semi-detached or 
detached houses, featuring two storeys, pitched tile roofs 
and appearing in brown brick or render.

Materials and landscape

6.28  The character area does not contain any open green 
space. However all the residential blocks and houses 
have generous rear and front gardens and Sandy Lane 
in particular has a very green feel, through the provision 
of grass verges and trees between the road and the plots. 
The dominant building material for this area is brick , with 
some instances of timber frames, and stucco facades (see 
figures 6.24 to 6.26).

Urban grain

6.29 Due to generous and disciplined/consistent plot sizes 
applied to the houses and residential blocks, the urban 
grain is considered as medium.

Permeability and legibility

6.30 As a result of the grided street layouts and wide pedestrian 
pavements there is some permeability, though this is 
limited to the TCA itself, with not much accessibility to 
the north and south. The TCA does not have very good 
legibility due to the street layouts, closed loop streets and 
non-descript architecture of some of the houses within. 

Sensitivity
     

6.31 The level of sensitivity is considered as low to medium 
due to the primarily residential nature of this TCA.

Figure 6.22: Back Lane and Lock Road intersection.

Figure 6.23: Lock Road.

Figure 6.24: Lauderdale Drive. Source: Google 2022.

Figure 6.25: Meadlands Drive. Source: Google 2022.

Figure 6.26: Lauderdale Drive. Source: Google 2022.
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The Site’s emerging context

6.32 Figure 6.27 illustrates the cumulative schemes considered in this 
report are as following:

1. 1-1C King Street, 2-4 Water Lane, The Embankment and 
River Wall, Water Lane, Wharf Lane and The Diamond Jubilee 
Gardens, Twickenham; Planning Reference: 21/2758/FUL, 
Pending Determination, approximate distance to Ham Close: 
1.23 kilometres;

2. St Johns and Amyand House Strafford Road, Twickenham; 
Planning Reference: 18/4266/FUL, Granted 15/05/2019, 
approximate distance to Ham Close: 1.42 kilometres;

3. Old Station Forecourt Railway Approach, Twickenham; 
Planning Reference: 19/3616/FUL, Granted 03/03/2021, 
approximate distance to Ham Close: 1.58 kilometres;

4. Land at Junction of A316 and Langhorn Drive and Richmond 
College Site (Including Craneford Way East Playing Fields 
And Marsh Farm Lane) Egerton Road Twickenham; Planning 

Reference: 15/3038/OUT, 19/2517/RES, Approved 16/08/2016,  
approximate distance to Ham Close: 2.50 kilometres;

5. Ryde House 391Richmond Road, Twickenham; Planning 
Reference: 16/2777/FUL, Granted 21/09/2017, approximate 
distance to Ham Close: 2.07 kilometres;

6. Lockcorp House, 75 Norcutt Road, Twickenham; Planning 
Reference: 17/1033/FUL, Appeal Allowed 23/05/2018, 
approximate distance to Ham Close: 2 kilometres;

7. SA 17 St Michaels Convent, 56 Ham Common, Ham Richmond; 
Planning Reference: 16/3553/LBC, Granted 24/04/2018, 
approximate distance to Ham Close: 671.69 metres;

8. SA 16 Cassel Hospital, Ham Common, Ham; Planning 
Reference: No Planning Application submitted, approximate 

distance to Ham Close: 784.76 meters;
9. SA 8 St Mary’s University, Strawberry Hill; Planning Reference: 

No Planning Application submitted, approximate distance to 
Ham Close: 1.28 kilometres;

10. SA 5 Telephone Exchange, Teddington; Planning Reference: 
No Planning Application submitted, approximate distance to 
Ham Close: 1.52 kilometres;

11. SA6 Teddington Delivery Office, Teddington; Planning 
Reference: No Planning Application submitted, approximate 
distance to Ham Close: 1.37 kilometres;

12. SA 7 Strathmore Centre, Strathmore Road, Teddington; 
Planning Reference: 20/0539/FUL, Pending Determination, 
approximate distance to Ham Close: 2.05 kilometres.

Hill Residential 
Ham Close 

Cumulatives Map 1 

 

3 

7 

5 

9 

11 
10 

Figure 6.27: A map illustrating the allocated sites near Ham Close. Source: Greengage.



27

ES VOLUME III - Heritage, Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment

27

Heritage asset List 
Number Grade Reason For Scoping Out  

Langham House 1080830 II Distance. Site does not form part of 
asset’s setting. Intervening built form. 

1-18 Langham House Close 1033380 II* Vegetated boundary and intervening 
built form; lack of intervisibility. 

19-24 Langham House Close 1033381 II* Vegetated boundary and intervening 
built form; lack of intervisibility. 

25-30 Langham House Close 1051027 II* Vegetated boundary and intervening 
built form; lack of intervisibility. 

The Cassel Hospital 1080829 II Distance. Site does not form part of 
asset’s setting. Intervening built form. 

Fox House, gate and railings  1261977 II Distance. Site does not form part of 
asset’s setting. Intervening built form. 

The Cottage  1192638 II Distance. Site does not form part of 
asset’s setting. Intervening built form. 

Hardwicke House  1358074 II Distance. Site does not form part of 
asset’s setting. Intervening built form. 

South Lodge  1286520 II Distance. Site does not form part of 
asset’s setting. Intervening built form. 

Stafford Cottages  119629 II Distance. Site does not form part of 
asset’s setting. Intervening built form. 

The New Inn Public House 1080827 II Distance. Site does not form part of 
asset’s setting. Intervening built form. 

Sudbrook Lodge  1253016 II* Distance. Site does not form part of 
asset’s setting. Intervening built form. 

Cottage to Sudbrook Lodge 
and Wall 1261978 II Distance. Site does not form part of 

asset’s setting. Intervening built form. 
 

6.33 This section also considers the built heritage receptors 
around the Site (within 500 meter radius), including 
conservation areas, listed buildings, registered parks and 
gardens and non-designated heritage assets, such as 
locally listed/buildings of townscape merit. The receptors 
provided here are based on the methodology presented in 
section 3.0, which is not repeated here. 

6.34 A heritage asset may be defined as a building, monument, 
site, place, area or landscape positively identified as 
having a degree of importance meriting consideration 
in planning decisions, because of its heritage interest. 
Heritage assets include designated heritage assets and 
assets identified by the local planning authority (including 
local listing). The NPPF defines the importance of a 
heritage asset as “The value of a heritage asset to this 
and future generations because of its heritage interest. 
That interest may be archaeological, architectural, artistic 
or historic. Significance (or importance) derives not only 
from a heritage asset’s physical presence, but also from 
its setting.” The NPPF definition largely correlates with 
the interests identified by Historic England in their Historic 
England Advice Note 12 (October 2019).

6.35 Change, including development, can sustain, enhance 
or better reveal the importance of an asset as well 
as detract from it or leave it unaltered. The design of a 
development affecting the setting of a heritage asset 
may play an important part in determining its impact. The 
contribution of setting to the historic importance of an 
asset can be sustained or enhanced if new buildings are 
carefully designed to respect their setting by virtue of their 
scale, proportion, height, massing, alignment and use of 
materials (section 8 of this report has assessed the effects 
of the Proposed Development on the selected heritage 
receptors, this section presents the baseline condition of 
the Site and its surrounding heritage context).

Scoping

6.36  In accordance with Step 1 of the methodology 
recommended by Historic England’s guidance (GPA 3), 
some designated heritage assets within the wider environs 
of the Site have been scoped out of this assessment as 
they would not be affected by the Proposed Development, 
in terms of material changes or changes to their setting 
and importance. This has been based on the distance of 
the asset from the Site; the asset’s location, scale and 
orientation, and the nature, extent and scale of intervening 
built form, vegetation and topography between the asset 
and the Site.

6.37  Following a site walkover and assessment utilising modern 
and historic mapping, aerial photography, Google Earth, 
and the National Heritage List to identify designated above 
ground heritage assets located within 500m of the Site 
boundary, a number of heritage assets have been scoped 
out of this assessment due to distance and lack of inter-
visibility with the Site. Assets scoped out are summarised 
at table 6.1. Those assets that are scoped in are presented 

in table 6.2 and are discussed in this part.

Table 6.1: Heritage assets scoped out of the assessment.
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Figure 7.1 
reference Heritage asset  

Address List 
Number Grade 

Conserv
ation 
Area 

Significance 

1 Ham House  Ham, 
Richmond 1080832 I Ham 

House 
 

2 Entrance, Gates and Railings of 
Forecourt to Ham House 

Ham, 
Richmond 1358078 II Ham 

House 
 

3 Forecourt of Ham House Ham, 
Richmond 1192685 II Ham 

House 
 

4 Garden Walls and Gatepiers to south of 
House 

Ham, 
Richmond 1080833 II Ham 

House 
 

5 Ham House Stables Ham, 
Richmond 1080790 II Ham 

House 
 

6 Ice House Ham, 
Richmond 1358079 II Ham 

House 
 

7 Service Yard Entrance to Ham House Ham, 
Richmond 1358096 II Ham 

House 
 

8 Tea Room Ham, 
Richmond 1192746 II Ham 

House 
 

9 Manor House  Ham, 
Richmond 1358099 II* Ham 

House 
 

10 Stables to Manor House Ham Street, 
Richmond 1080792 II Ham 

House 
 

11 Beaufort House Ham Street, 
Richmond 1080788 II Ham 

House 
 

12 Beaufort Cottages  Ham Street, 
Richmond 1080789 II Ham 

House 
 

13 Boundary Wall to Beaufort House Ham Street, 
Richmond 1080791 II Ham 

House 
 

14 
Boundary Wall on East Side of Ham 
Street between Ham House Stables and 
the Manor House 

Ham Street, 
Richmond 1358098 II 

Ham 
House 

 

15 Orford Hall St. Michaels Convent 
Ham 
Common, 
Richmond 

1080828 II 
Ham 
Common 

 

16 Avenue Cottage  
Ham 
Common, 
Richmond 

1080826 II 
Ham 
Common 

 

17 Avenue Cottage  
Ham 
Common, 
Richmond 

1192609 II 
Ham 
Common 

 

18  Avenue Lodge  
Ham 
Common, 
Richmond 

1358073 II 
Ham 
Common 

 

19 Ensleigh Lodge  
Ham 
Common, 
Richmond 

1358076 II 
Ham 
Common 

 

20 Newman House Ham Street, 
Richmond 1358097 II Ham 

Common 
 

21 Gordon House 
Ham 
Common, 
Richmond 

1192647 II 
Ham 
Common 

 

22 Selby House 
Ham 
Common, 
Richmond 

1358075 II 
Ham 
Common 

 

23 The Little House 
Ham 
Common, 
Richmond 

1080831 II 
Ham 
Common 

 

    

1 Ham House Conservation Area -- - Conservation 
Area 

“”  

2 Ham Common Conservation Area -- - Conservation 
Area 

“”  

    

1 Ham House 
Ham, 
Richmond 1000282 

Registered 
Park and 
Garden 

Ham 
House 

 

    

1 St. Richard’s Church 
Ashburnham 
Road, Ham, 
Richmond 

09/00001
/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Not in 
conserva
tion area 

 

2 Old Ham Lodge  
Ham Street, 
Richmond 83/02188

/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
House 

 

3 The Garden House 
Ham Street, 
Richmond 83/02186

/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
House 

 

4 209 Ham Street 
Ham Street, 
Richmond 83/02099

/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
House 

 

5 1-5 Wiggins Cottages 
Wiggins Lane, 
Richmond 83/-----

/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
House 

 

6 1-6 Pointers Cottages 
Wiggins Lane, 
Richmond 83/-----

/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
House 

 

7 199 Ham Street 
Ham Street, 
Richmond 83/02088

/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
House 

 

8 52 Ham Street and The Royal Oak 

Ham Street, 
Richmond 

83/02186
/BTM 

83/02186
/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
House 

 

9 Tollemarche Almshouses 
Ham Street, 
Richmond 83/-----

/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
House 

 

10 40-46 Ham Street  
Ham Street, 
Richmond 83/-----

/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
House 

 

11 1-18 Evelyn Road 

Evelyn Road, 
Ham Street, 
Richmond 

04/-----
/BTM  
83/-----
/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
House 

 

12 Stokes House and Bench House 

Ham Street, 
Richmond 

83/02237
/BTM 
09/0008/
BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
House 

 

13 12-38 Ham Street 
Ham Street, 
Richmond 83/-----

/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
House 

 

14 Catholic Church of St. Thomas Aquinas 
Ham 
Common, 
Richmond 

83/02244
/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
Common 

 

15 1-9 Ham Street 
Ham Street, 
Richmond 83/-----

/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
Common 

 

16 1 Lock Road  
Lock Road, 
Richmond 83/02326

/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
Common 

 

17 26 Ham Common 
Ham 
Common, 
Richmond 

83/02231
/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
Common 

 

18 22 Ham Common 
Lock Road, 
Richmond 09/00004

/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
Common 

 

Table 6.2: Heritage receptors selected for assessment.

Figure 6.28: A map illustrating the heritage assets around the Site (500m radius ).

500m radius
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19 Phoenix Cottage  
Lock Road, 
Richmond 83/02195

/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
Common 

 

20 1-7 New Ham Road  
New Ham 
Road, 
Richmond  

83/-----
/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
Common 

 

21 Flax Cottage  
Ham 
Common, 
Richmond 

83/02567
/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
Common 

 

22 45-49 Ham Common 
Ham 
Common, 
Richmond 

83/-----
/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
Common 

 

23 Vine Cottage  
Ham 
Common, 
Richmond 

83/02189
/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
Common 

 

24  Watergate  
Ham 
Common, 
Richmond 

12/00028
/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
Common 

 

25 Pond House 
Ham 
Common, 
Richmond 

12/00027
/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
Common 

 

 

    

1 Ham House 
Ham, 
Richmond 1000282 

Registered 
Park and 
Garden 

Ham 
House 

 

    

1 St. Richard’s Church 
Ashburnham 
Road, Ham, 
Richmond 

09/00001
/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Not in 
conserva
tion area 

 

2 Old Ham Lodge  
Ham Street, 
Richmond 83/02188

/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
House 

 

3 The Garden House 
Ham Street, 
Richmond 83/02186

/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
House 

 

4 209 Ham Street 
Ham Street, 
Richmond 83/02099

/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
House 

 

5 1-5 Wiggins Cottages 
Wiggins Lane, 
Richmond 83/-----

/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
House 

 

6 1-6 Pointers Cottages 
Wiggins Lane, 
Richmond 83/-----

/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
House 

 

7 199 Ham Street 
Ham Street, 
Richmond 83/02088

/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
House 

 

8 52 Ham Street and The Royal Oak 

Ham Street, 
Richmond 

83/02186
/BTM 

83/02186
/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
House 

 

9 Tollemarche Almshouses 
Ham Street, 
Richmond 83/-----

/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
House 

 

10 40-46 Ham Street  
Ham Street, 
Richmond 83/-----

/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
House 

 

11 1-18 Evelyn Road 

Evelyn Road, 
Ham Street, 
Richmond 

04/-----
/BTM  
83/-----
/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
House 

 

12 Stokes House and Bench House 

Ham Street, 
Richmond 

83/02237
/BTM 
09/0008/
BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
House 

 

13 12-38 Ham Street 
Ham Street, 
Richmond 83/-----

/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
House 

 

14 Catholic Church of St. Thomas Aquinas 
Ham 
Common, 
Richmond 

83/02244
/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
Common 

 

15 1-9 Ham Street 
Ham Street, 
Richmond 83/-----

/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
Common 

 

16 1 Lock Road  
Lock Road, 
Richmond 83/02326

/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
Common 

 

17 26 Ham Common 
Ham 
Common, 
Richmond 

83/02231
/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
Common 

 

18 22 Ham Common 
Lock Road, 
Richmond 09/00004

/BTM 

Non-
designated 
heritage asset 

Ham 
Common 

 

Table 6.2 (Contd.): Heritage receptors selected for assessment.
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1. Ham House 

Statutory address: Ham House, Richmond 
Grade: I
List UID: 1080832
Date first listed: 10th January 1950

Importance of receptor 

6.38 Ham House (see figure 6.30) constitutes an early 
seventeenth century building, chiefly constructed from 
red brick with limestone ashlar dressings, constructed 
either for Thomas VaVasour or William Murray in 1610. 
The house was originally built to an ‘H-plan’ although it 
was augmented with a number of extensions between 
1672 and1675. The defining architectural elements of the 
building include the arcaded ground floor entrance, mullion 
windows, chimney stacks and wall niches. Ham House was 
assigned Grade I listing status in 1950 with no subsequent 
amendments or alterations to this. Within this report, Ham 
House as well as its associated listed structures will be 
discussed separately from the Ham House Conservation 
Area and registered park and garden. Within, or situated 
marginally outside of, the grounds of Ham House are a 
number of statutory listed buildings and structures, all 
designated Grade II, these include: Ham House Stables; 
Tea Room; Ice House; Ham House Forecourt and three 
separately listed garden and boundary walls. All of these 
were statutory listed, or amended, in 1983 and represent 
the seventeenth and later eighteenth century development 
of the grounds of the building. 

6.39 The architectural interest of Ham House is attributed to 
a number of factors, notably the craftsmanship and detail 
evident on both the interior and exterior of the building as 
a product of its various phases of seventeenth century 
development. The ground floor arcade and mullion windows 
lining the principal elevations are excellent examples of 
popular seventeenth century architecture, coupled with 
the chimney stacks and niches inset into the elevations. 
Although there were later additions to the building, Ham 
House is also a nationally significant example of H-Plan 
Jacobean House which is still discernible in its current 
form, with relatively few buildings of this type so well 
preserved on a national level. In addition, Ham House is 
an early example of an H-Plan house, with the majority 
of these having been constructed in the latter 1600s and 
early eighteenth century. 

6.40 The idea of an H-Plan house built upon the idea of the 
single pile plan, and was typically employed on buildings 
of a grander scale. The later seventeenth century wings 
also mark the building out as a noteworthy example 
of a house constructed to a square pile plan. The Tea 
Room and Stables within the grounds of the building 
are of equal architectural merit, with the latter a well 
preserved example of a seventeenth century gatehouse 
and stable adorned with an ogee cupola and bell gable. 
The Tea Room, formerly an orangery and laundry is of a 
markedly similar style to Ham House and, owing to the 
well preserved nature of the fabric, can also be considered 
a nationally important example of a building from this date. 
The seventeenth century boundary walls and gates which 
cover a total of three statutory listings factor into the overall 
architectural interest through their plan form in relation to 
the house, indicative of seventeenth century landscaping 
and building techniques.

6.41 As outlined there are a number of later eighteenth century 
constructions within the setting of Ham House, including 
an Ice House and the forecourt of Ham House. The Ice 
House can be considered of architectural interest as a 
nationally important building typology, typically associated 
with grand houses and indicative of seventeenth century 
building techniques through their plan form and materials. 
The forecourt was laid out to the designs of John Bacon in 
1775 and is of architectural interest for the craftsmanship 
employed in the landscaping and design of the central 
statue, as well as the visual and contextual relationship it 
shares with the main house.

6.42 The historic interest of Ham House derives from its 
evidential value owing to the well preserved nature the 
house, outbuildings and grounds. Factoring in the later 
extensions, both to the house and grounds, Ham House 
is an excellent example of an early seventeenth century 
house in the Jacobean style and survivals of this type are 
rare on a national level. The associated ancillary structures 
within the grounds of the house, particularly the orangery 
and stables, are also of evidential value, illustrating the 
seventeenth century scale of the grounds and social 
values-activities that resulted in their construction, 
particularly the orangery, indicative of emerging popular 
culture during the latter seventeenth century. Overall Ham 
House and its associated structures are of a high level of 
historic interest for the evidential value of the fabric and 
the ways in which the structures relate to one another.

500m radius

Figure 6.29: A map illustrating the listed buildings and structures around the 
Site (500m radius ). Numbers 1-23 indicate the listed buildings scoped in for 
assessment.
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6.43 Ham House also highlights a particularly important period 
in English social-political history. The house has had a long 
association with notable historic figures such as Thomas 
Vavasour, William Murray, Elizabeth Murray, of historical 
significance as courtiers and gentry figures, who were all 
responsible for the construction and augmentation of the 
house seen today. During the English Civil War and the 
following interregnum period, Elizabeth Murray, operating 
from Ham House, was famed for retaining good relations 
with Lord Protector Oliver Cromwell while dispatching 
secret Royalist correspondence to France. As such the 
long term association with the Dysart and Tollemarche 
families factors into the overall historic interest. 

Contribution of setting to heritage importance 

6.44 Ham House retains a highly intact immediate and extended 
setting owing to the well preserved nature of the house, 
associated structures and grounds as well as the overall 
scale of these when combined. As such, the setting of the 
house and structures, as well as the way they interrelate, 
very much informs the overall heritage importance of 
the building through a shared historic, architectural and 
landscape context. Despite the topography and scale of 
the grounds surrounding the house, as well as its ancillary 
structures, making the setting a largely self-contained 
one, the extended setting of the buildings can also be said 
to contribute to the overall heritage importance, forming 
one element of the Ham House Conservation Area which 
extends significantly to the south incorporating a number 
of late seventeenth and early eighteenth century buildings 
lining Ham Road with both the Manor House and Beaufort 
House forming an essential part of the wider historic-
architectural context with both having been constructed in 
the seventeenth or eighteenth centuries. However, beyond 
this Ham House can be said to derive less importance 
from the setting around Ham Common and the site itself, 
with the latter having no contextual interrelation with the 
Ham House and the former principally concerned with the 
village setting around the common. The Site is located 
within the wider setting of Ham House, but does not 
contribute to its heritage significance, due to the distance 
and minimal visual interrelationship between the two. 

Sensitivity

6.45 As a Grade I listed building the overall sensitivity to change 
of Ham House is considered to be high.

2. Entrance, Gates and Railings of Forecourt to Ham 
House

Statutory address: Ham House, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1358078
Date first listed: 25th June 1983

Importance of receptor

6.46 The garden walls and gate piers to Ham House (see figure 
6.31) relate to the seventeenth and nineteenth century 
phases of development of the grounds, indicating the 
original boundaries and northern entrance to the forecourt. 
The ornamental pineapples are a nineteenth century 
decorative feature.

6.47 It is the plan form and craftsmanship of the walls and 
gate piers that contributes to their architectural interest. 
The simplistic seventeenth century railings and nineteenth 
century pineapple decoration represent a blend of the 
architectural styles of these respective periods. 

6.48 The historic interest of the gates and railings relates to 
the illustrative role, evidenced through the phases of 
development on display, of these assets in evidencing the 
development of the grounds of Ham House over time; their 
well-preserved fabric further enhancing this.

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.49 It is the immediate setting that contributes to the heritage 
importance of these heritage assets as they interrelate 
solely with the house and encompassing grounds of 
which they form a component part and there is no existing 
intervisibility between the Site. The Site does not contribute 
to its heritage significance. 

Sensitivity

6.50 Although Grade II listed, as they are an intrinsic component 
to the legibility of Ham House, the overall sensitivity to 
change of these assets is considered to be medium.

3. Forecourt of Ham House

Statutory address: Ham House, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1192685
Date first listed: 25th June 1983

Importance of receptor 

6.51 The forecourt of Ham House (see figure 6.32) is a 
decorative garden feature representing the eighteenth 
century phase of development of Ham House and the 
surrounding grounds. The design craftsmanship of the 
forecourt is the factor that contributes principally to its 
architectural interest. The sculpting of Father Thames is 
both contextual to the position of Ham House and culturally 
significant on a national level. The historic interest of the 
gates and railings relates to the illustrative role of the 
asset in evidencing the development of the grounds of 
Ham House over time; their well-preserved fabric further 
enhancing this.

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.52 It is the immediate and extended setting that contributes 
to the heritage importance of this heritage asset, as it 
largely relates to the house and encompassing grounds 
of which it forms a component part. The presence of 
Father Thames does also culturally tie the sculpture to the 
extended riverside setting. The Site is located within the 
wider setting of Ham House, but does not contribute to 
its heritage significance, due to the distance and minimal 
visual interrelationship between the two.

Sensitivity

6.53 Although Grade II listed, the Forecourt forms an intrinsic 
component to the architectural-historic setting and legibility 
of Ham House. As such its overall sensitivity to change of 
is considered to be medium.

4. Garden Walls and Gate-piers to south of House

Statutory address: Ham House, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1080833
Date first listed: 25th June 1983

Importance of receptor

6.54 The southern garden walls and gate piers to Ham House 
(see figure 6.33) relate to the seventeenth and eighteenth 
century phases of development of the grounds, indicating 
the original boundaries. The ornamental vases emphasise 
their relationship with the ‘ornamental’ pleasure garden. It 
is the plan form and craftsmanship of the walls and gate 

Figure 6.30: Ham House. Source: Historic England website.

Figure 6.31: Entrance, gates and railings of Forecourt to Ham 
House. Source: Historic England website.

Figure 6.32: Forecourt of Ham House. Source: Historic England 
website.
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piers that contributes to their architectural interest. The 
topped vases represent an intertwining with the ornamental 
nature of the original seventeenth to eighteenth century 
pleasure garden. 

6.55 The historic interest of the gates and railings relates 
to the illustrative role, evidenced through the phases of 
development on display, of these assets in evidencing the 
development of the grounds of Ham House over time; their 
well-preserved fabric further enhancing this.

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.56 It is the immediate setting that contributes to the heritage 
importance of these heritage assets as they interrelate 
solely with the house and encompassing grounds of which 
they form a component part. The Site is located within the 
wider setting of Ham House, but does not contribute to 
its heritage significance, due to the distance and minimal 
visual interrelationship between the two.

Sensitivity

6.57 Although Grade II listed, the walls and piers form an 
intrinsic part of the architectural-historic setting and 
subsequent legibility of Ham House. As such their overall 
sensitivity to change of is considered to be medium.

amendments or alterations to this since.  The seventeenth 
century building, constructed in 1610 and later extended 
in 1787 was constructed in red brick with lighter brick 
dressings, totaling two and a half storeys in height. 

6.59 The architectural interest of the stable block relates to it 
being, both through its plan form and decoration, a well 
preserved example of a seventeenth century gatehouse 
and stable adorned with an ogee cupola and bell gable. 
The building is overall indicative of seventeenth century 
architectural styles. The seventeenth stable block and 
gatehouse owes its historic interest to its illustrative role 
within the wider setting of the house, as well as its self-
evidential value through its well preserved fabric. 

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.60 It is the immediate setting that contributes to the heritage 
importance of the stables, as it interrelates solely with 
the house and encompassing grounds of which it forms 
a component part, alongside its physical relationship with 
Ham Street directly to the west. The Site is located within 
the wider setting of this asset but does not contribute to 
its heritage significance, due to the distance and minimal 
visual interrelationship between the two.

Sensitivity

6.61 Although Grade II listed, the stable block forms an intrinsic 
component to the architectural-historic setting and legibility 
of Ham House. As such its overall sensitivity to change of 
is considered to be medium.

6. Ice House

Statutory address: Ham House, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1358079
Date first listed: 25th June 1983

Importance of receptor 

6.62 The Ice House (see figure 6.35) was first assigned Grade 
II listing status in 1983, with no further amendments or 
alterations to this since. The Ice House represents one 
of the many service ancillary facilities integrated with the 
grounds of the house during the eighteenth century. It is 
the plan form and design aesthetic of the Ice House that 
contributes to its architectural interest. A large number 
of ice houses exist nationally, however the headerbond 
brickwork and oculi enhance the special interest of this 
heritage asset. 

6.63 The historic interest of the Ice House relates to the 
illustrative role, evidenced through the typology and date 
of the ancillary structure, of the asset in evidencing the 
development of the grounds of Ham House over time; their 
well-preserved fabric further enhancing this.

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.64 It is the immediate setting that contributes to the heritage 
importance of the heritage asset, as it interrelates solely 
with the house and encompassing grounds of which it 
forms a component part. The Site is located within the 
wider setting of this asset, but does not contribute to its 
heritage significance, due to the distance and minimal 
visual interrelationship between the two.

Sensitivity

6.65 Although Grade II listed, the Ice House forms an intrinsic 
component to the architectural-historic setting and legibility 
of Ham House. As such its overall sensitivity to change of is 
considered to be medium.

7. Service Yard Entrance to West of House

Statutory address: Ham House, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1358096
Date first listed: 10th January 1950

Importance of receptor 

6.66 The Service Yard Entrance to Ham House (see figure 
6.36) was first assigned Grade II listing status in 1950, with 
no further amendments or alterations to this since.  The 
seventeenth century lodges and gate-piers, in a similar 
manner to the main house, were constructed from red 
brick with the timber mullions and transoms indicative of 
seventeenth century architectural styles. 

6.67 It is the plan form and design aesthetic of the Service 
Yard that contributes to its architectural interest. The lodge 
buildings and gate-piers exemplify the typologies and 
layouts to which the staff serving the manor at the time 
would have been accustomed, with the later extensions 
adding impressive decorative features that enhance this 
special interest. 

6.68 The respective phases of development of these structures, 
namely as seventeenth century buildings with later 
nineteenth century extensions, on display is the factor that 
contributes to their architectural interest: evidencing the 
development of the grounds of Ham House over time; their 
well-preserved fabric further enhancing this.

5. Ham House Stables 

Statutory address: Ham House, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1080790
Date first listed: 10th January 1950

Importance of receptor 

6.58 The Ham House Stables (see figure 6.34)  was first 
assigned Grade II listing status in 1950, with no further 

Figure 6.33: Garden Walls and Gate-piers to south of House. 
Source: Google 2022.

Figure 6.34: Ham House Stables. Source: Historic England 
website.

Figure 6.35: Ice House. Source: Historic England website.
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Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.69 It is the immediate setting that contributes to the heritage 
importance of the heritage asset, as it interrelates solely 
with the house and encompassing grounds of which it 
forms a component part. The Site is located within the 
wider setting of this asset but does not contribute to its 
heritage significance, due to the distance and minimal 
visual interrelationship between the two.

Sensitivity

6.70 Although Grade II listed, this building forms an intrinsic 
component to the architectural-historic setting and legibility 
of Ham House. As such its overall sensitivity to change of 
is considered to be medium.

6.72 The architectural interest of the Tea Room is attributed to 
its plan form and design, having originally served as an 
orangery and laundry. The long rectangular block is broken 
at repeating intervals with doorways and mullion window 
openings to allow for a plentiful supply of light and give 
the building a linear and uniform appearance. Nationally, 
the building stands as an impressive early example of an 
orangery.  

6.73 The seventeenth century Tea Room owes its historic 
interest to its cultural association and well preserved fabric. 
The former exemplified in the building being illustrative 
of popular horticultural socio-cultural trends, as an early 
example of an ‘exotic’ orangery. The well-preserved fabric 
further enhancing the special historic interest. 

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.74 It is the immediate setting that contributes to the heritage 
importance of the Tea Room, as it interrelates solely with 
the house and encompassing grounds of which it forms 
a component part. The Site is located within the wider 
setting of this asset but does not contribute to its heritage 
significance, due to the distance and minimal visual 
interrelationship between the two.

Sensitivity

6.75 Although Grade II listed, the Tea Room forms an intrinsic 
component to the architectural-historic setting and legibility 
of Ham House. As such its overall sensitivity to change of 
is considered to be medium.

9.  Manor House
Grade: II*
List UID: 1358099
Date first listed: 10th January 1950

10. Stables to Manor House
Grade: II
List UID: 1080792
Date first listed: 2nd September 1952

Importance of receptor 

6.76 The Manor House (see figure 6.38) and stables were 
assigned statutory listing status at separate intervals 
between 1950 and 1952, with no amendments to their 
status since this date. Although principally having been 
constructed in the eighteenth century, the Grade II* listed 
Manor House is considered to have seventeenth century 
origins evidenced by prior archaeological investigations. 
The stable block is of a later eighteenth century date. 
The Manor House seen today is an example of a grand 
eighteenth century manor constructed in the classical 
style, evidenced by the Doric columns, pilasters and 
surmounting pediment. The Grade II listed stables 
incorporate a similar architectural style. Modelled on 
classical symmetrical proportions, the two storey stable is 
lined with Diocletian windows and surmounting cornice. 

6.77 The architectural interest of the Manor House stems 
from it being an excellent example of an originally rural 
manor house that exemplifies the popular architecture of 
eighteenth century England. The design and subsequent 
craftsmanship, as well as plan form, of the building are 
all indicative of the eighteenth-nineteenth century classical 
style that dominated national architecture during this period. 
Although subject to later extensions the principal wing was 
designed to adhere to classical proportions of symmetry, 
with a triglyph pediment surmounting the principal façade 
and a Doric porchway. The sash windows and cornice 
are also indicative features of this architectural style. In 
relation to the Grade II listed stable block, the factors that 
contribute to the overall architectural interest are similar in 
nature, with the block laid out in an entirely symmetrical 
fashion and fenestrated with features indicative of the 
classical style such as the Diocletian windows fronting a 
number of elevations. 

6.78 There are a number of factors contributing to the overall 
historic interest of the Manor House. While the building 
has been subject to a number of later extensions, it retains 
a strong evidential value owing to the well preserved 
nature of the fabric, particularly on the principal elevations. 
As such the building still illustrates well the popular socio-
cultural styles of eighteenth century England. Furthermore, 
as one of the chronologically oldest buildings within the 
area, alongside Ham House, the Manor House is one of 
the earliest physical markers of built development within 
Ham. The building also has a long term association with 
the architect Giles Gilbert Scott who resided at the Manor 
House for a number of years. 

Contribution of setting to heritage importance 

6.79 The extent to which the heritage importance of the Manor 
House is reflected within its setting is mixed. The nature of 
the building means that it would always have occupied a 
private setting and this is reflected through it being clearly 
delineated from its surroundings by the boundary wall and 
stable block that front Ham Road, as well as it directly 
backing onto the grounds of Ham House to the east. The 
historic setting surrounding the building is reflected through 
the proximity of Beaufort House, Beaufort Cottages 
and Newman House to the south, all of which share an 
historic-architectural context within the immediate setting 
as eighteenth century buildings. However, the presence 
of sporadic later low-medium rise twentieth century infill 
development does somewhat reduce the overall legibility 
of the immediate and extended setting. The stable block 
has a greater presence as a feature of the streetscape 
owing to its position in relation to the Manor House and can 
also be said to inform and draw a mixed level of heritage 
importance from its setting. The Site is located within the 
wider setting of this asset but does not contribute to its 
heritage significance, due to the distance and minimal 
visual interrelationship between the two.

Sensitivity

6.80 As a Grade II* listed building, with a related Grade II 
ancillary structure, the overall sensitivity to change of these 
assets is considered to be high and medium respectively.

8. Tea Room

Statutory address: Ham House, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1192746
Date first listed: 25th June 1983

Importance of receptor

6.71 The Tea Room (see figure 6.37), originally and orangery 
and laundry, was first assigned Grade II listing status in 
1983, with no further amendments or alterations to this 
since.  The seventeenth century building is similar in 
design and appearance to the house, with ashlar stone 
dressings and principally constructed from red brick.

Figure 6.36: Service Yard Entrance to West of House. Source: 
Historic England website.

Figure 6.37: Tea Room. Source: Historic England website.
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11. Beaufort House

Statutory address: Ham Street, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1080788
Date first listed: 25th June 1983

Importance of receptor

6.81 Beaufort House (see figure 6.39) comprises an eighteenth 
century manor. The house is of three storey height, with a 
symmetrical frontage and façade. Each storey is defined 
by sash windows of a different scale and shape. The 
principal elevation is has been decorated in the classical 
style, with a triangular pediment central window above a 
wider Doric porch. Beaufort House was designated Grade 
II listing status in 1983 with no subsequent amendments. 

6.82 Selby House can be considered of architectural interest for 
the design aesthetic employed in its construction and plan 
form. The building is emblematic of eighteenth century 
Georgian architecture, with a symmetrical frontage, brick 
material palette as well as decoration, and sash windows, 
laid in diminishing scale from ground floor to upper storey. 
The central classical pedimeted window and Doric porch 
further heighten this aspect of its special interest. 

6.83 Beaufort House, as outlined within the listing, dates to 
the eighteenth century. Alongside its counterparts lining 
Ham Street, examples including the Manor House to the 
north and Selby House to the south, Beaufort House is 
a good representative example of the earliest phases 
of built development within the area, indicative of the 
evolution of the built environment from the seventeenth 
century onward. In tandem with the adjoining stable wing, 

12. Beaufort Cottages

Statutory address: Ham Common, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1080789
Date first listed: 10th January 1950

Importance of receptor

6.86 Beaufort Cottages (see figures 6.40), now in separate 
use, comprise an ex-stable wing ancillary to the Beaufort 
House, constructed of stock brick and two storey height. 
The buildings are rectangular in plan, with double sets 
of triple-grouped sash windows. Beaufort Cottages were 
designated Grade II listing status in 1950 with no further 
amendments. 

6.87 Beaufort Cottages derive their architectural interest from 
their typology and design. Although now converted for 
residential use, they remain a distinct example of an 
ancillary stable wing, akin to a suburban mews buildings, 
with the stables originally situated at ground floor level with 
servants accommodation above. 

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.88 Alongside Beaufort House, the ex-stable wing cottages 
date to the eighteenth century. As a group with the house 
and a number of other buildings lining Ham Street, the 
cottages stand as good examples of the earliest phases 
of built development within the area, indicative of the 
evolution of the built environment from the seventeenth 
century onward. As with a number of its counterpart 
Beaufort House, the cottages are well preserved, allowing 
them to retain their historic legibility as an original stable 
wing. The Site is located within the immediate and wider 
setting of this asset but does not contribute to its heritage 
significance.

Sensitivity

6.89 Although a Grade II listed building, the exceptional 
architectural qualities and well preserved building fabric 
render the overall sensitivity to change of Beaufort house 
is considered to be medium.

the building is well preserved, specifically in relation to 
the street facing façade, which contributes to its special 
architectural interest and heightens its historic value. 

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.84 In a similar sense to the neighbouring Newman House, 
Beaufort House can be said to derive, and inform, heritage 
importance from its immediate surroundings. The historic 
built environment context surrounding the building is 
reflected through the proximity of Newman House, the 
attached Beaufort Cottages and the Manor House to 
the north, all of which share an historic-architectural 
context within the immediate setting as eighteenth 
century buildings. Interspersed sporadically throughout 
the area are later low-medium rise twentieth century infill 
developments that somewhat reduce the overall legibility 
of the immediate and extended setting. The Site is located 
within the immediate and wider setting of this asset but 
does not contribute to its heritage significance.

Sensitivity

6.85 Although a Grade II listed building, the exceptional 
architectural qualities and well preserved building fabric 
render the overall sensitivity to change of Beaufort house 
is considered to be medium.

13. Boundary Wall to Beaufort House

Statutory address: Ham Street, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1080791
Date first listed: 25th June 1983

Importance of receptor

6.90 The boundary wall (see figure 6.41) was first assigned 
Grade II listing status in 1983, with no further amendments 
or alterations to this since. The heritage asset relates to 
the eighteenth century phase of development of the house 
and grounds, indicating the original boundaries.  

6.91 It is the plan form and craftsmanship of the walls and 
gate piers that contributes to their architectural interest. 
The decorative pineapple finials and pedimented doorway 
emphasise the grandiose nature of the entrance, the 
pineapple being a characteristic decorative feature of 
nineteenth century boundaries and entrances.

6.92 The historic interest of the wall relates to the illustrative 
role of the asset in evidencing the development of Beaufort 
House, with which they share a constructional context; 
their well-preserved fabric further enhancing this. 

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.93 The setting of the boundary walls can be viewed 
concurrently with that of Beaufort House, owing to 
their close proximity and shared context. Their historic 
relationship with the house means that their heritage 

Figure 6.38: Manor House. Source: Historic England website.

Figure 6.39: Beaufort House. Source: Historic England website.

Figure 6.40: Beaufort Cottages. Source: Historic England 
website.
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importance is largely self-contained and associated 
with the adjacent manor. The Site is located within the 
immediate and wider setting of this asset but does not 
contribute to its heritage significance.

Sensitivity

6.94 As a Grade II listed building the overall sensitivity to 
change of Beaufort house is considered to be medium.

of Ham House over time; their well-preserved fabric further 
enhancing this. The wall also relates to the adjacent Ham 
Street, adjoined to a number of the buildings and giving it 
its historic streamlined appearance.

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.97 It is the immediate setting and extended setting to the 
south that contributes to the heritage importance of the 
boundary wall, as it relates to the development of the 
house and grounds; further defining the linear appearance 
of the street to the south, further attached to a number 
of buildings lining it. The Site is located within the wider 
setting of this asset but does not contribute to its heritage 
significance, due to the distance and minimal visual 
interrelationship between the two.

Sensitivity

6.98 As a Grade II listed building the overall sensitivity to 
change of the boundary wall is considered to be medium.

Importance of receptor

6.99 Orford Hall St. Michaels Convent (see figure 6.43) is an 
eighteenth century building with later nineteenth century 
flanking wings. The building was constructed of brick, is of 
three storey height, with a symmetrical frontage and façade. 
The ground floor protrudes, with a Tuscan Doric porchway. 
Orford Hall St, Michaels Convent was designated Grade II 
listing status in 1950 with no subsequent amendments. 

6.100 Orford Hall St. Michaels Convent can be considered of 
architectural interest for the design aesthetic employed in 
its construction and plan form. The building is emblematic 
of eighteenth and nineteenth century architectural styles, 
with a symmetrical frontage, brick material palette and 
sash windows, the central window being more decorative 
in nature, encased in a patterned darker red brick. 

6.101 Orford Hall St. Michaels Convent can be considered of 
historic interest for a number of reasons. Generally, the 
building stands as a highly well preserved eighteenth 
century house, illustrative of the early development of 
Ham. However, the building has an important historic 
association with the development of the area during the 
early modern period, being situated on the site of an earlier 
convent. 

Contribution of setting to heritage importance 

6.102 Situated to the north of Ham Common, the building both 
derives importance from, and informs the surrounding 
historic built context. Alongside Avenue Lodge and 
Hardwicke House that immediately border the building, it 
is both the immediate and extended setting of the common 
to the south, east and west that informs the significance of 
this heritage asset. The built environment within this overall 
setting is punctuated by buildings of a similar date, the 
architectural typologies and shared context of which allow 
the historic environment to read legibly. The surrounding 
historic landscape at the foot of Ham House to the north 
and the common to the south also define the wider setting. 
The Site is located within the wider setting of this asset but 
does not contribute to its heritage significance, due to the 
distance and minimal visual interrelationship between the 
two.

Sensitivity

6.103 As a Grade II listed building the overall sensitivity to 
change of this heritage asset is considered to be medium.

16 & 17. Avenue Cottage(s)

Statutory address: Ham Common, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1080826 [&] 1192609
Date first listed: 10th January 1950

Importance of receptors

6.104 Both Avenue Cottages (see figure 6.44) were constructed 
during the seventeenth century, with both having 
subsequent later additions. The scale and plan form 
of these buildings, evidenced through their smaller 
dimensions and decoration, is more in keeping with lodge 
house typologies and seventeenth century vernacular. The 
Avenue Cottage[s] were assigned Grade II listing status in 
1950 with no subsequent amendments since designation.  

6.105 Both Avenue Cottages can be considered of architectural 
interest for the design aesthetic employed in their 
construction and plan form. Both buildings area rare 
surviving examples of seventeenth century architecture 
surrounding the common and associated with Ham 
House: their dimensions, as well as constructional 
materials, namely the upper storey timber framing assist 
in reinforcing this special interest.  

6.106 The historic interest of the Avenue Cottages is derived from 
them being extremely early examples of built development, 

14. Boundary Wall on East Side of Ham Street between 
Ham House Stables and the Manor House

Statutory address: Ham House, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1358098
Date first listed: 25th June 1983

Importance of receptor 

6.95 The boundary wall (see figure 6.42) was first assigned 
Grade II listing status in 1983, with no further amendments 
or alterations to this since. The heritage asset relates to 
the eighteenth century phase of development of the house 
and grounds, indicating the original boundaries.  It is the 
plan form and craftsmanship of the walls and gate piers 
that contributes to their architectural interest. They stand 
as some of the earliest boundary markers to the house, 
and the red brick employed in their construction relates 
to the general material palette employed throughout the 
house and grounds.  

6.96 The historic interest of the wall relates to the illustrative role 
of the asset in evidencing the development of the grounds 

15. Orford Hall St. Michaels Convent 

Statutory address: Ham Common, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1080828
Date first listed: 10th January 1950

Figure 6.41: Boundary Wall to Beaufort House. Source: Google 
2022.

Figure 6.42: Boundary Wall on East Side of Ham Street between 
Ham House Stables and the Manor House. Source: Historic 
England website.

Figure 6.43: Orford Hall St. Michaels Convent. Source: Historic 
England website.
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associated with the adjacent seventeenth century avenue 
and pleasure garden, as well as to a lesser extent the 
common to the south. The important historic association 
with the development of the area during the early modern 
period and their well-preserved original features, namely 
the oak roofing, heightens their evidential historic interest. 

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.107 The Avenue Cottage[s] form an intrinsic part of the northern 
setting, namely in the form of the Avenue, a remnant 
section of the original seventeenth century access-way 
to Ham House, to which they served as gate lodges. It is 
this immediate setting, along with their paired value, that 
most significantly informs their heritage importance. The 
extended common setting to the south could also be said 
to make a contribution, with the boundaries of the original 
avenue continuing southward across the common. The 
Site is located within the wider setting of this asset but 
does not contribute to its heritage significance, due to the 
distance and minimal visual interrelationship between the 
two.

Sensitivity

6.108 As Grade II listed buildings, the overall sensitivity to change 
of these heritage assets is considered to be medium.

Sensitivity

6.113 As a Grade II listed building the overall sensitivity to 
change of this heritage asset is considered to be medium.

6.116 Constructed at the turn of the century, Ensleigh Lodge is 
a noteworthy example of one of the many late eighteenth 
and early nineteenth century upper middle class dwellings 
constructed around Ham Common, indicative of the 
evolution of the built environment seen today from the 
seventeenth century onward. The well preserved nature 
of the building fabric, specifically in relation to the 
principal frontage which foremost contributes to its special 
architectural interest, heightens its historic value. 

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.117 It is the immediate and extended setting of Ham Common 
to the east and south, as well as that of Ham Street to the 
north that informs the significance of this heritage asset. 
The built environment within this setting is punctuated by 
buildings of a similar date and architectural typology that 
allow the historic environment to read legibly. With the 
focal point being the common and the encompassing built 
environment, the extended setting to the west contributes 
little, defined largely by later infill. The Site is located within 
the wider setting of this asset but does not contribute to 
its heritage significance, due to the distance and minimal 
visual interrelationship between the two.

Sensitivity

6.118 As a Grade II listed building the overall sensitivity to 
change of this heritage asset is considered to be medium.

18. Avenue Lodge 

Statutory address: Ham Common, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1358073
Date first listed: 25th June 1983

Importance of receptor

6.109 Avenue Lodge (see figure 6.45) is a two storey eighteenth 
or nineteenth century villa-type house, faced in render with 
French windows and shallow pitched Welsh slate roof. 
The building was assigned Grade II listing status in 1983 
with no subsequent amendments since designation.  

6.110 Avenue Lodge can be considered of architectural interest 
for the design aesthetic employed in its construction and 
plan form. The building is emblematic of eighteenth and 
nineteenth century architectural styles, with a rendered 
frontage, shallow pitch roof and sash windows. The 
building has a large and sprawling plan form, with a wing 
extending into the grounds to the north. 

6.111 The historic interest of Avenue Lodge is derived from the 
building being a well preserved eighteenth century house, 
illustrative of the early development of Ham. The building 
has an important historic association with the development 
of the area during the early modern period, being situated 
on, and named after the adjoining ‘avenue’ which leads up 
to Ham House and the encompassing grounds. 

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.112 Situated to the north of Ham Common, the building both 
derives importance from, and informs the surrounding 
historic built context. Concurrently with Orford Hall and 
Hardwicke House that immediately border the building, it 
is both the immediate and extended setting of the common 
to the south, east and west that informs the significance of 
this heritage asset. The built environment within this overall 
setting is punctuated by buildings of a similar date, the 
architectural typologies and shared context of which allow 
the historic environment to read legibly. The surrounding 
historic landscape at the foot of Ham House to the north 
and the common to the south also define the wider setting. 
The Site is located within the wider setting of this asset but 
does not contribute to its heritage significance, due to the 
distance and minimal visual interrelationship between the 
two.

19. Ensleigh Lodge  

Statutory address: Ham Common, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1358076
Date first listed: 25th June 1983

Importance of receptor

6.114 Ensleigh Lodge (see figure 6.46) is a very early nineteenth 
century building, constructed in exactly 1800. The 
principal façade is of an unusual design. The central block 
is characteristic of late Georgian architecture, with sash 
windows, stock brick and fanlight door. Branching this are 
smaller flanking wings tailored to resemble a giant convex 
gable with inset windows. The building was assigned Grade 
II listing status in 1983 with no subsequent amendments.

6.115 Ensleigh Lodge can be considered of architectural interest 
for its highly unique design, and more generally for it 
being a characteristic example of Georgian architectural 
plan form. As noted, set aside from the principal block 
two flanking wings with decorated window openings that 
ascend into a gable formation. The decoration above the 
windows at all levels further heightens this special interest. 

Figure 6.44: Avenue Cottages. Source: Google 2022.

Figure 6.45: Avenue Lodge. Source: Google 2022.

Figure 6.46: Ensleigh Lodge. 
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20. Newman House

Statutory address: Ham Common, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1358075
Date first listed: 25th June 1950

Importance of receptor

6.119 Newman House (see figure 6.47) is a late eighteenth 
century manor, constructed in London stock brick with a 
symmetrical façade. The house is of three storey height, 
punctuated by sash windows and surmounting dentil 
cornice. The ground floor is adorned with a central Tuscan 
Doric pedimented porch. Newman House was designated 
Grade II listing status in 1950 with one amendment to this 
in 1983.

6.120 Newman House derives its architectural interest from the 
classical design aesthetic employed in its construction 
and plan form. The building is emblematic of eighteenth 
and nineteenth century architectural, with a symmetrical 
frontage, brick material palette and sash windows, laid in 
diminishing scale from ground floor to upper storey. The 
dentil cornice and Doric porchway further heighten this 
aspect of the overall special interest. 

6.121 As outlined within the listing, Newman House dates to the 
eighteenth century. As such, in tandem with a number of 
other buildings lining Ham Street, Newman House is a 
good representative example of the earliest phases of built 
development within the area, indicative of the evolution 
of the built environment from the seventeenth century 
onward. As with a number of its counterparts, the building 
is well preserved, specifically in relation to the street 
facing façade, which contributes to its special architectural 
interest and heightens its historic value. Newman House 
also has an historic association with Cardinal Newman 
who was born there. 

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.122 Newman House can be said to derive, and inform, 
heritage importance from its surroundings. The historic 
setting surrounding the building is reflected through the 
proximity of Beaufort House, Beaufort Cottages and the 
Manor House to the north, all of which share an historic-
architectural context within the immediate setting as 
eighteenth century buildings. Interspersed sporadically 
throughout the area are later low-medium rise twentieth 

century infill developments that somewhat reduce the 
overall legibility of the immediate and extended setting. 
The Site is located within the wider setting of this asset but 
does not contribute to its heritage significance, due to the 
distance and minimal visual interrelationship between the 
two.

Sensitivity

6.123 The exceptional qualities and architectural-historic merit of 
this Grade II listed building renders the overall sensitivity 
to change medium.

22. Selby House

Statutory address: Ham Common, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1358075
Date first listed: 25th June 1983

Importance of receptor

6.129 Selby House (see figure 6.49) is an early eighteenth 
century manor, refaced and altered during the nineteenth 
century. The house is of three storey height, with a 
symmetrical frontage and façade. Each storey is defined 
by sash windows of a different scale and shape. Selby 
House was designated Grade II listing status in 1983 with 
no subsequent amendments. 

6.130 Selby House can be considered of architectural interest is 
derived for design aesthetic employed in its construction 
and plan form. The building is emblematic of eighteenth and 
nineteenth cenitry architectural styles, with a symmetrical 
frontage, brick material palette and sash windows, laid in 
diminishing scale from ground floor to upper storey. Flat 
and semi-circular brick decorated lintels line the windows 
at all storeys. 

6.131 Selby House dates at earliest to the eighteenth, with later 
nineteenth century modifications. Subsequently, among a 
number of other buildings lining Ham Common and Ham 
Street, Selby House is a good representative example of 
the earliest phases of built development within the area, 
indicative of the evolution of the built environment from 
the seventeenth century onward. As with a number of its 
counterparts, the building is well preserved, specifically in 
relation to the street facing façade, which contributes to 
its special architectural interest and heightens its historic 
value. 

Contribution of setting to heritage importance 

6.132 It is the immediate and extended setting of Ham Common 
to the east and south that informs the significance of 
this heritage asset. The built environment within this 
setting is punctuated by buildings of a similar date, one 
example being Gordon House to the immediate south, and 
architectural typology that allow the historic environment 
to read legibly. With the focal point being the common and 
the encompassing built environment, the extended setting 
to the west contributes little, defined largely by later infill. 
The Site is located within the wider setting of this asset but 

Doric porch and flanking sash windows. The centre of the 
building is surmounted by a triangular pediment with inset 
circular window and dentil cornice. 

6.126 Gordon House dates to the eighteenth or early nineteenth 
century, as such, among a number of other buildings 
lining Ham Common and Ham Street, represents one of 
the earliest phases of built development within the area, 
indicative of the evolution of the built environment from 
the seventeenth century onward. The well preserved 
nature of the building fabric, specifically in relation to the 
street facing façade contributes to its special architectural 
interest, heightening its historic value. 

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.127 It is the immediate and extended setting of Ham Common 
to the east and south that informs the significance of this 
heritage asset. The built environment within this setting 
is punctuated by buildings of a similar date, evidenced 
through such buildings as the Little House to the immediate 
north, and architectural typology that allows the historic 
environment to read legibly. With the focal point being 
the common and the encompassing built environment, 
the extended setting to the west contributes little, defined 
largely by later infill. The Site is located within the wider 
setting of this asset but does not contribute to its heritage 
significance, due to the distance and minimal visual 
interrelationship between the two.

Sensitivity

6.128 As a Grade II listed building the overall sensitivity to 
change of this heritage asset is considered to be medium.

21. Gordon House

Statutory address: Ham Common, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1192647
Date first listed: 10th January 1950

Importance of receptor 

6.124 Gordon House (see figure 6.48) was constructed during 
the eighteenth or nineteenth centuries, and is an excellent 
example of a house built in the classical style. The building 
is of two storey height with a symmetrical façade, sash 
windows dentil cornice and triangular pediment. Gordon 
House was assigned Grade II listing status in 1950 with no 
subsequent amendments.

6.125 The architectural interest of the Little House is derived from 
its plan form and the overall design aesthetic employed. 
As outlined, Gordon House is an example of a classical 
style manor building. The building was constructed with an 
entirely symmetrical façade, adorned with a central Tuscan 

Figure 6.47: Newman House. Source: Google 2022.

Figure 6.48: Gordon House. Source: Google 2022.
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does not contribute to its heritage significance, due to the 
distance and minimal visual interrelationship between the 
two.

Sensitivity

6.133 As a Grade II listed building the overall sensitivity to 
change of this heritage asset is considered to be medium.

23. The Little House

Statutory address: Ham Common, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1080831
Date first listed: 25th June 1983

Importance of receptor

6.134 The Little House (see figure 6.50) is an eighteenth century 
upper-middle class dwelling, of three window width, 
characteristic in design of Georgian architecture, with 
a London stock brick house flanking a stucco façade. 
The building is adorned wish sash windows and, upon 
construction, would have been symmetrical in plan. The 
Little House was assigned Grade II listing status in 1983 
with no subsequent amendments.

6.135 The architectural interest of the Little House is derived 
from its plan form and the material palette employed in 
its construction. The house is emblematic of Georgian 
architecture, with the original elevations symmetrical 
in nature, lined with sash windows. The building was 

constructed utilising a combination of brick and stucco, 
both typical materials employed in the construction of such 
houses during the Georgian period. 

6.136 Dating to the eighteenth century, The Little House 
represents one of the earliest buildings constructed 
around Ham Common, indicative of the evolution of 
the built environment seen today from the seventeenth 
century onward. The well preserved nature of the building 
fabric, specifically in relation to the principal eastern and 
southern frontages which foremost contributes to its 
special architectural interest, heightens its historic value. 

Contribution of setting to heritage importance 

6.137 It is the immediate and extended setting of Ham Common 
to the east and south that informs the significance of 
this heritage asset. The built environment within this 
setting is punctuated by buildings of a similar date, one 
example being Gordon House to the immediate south, and 
architectural typology that allow the historic environment 
to read legibly. With the focal point being the common and 
the encompassing built environment, the extended setting 
to the west contributes little, defined largely by later infill. 
The Site is located within the wider setting of this asset but 
does not contribute to its heritage significance, due to the 
distance and minimal visual interrelationship between the 
two.

Sensitivity

6.138 As a Grade II listed building the overall sensitivity to 
change of this heritage asset is considered to be medium.

Figure 6.49: Selby House. Source: Google 2022.

Figure 6.50: Little House. Source: Google 2022.
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1. Ham House Conservation Area 

Importance of receptor

6.139 The Ham House Conservation Area (see figures 6.52 - 
6.53) was initially designated in 1975, but later extended 
to the south and west in 1982 and 2007. Factoring in these 
later extensions the boundaries of the conservation area 
encompass the Grade I listed Ham House, associated 
seventeenth-nineteenth century structures as well as the 
grounds of the house. To the west the conservation area 
includes a section of the original ‘avenue’ that formed part 
of the original Ham House landscape, and south of this 
a cluster of eighteenth century mansion buildings and 
later terraces are incorporated; the latter being noted as 
townscape buildings of merit. The southern portion of 
the conservation area includes further examples of these 
terraced developments, as well as the southern avenue of 
Ham House. 

6.140 The Ham House Conservation Area is of both architectural 
and landscape interest, principally relating to the special 
interest of the house, associated structures and grounds. 
Ham House is a well preserved seventeenth century 
country house, the craftsmanship of the façade and plan 
form indicative of the seventeenth century Jacobean 
style. The buildings contained within the grounds are of 
architectural interest for their plan form and features which 
interrelate with the house, or are indicative of later phases 
of development, an example of the latter being the ice 
house. The eighteenth century mansion buildings that 
form a central cluster within the conservation area, namely 
Newman House and Beaufort House, are of architectural 
interest for their plan form and layout, evidential of 
eighteenth and nineteenth century architectural styles. The 
majority of the remaining buildings, namely later terraces, 
contribute to the special interest of the area by illustrating 
the popular architectural styles of the later nineteenth and 
early twentieth centuries.

6.141 The historic interest of the Ham House Conservation 
Area is attributable to a number of factors. As assessed 
separately, Ham House is of evidential value for the well 
preserved nature the house, outbuildings and grounds 
and they are is an excellent examples of seventeenth-
nineteenth century architecture, evidential of the social-
cultural contexts of the respective centuries. Immediately 
surrounding the house, further extending to the south, east 
and west, the gardens seen today contribute to the overall 
historic interest of the conservation area, evidencing of its 

phases of development. The kitchen garden, symmetrical 
garden directly to the south and forecourt to the north are all 
evident of the seventeenth-early eighteenth century formal 
pleasure garden, in contrast to the irregular landscape 
gardens to the north and south lining Ham Avenues which 
are indicative of later landscape styles. Newman House 
and Beaufort House to the south, examples of eighteenth 
century mansion buildings contribute to the historic interest 
of the conservation area through the well preserved nature 
of their fabric, subsequently illustrative of the popular 
architecture styles during the eighteenth century. The 
terraces that characterise the conservation area to the 
south and west derive, and subsequently contribute to, the 
special interest through the way in which they illustrate the 
later development of the area and settlement patterns. 

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.142 Owing to the area covered by the conservation area, the 
heritage importance it derives from its setting is varied. To 
the north-east the conservation area is bordered closely by 
a number of statutory designated heritage assets that share 
a similar historic-architectural interest with its features 
of special interest, examples being Avenue Lodge Farm 
Lodge, Gordon House and a number of buildings associated 
with the seventeenth and eighteenth century development 
of the area. This equally applies to the built environment 
contained within the Ham Common Conservation Area to 
the south, although contextually this relates little with the 
Ham House Conservation Area which historically shares 
less of a relationship with the neighbouring village, with 
the exception of the surviving portion of the southern 
avenue which bisects the neighbouring conservation area. 
The Ham House Conservation Area derives little interest 
from the immediate and extended settings to the east and 
west which are predominantly typified by low-medium rise 
houses of a later date and urban grain that do not overall 
inform its heritage importance. The Site is located within 
the immediate and wider setting of this asset but does not 
contribute to its heritage significance, sharing no historic-
architectural context pertinent to the significance of the 
asset.

Sensitivity

6.143 As a conservation area the overall sensitivity to change of 
this heritage asset is considered to be medium.

500m radius

Figure 6.51: Map illustrating the Conservation Areas for the assessment (within 
500m radius of the Site). Number 1-2 indicate those for assessment.
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2. Ham Common Conservation Area 

Importance of receptor 

6.144 The Ham Common Conservation Area (see figures 6.54 - 
6.55) was initially designated on the 14th January 1969, but 
was later extended a number of times in 1977, 1982 and 
1992. The boundaries of the conservation area encompass 
Ham Common and a number of flanking buildings to the 
south, the majority of which have been assigned statutory 
listing or are considered to be townscape building of merit. 
To the north the west the boundaries terminate above the 
extensive forested section of Ham Common where they 
encompass the Grade II listed Park Gate House. 

6.145 The special interest of the Ham Common Conservation 
Area is derived from both its architectural and landscape 
interest. Within the boundaries of the conservation 
area are a number of building typologies, evidential 
through their plan form and features, of the respective 
architectural phases of the area since the seventeenth 
century.  Avenue Cottage and Avenue Lodge Cottage 
are rare, although somewhat altered, examples of 
seventeenth century vernacular architecture, with the 
most outstanding surviving features in relation to this 
being their timber frame roofs. The remaining buildings 
within the conservation area, both statutory listed or noted 
as townscape buildings of merit, are principally from the 
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, constituting terraced 
developments or mansion buildings. Notable examples of 
the latter include Hardwicke House and Selby House, both 
of which were laid out to eighteenth century symmetrical 
proportions faced either in stucco or brick, of three storeys 
with other defining architectural elements of this period, 
namely the sash windows and cornices. The landscape 
interest of the conservation area relates to the surviving 
and well preserved section of common which interrelates 
with the layout of these buildings, around which the original 
village would come to be centred. 

6.146 Although there has been a small number of archaeological 
investigations indicating prior settlement, the historic 
interest of the Ham Common Conservation Area relates 
to its development since the seventeenth century and 
the evidential value of the buildings contained within 
representing these phases of built development. The 
aforementioned Avenue Cottage and Avenue Lodge 
Cottage are the best representative examples of 
seventeenth century architecture within the conservation 
area, socially and culturally indicative, through their single 

pile plan form, of early modern vernacular architecture 
evidenced and associated building materials. The later 
eighteenth and nineteenth century houses and terraces 
within the conservation area are of evidential value for 
illustrating the cultural propensity toward classical styles 
and proportions during these respective periods; the well 
preserved building fabric further contributing to this special 
interest. The common itself, which forms a focal point for 
the built environment and original village, also factors into 
this evidential value, illustrating the settlement pattern of 
the original village.

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.147 Alongside Ham House, Richmond Park and Ham Fields, 
Ham Common forms one of a number of undeveloped 
green spaces within the borough of Richmond that 
constitute both the immediate and extended setting 
within as well as surrounding the conservation area. The 
heritage importance it derives from these is varied owing 
to the differing historic-architectural contexts. Ham Fields, 
although now separated by later infill developments, 
originally formed the backdrop to the village and would 
have formed part of its landscape. This equally applies 
to the grounds of Ham House which originally bisected 
sections of the common, equally sharing an important 
landscape context. As such both of these can be said 
to inform the setting, particularly Ham House which also 
developed during the seventeenth century. 

6.148 The contribution made by the extended setting is varied in 
nature: to the north a number of eighteenth to nineteenth 
century buildings still survive, forming part of the original 
village setting and subsequently illustrating a picture of 
the settlement pattern during the early modern period. 
To the east the setting is characterised by open space 
associated with Richmond Park and Ham House that 
contributes the ‘open’ nature of the conservation area. 
However, to the south and west modern low-medium 
rise housing developments, some of which area statutory 
listed cannot be said to inform the heritage importance 
of the Ham Common Conservation Area as they do not 
share an historic-architectural context with it and as such 
are clearly delineated. The Site is located within the wider 
setting of this asset but does not contribute to its heritage 
significance, sharing no historic-architectural context 
pertinent to the significance of the asset.

Figure 6.52: Ham Street, within Ham House Conservation Area.

Figure 6.53: Ham Street, within Ham House Conservation Area.

Sensitivity

6.149 As a conservation area the overall sensitivity to change of 
this heritage asset is considered to be medium.

Figure 6.54: Ham Common, within Ham Common Conservation 
Area.

Figure 6.55: Ham Street, within Ham Common Conservation 
Area.
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1. Registered Park and Garden Ham House 

Grade: II*
List UID: 1000282
Date first listed: 1st October 1987

Importance of receptor 

6.150 Ham House is a registered park and garden (see figure 
6.56) assigned Grade II* listing status in 1987 and 
comprises a twelve hectare landscape garden established 
on a piecemeal basis following the construction of Ham 
House in the seventeenth century. Ham House was 
acquired by the National Trust in 1948 and in subsequent 
years was extensively restored, resulting in the garden 
seen today. Although constituting a number of elements 
and sub-sections, Ham House comprises a large 
ornamental garden and adjoining polo club, approached 
from the west by an avenue of lime and chestnut trees. 
The garden is bounded to the west by Ham Road, to the 
east by a number of Grade II listed school buildings and to 
the north by the Thames. 

6.151 The special interest of Ham House (Registered Park and 
Garden) relates to its long term association as a landscape 
feature of local and national importance. The technical 
innovation employed within the construction of the garden 
features, notably the forecourt and a number of the 
associated structures and landscape features such as the 
orangery and boundary walls, is illustrative of seventeenth 
to eighteenth century landscape and building construction 
techniques. The grounds overall incorporate and retain, 
following extensive twentieth century restorations, much of 
the landscape footprint they would have possessed during 
previous centuries.

6.152 Following extensive restorations, the gardens seen today 
retain landscape elements indicative of its respective 
phases of development which contribute to the overall 
evidential value of the garden. The kitchen garden, 
symmetrical garden directly to the south and forecourt to 
the north are all evident of the seventeenth-early eighteenth 
century formal pleasure garden, in contrast to the irregular 
landscape gardens to the north and south lining Ham 
Avenues which are indicative of later landscape styles. As 
with the house itself, the grounds additionally have a long 
term association with historically important figures, namely 
the Dysart and Tollemarche families who implemented a 
number of changes and landscape features following the 
establishment of the house and grounds at the start of the 
seventeenth century. 

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.153 The immediate and extended setting surrounding the 
grounds of Ham House is highly varied owing to the 
acreage covered. A large number of open green space 
surround the grounds, interspersed with a combination of 
seventeenth to twentieth century houses of low-medium 
rise height. While the chronological age of Ham House 
means that it undoubtedly shares an important historical 
connection with the setting that surrounds it, particularly 
with the common that it bisects to the south and the land 
which forms the western approach, the heritage importance 
which Ham House derives is largely self-contained within 
its boundaries, specifically the way that it interrelates with 
Ham House and its associated structures which have 
informed the use of the grounds and surrounding land over 
time. As such, the setting of Ham House cannot be said 
to overly inform the heritage importance of the registered 
park and garden. In addition the setting of Ham House 
can be said to have been eroded somewhat by later built 
development, notably Grey Court School and the twentieth 
century Orangery development which abound it to the 
west. The Site is located within the wider setting of this 
asset but does not contribute to its heritage significance, 
sharing no historic-architectural context pertinent to the 
significance of the asset.

Sensitivity

6.154 As a Grade II* registered park and garden the overall 
sensitivity to change of this heritage asset is considered to 
be high.

500m radius

Figure 6.56: A map illustrating the only Registered Park and 
Garden for assessment.
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1. St. Richard’s Church 

Statutory address: Ashburnham Road, Ham
Non-designated heritage asset 
Local list reference: 09/00001/BTM
Date assigned: 10th July 2009

Importance of receptor

6.155 St. Richard’s Church (see figure 6.58) was built to the 
designs of Covell Matthews and Partners between 1964 
and 1965. The building is indicative of the modernist style, 
built to a star plan and representing the move away from 
traditional ecclesiastical fenestration and architectural plan 
form. St. Richard’s Church was assigned status as a non-
designated heritage asset, added to the list of Building[s] 
of Townscape Merit in 2009. 

6.156 The architectural interest of St. Richard’s Church is derived 
from its plan form, style and material palette. The building 
represents a noteworthy example of a modernist church, 
with its star plan form accommodating a Lady Chapel, 
vestry and choir room indicative of traditional churches 
within a unique design. The church furthermore represents 
a unique employment of materials and decoration, 
surmounted by a pyramidal copper roof, patterned light 
openings and geometric fenestration. 

6.157 Established in tandem with the Ham Close Estate and 
Wates Estate, ancillary to St. Richard’s School, the church 
can be considered of historic evidential and illustrative 
value in evidencing the development of Ham during the 
mid-late twentieth century. As such St. Richard’s Church 
represents an historic-architectural focal point of this 
extensive development. 

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.158 The setting of St. Richard’s could be considered to 
contribute to its local heritage importance. The immediate 
and extended setting of the building is characterised by 
the layout and built environment of the Wates and Ham 
Close Estates that were constructed alongside the church 
during the mid-late twentieth century; as such the building 
is communally intertwined with these and forms a central 
focal point alongside the school. The Site is located within 
the wider setting of this asset but does not contribute to its 
heritage significance.

Sensitivity

6.159 As a locally listed building and therefore a non-designated 
heritage asset, the sensitivity to change of this heritage 
receptor is considered to be low.

2. Old Ham Lodge 

Statutory address: Ham Street, Ham
Non-designated heritage asset 
Local list reference: 83/02188/BTM
Date assigned: 5th September 1983

 Importance of receptor 

6.160 Old Ham Lodge is a late nineteenth century building 
situated in close proximity to Ham House and its 
grounds. The lodge is of three storey height, principally 
constructed from brick, unsymmetrical in appearance with 
a weatherboarded southern elevation. Old Ham Lodge 
was assigned status as a non-designated heritage asset, 
added to the list of Building[s] of Townscape Merit in 1983. 

6.161 Old Ham Lodge may be considered of architectural interest 
as an example of late nineteenth century vernacular 
architecture and constructional materials. The extensive 
use of red brick, single pile rectangular plan form and 
window openings are the elements principally indicative 
of this. The boundary walls form a consistent frontage with 
those of Ham House and its grounds which line the road to 
the south. 

Figure 6.57: Map illustrating townscape building of merit/locally listed buildings 
around the Site. Numbers 1-25 indicate those buildings for assessment.

Figure 6.58: St. Richard’s Church. 
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6.162 The historic interest of the building stems from its historic-
geographic association with Ham House, of which it forms 
part of the setting, in addition to the more general role of 
the building in illustrating the late nineteenth century rural-
suburban character of Ham. In addition the fabric of Old 
Ham Lodge is well preserved, further enhancing its historic 
evidential value. 

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.163 Old Ham Lodge forms a cohesive and legible part of the 
setting with Ham House, aligned with its boundary walls 
and largely rural-parkland setting. There has been little 
erosion of this overall landscape character either in the 
immediate or extended setting, as such Old Ham Lodge 
can be said to derive a certain heritage importance from its 
setting. The Site is located within the wider setting of this 
asset but does not contribute to its heritage significance.

Sensitivity 

6.164 As a locally listed building and therefore a non-designated 
heritage asset, the sensitivity to change of this heritage 
receptor is considered to be low.

3. The Garden House

Statutory address: Ham Street, Ham
Non-designated heritage asset
Local list reference: 83/02186/BTM
Date assigned: 5th September 1983

Importance of receptor 

6.165 Although subject to a number of development phases 
and extensions, The Garden House was constructed 
during the late nineteenth century, evident on Ordnance 
Survey mapping from 1890 onward. The Garden House 
was assigned status as a non-designated heritage asset, 
added to the list of Building[s] of Townscape Merit in 1983. 
Of two and half storey height the building is indicative of 
late Victorian architecture, the steep gables, bays and 
mullion style windows all features characteristic of this 
architectural period.

6.166 The architectural interest of the Garden Lodge foremost 
derives from the elements of Victorian architecture 
employed in its appearance. This relates to the pointed 
gables, mullion style windows and bays, representing a 

blend of mild gothic, Tudor and Jacobean architecture. 
Although numerously extended since construction during 
the late nineteenth century, the fabric and late Victorian 
legibility of The Garden House is still largely retained, 
lending it an overall evidential value. Concurrently on a 
general level, The Garden House illustrates the later built 
development in late nineteenth century Ham.

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.167 Both in its immediate and extended northern setting, The 
Garden House forms part of a cohesive setting with Ham 
House and Old Ham Lodge, aligned with its boundary 
walls and largely rural-parkland setting. This is from where 
it derives any heritage importance, with the setting to the 
south characterised principally by later twentieth century 
housing developments that do not inform its setting. The 
Site is located within the wider setting of this asset but 
does not contribute to its heritage significance, sharing no 
historic-architectural context pertinent to the significance  
of the asset.

Sensitivity 

6.168 As a locally listed building and therefore a non-designated 
heritage asset, the sensitivity to change of this heritage 
receptor is considered to be low.

4. 209 Ham Street 

Statutory address: Ham Street, Ham
Non-designated heritage asset
Local list reference: 83/02099/BTM
Date assigned: 5th September 1983

Importance of receptor 

 6.169 209 Ham Street is a two storey house, constructed during 
the early twentieth century between 1910 and 1930. 
Although of a later date, the building is unique in its 
appearance, more indicative of early nineteenth century 
architecture, with sash windows and a weatherboarded 
upper storey and symmetrical frontage. 209 Ham Street 
was assigned status as a non-designated heritage asset, 
added to the list of Building[s] of Townscape Merit in 1983. 

6.170 As outlined 209 Ham Street is principally of architectural 
interest for its unique design and plan form. The white 
painted weatherboard and lower storey, alongside the 
sash windows, decorative shutters and symmetrical 

design making it a contextually unique building in relation 
to its surrounding built environment. 209 Ham Street was 
constructed between 1910 and 1930 when the section of 
Ham in which it was situated was still largely rural. The 
building is subsequently illustrative of this period, the 
interest being further increased by the well preserved 
fabric of the exterior elevations. 

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.171 It is the immediate setting that contributes most to the 
heritage importance of 209 Ham Street, with the Manor 
House to the east and Beaufort House comprising the 
surviving fragments of the original suburban-rural built 
environment. The distinct appearance of the building 
does give it a somewhat insular setting however. The 
extended setting contributes little, comprised largely of 
later twentieth century infill. The Site is located within the 
wider setting of this asset but does not contribute to its 
heritage significance, sharing no historic-architectural 
context pertinent to the significance of the asset.

Sensitivity 

6.172 As a locally listed building and therefore a non-designated 
heritage asset, the sensitivity to change of this heritage 
receptor is considered to be low.

5. 1-5 Wiggins Cottages 

Statutory address: Wiggins Lane, Ham
Non-designated heritage asset
Local list reference: 83/-----/BTM
Date assigned: 5th September 1983 and 10th July 2009

Importance of receptor 

6.173 Nos. 1-5 Wiggins Cottages (see figure 6.59) comprise a 
row of mid-late nineteenth century terraces constructed 
between 1840 and 1860. The cottages are two storeys 
in height with a shallow pitched slate roof, sash windows 
and porch-ways. Nos. 2-4 were assigned status as non-
designated heritage assets, added to the list of Building[s] 
of Townscape Merit in 1983. No. 1 was added to this list on 
10th July 2009. 

6.174 The architectural interest of Wiggins Cottages stems 
from their contextual design and plan form. The buildings 
are characteristic of nineteenth century vernacular, with 
their narrow plan dimensions, sash windows, brick and 

weatherboarded design highlighting them as buildings 
of this particular historic-architectural typology. Nos. 1-5 
Wiggins Cottages can be considered of historic interest as 
well preserved remnant examples of the original semi-rural 
environment that defined Ham during the period in which 
they were constructed. The buildings play a subsequent 
illustrative role in evidencing the built development of the 
area during this time. 

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.175 It is the immediate setting that contributes most to the 
heritage importance of these cottages, principally the 
shared contextual value they have in relation to the 
adjacent Pointers Cottages, through their design and 
appearance. In terms of shared historic context, Nos. 1-5 
also derive a certain importance from the neighbouring 
Beaufort House and Manor House which defined their 
original built environment. The extended setting makes 
less of a contribution, largely punctuated by low-medium 
rise infill. The Site is located within the immediate and 
wider setting of this asset but does not contribute to its 
heritage significance, sharing no historic-architectural 
context pertinent to the significance of the asset.

Sensitivity 

6.176 As a locally listed building and therefore a non-designated 
heritage asset, the sensitivity to change of this heritage 
receptor is considered to be low.

Figure 6.59: A view of Wiggins Cottages from Wiggins Lane.
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6. 1-6 Pointers Cottages 

Statutory address: Wiggins Lane, Ham
Non-designated heritage asset
Local list reference: 83/-----/BTM
Date assigned: 5th September 1983 

Importance of receptor 

6.177 Nos. 1-6 Pointers Cottages constitute a row of mid-late 
nineteenth century terraces constructed between 1840 
and 1860. The cottages are two storeys in height with a 
shallow pitched slate roof, sash windows and porch-ways. 
Nos. 1-6 were assigned status as non-designated heritage 
assets, added to the list of Building[s] of Townscape Merit 
in 1983. 

6.178 In a similar nature to the adjacent Nos. 1-5 Wiggins 
Lane, the architectural interest of these buildings, stems 
from their contextual design and plan form. The buildings 
are characteristic of nineteenth century vernacular, with 
their narrow plan dimensions, sash windows, brick and 
weatherboarded design highlighting them as buildings of 
this particular historic-architectural typology. 

6.179 Nos. 1-6 Pointers Cottages can be considered of historic 
interest as well preserved remnant examples of the 
original semi-rural environment that defined Ham during 
the period in which they were constructed. The buildings 
play a subsequent illustrative role in evidencing the built 
development of the area during this time. 

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.180 It is the immediate setting that contributes most to the 
heritage importance of these cottages, principally the 
shared contextual value they have in relation to the 
adjacent Pointers Cottages, through their design and 
appearance. In terms of shared historic context, Nos. 1-6 
also derive a certain importance from the neighbouring 
Beaufort House and Manor House which defined their 
original built environment. The extended setting makes 
less of a contribution, largely punctuated by low-medium 
rise infill. The Site is located within the immediate and 
wider setting of this asset but does not contribute to its 
heritage significance, sharing no historic-architectural 
context pertinent to the significance of the asset.

Sensitivity 

6.181 As a locally listed building and therefore a non-designated 
heritage asset, the sensitivity to change of this heritage 
receptor is considered to be low.

7. 199 Ham Street  

Statutory address: Ham Street, Ham
Non-designated heritage asset
Local list reference: 83/02088/BTM
Date assigned: 5th September 1983 

Importance of receptor

6.182 No. 199 Ham Street is a late nineteenth century house 
with adjoining side extension and boundary wall. The 
principal building is constructed in red brick, with sash 
windows, brick frontage and of three storey height. The 
building is indicative of a nineteenth century upper middle 
class house. 199 Ham Street was assigned status as non-
designated heritage asset, added to the list of Building[s] 
of Townscape Merit in 1983. 

6.183 199 Ham Street is a characteristic example, both through 
its plan form and design of a nineteenth century upper 
middle class house. With a red brick façade, inset sash 
windows, rectangular plan and canted bay windows the 
building is very similar in material and colour palette to 
the adjacent Beaufort House and Manor House. A large 
curved extension is attached to the northern portion of 
the building, not considered to overly contribute to its 
architectural interest. 

6.184 No. 199 Ham Street can be considered of historic interest 
as well preserved surviving example of the original 
semi-rural environment that defined Ham during the 
late nineteenth century, when the original settlement 
comprised a blend of cottages and manor buildings. The 
buildings play a subsequent illustrative role in evidencing 
the built development of the area during this time.

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.185 199 Ham Street is highly similar to the adjacent Manor 
House and Beaufort House, employing an almost identical 
colour palette and design aesthetic. As such the immediate 
setting is the principal contributing factor that informs the 
heritage importance of the building. The building also 
shares a historic context with the adjacent Pointers and 

Wiggins Cottages, deriving some importance from these. 
The extended setting makes less of a contribution, largely 
punctuated by low-medium rise infill in the form of the Ham 
Estate and Orangery housing developments. The Site is 
located within the wider setting of this asset but does not 
contribute to its heritage significance, sharing no historic-
architectural context pertinent to the significance  of the 
asset.

Sensitivity 

6.186 As a locally listed building and therefore a non-designated 
heritage asset, the sensitivity to change of this heritage 
receptor is considered to be low.

8. 52 Ham Street [&] The Royal Oak

Statutory address: Ham Street, Ham
Non-designated heritage asset
Local list reference: 83/02186/BTM & 83/02186/BTM
Date assigned: 5th September 1983 

Importance of receptor

6.187 No. 52 Ham Street and The Royal Oak constitute a group of 
mid-late nineteenth century buildings. The Royal Oak is of 
two storey height, originally two terraces later conjoined to 
form a public house. 52 Ham Street is a two storey narrow 
depth late nineteenth century house. Both buildings were 
assigned status as non-designated heritage assets, added 
to the list of Building[s] of Townscape Merit in 1983. 

6.188 The Royal Oak can be considered of architectural interest 
for its unusual design, stemming from when the original 
buildings were merged during the late nineteenth century 
and refaced into a single façade to form a public house. 
This low sitting façade architecturally juxtaposes with 
the original Rhenish Helm style roof of the building[s] 
which it fronts. No. 52, when held against a number of 
its surrounding nineteenth century counterparts, can be 
considered of architectural interest for its characteristic 
symmetrical plan form and brick material palette. 

6.189 The Royal Oak can derive a certain historic interest 
from the illustrative value of its respective phases of 
development, evident from the eclectic appearance of 
the building. Both the Royal Oak and No. 52 Ham Street 
can be considered of historic interest as well preserved 
surviving examples of the original semi-rural environment 
that defined Ham during the late nineteenth century, when 

the original settlement comprised a blend of cottages 
and manor buildings. The buildings play a subsequent 
illustrative role in evidencing the built development of the 
area during this time.

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.190 The Royal Oak and No. 52 Ham Street form part of the 
linear eighteenth to nineteenth century streetscape that 
defines this section of Ham Street, lined on all sides by high 
brick walls and foliage. Newman House, Beaufort House 
and the Manor House are all visible at street level from 
this setting and form a coherent and legible historic built 
environment. It is this immediate setting that contributes 
most to the heritage importance of the buildings, with the 
extended setting punctuated by infill as well as low levels 
of inter-visibility reducing the visual impact of the extended 
built environment. The Site is located within the wider 
setting of this asset but does not contribute to its heritage 
significance, sharing no historic-architectural context 
pertinent to the significance  of the asset.

Sensitivity 

6.191 As a locally listed building and therefore a non-designated 
heritage asset, the sensitivity to change of this heritage 
receptor is considered to be low.

9. Tollemarche Almshouses 

Statutory address: Ham Street, Ham
Non-designated heritage asset
Local list reference: 83/-----/BTM
Date assigned: 5th September 1983 

Importance of receptor

6.192 The Tollemarche Almshouses (see figure 6.60) are a group 
of late nineteenth century almshouses. The buildings have 
a distinct appearance, of single storey height and richly 
decorated with roam tiles, patterned gables and dentil 
window linings. The almshouses were assigned status 
as non-designated heritage assets, added to the list of 
Building[s] of Townscape Merit in 1983. 

6.193 The architectural interest of the Tollemarche Almshouses 
can be attributed to the highly distinct design, especially 
so when the surrounding context is factored in. Forming 
a uniform consecutive row, the buildings convey a rich 
decorative architectural style, with arts and crafts elements 
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giving them an eclectic appearance. The frontages are 
defined by their mullion windows, decorated gables, 
Roman tile roof and boundary walls as well as the dentil 
style cornice above the windows.

6.194 The Tollemarche Almshouses derive their historic interest 
from a number of factors. Their historic association with 
Algernon Tollemarche is a contributor to the interest, 
having been   founded in 1892 by his widow, Frances 
Louisa Tollemache, with an endowment of 16,000 pounds, 
the aim being to support three couples and three single 
residents. More generally, the almshouses can be 
considered of historic interest as a consecutive row of 
highly well preserved late nineteenth century buildings, 
heightening their evidential value.

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.195 Their distinct design and unique architectural-historic 
context gives the Tollemarche Almshouses a somewhat 
self-contained setting, with their heritage importance 
informed little by the surrounding built environment. A small 
amount importance may be derived from the extended 
setting to the south, purely through the association and 
shared historic context of the neighbouring late nineteenth 
century terraces. The Site is located within the immediate 
and wider setting of this asset but does not contribute to 
its heritage significance, sharing no historic-architectural 
context pertinent to the significance  of the asset.

Sensitivity 

6.196 As a locally listed building and therefore a non-designated 
heritage asset, the sensitivity to change of this heritage 
receptor is considered to be low.

10. 40-46 Ham Street 

Statutory address: Ham Street, Ham
Non-designated heritage asset
Local list reference: 83/-----/BTM
Date assigned: 5th September 1983 

Importance of receptor

6.197 No. 40-46 Ham Street are a group of late nineteenth 
terraces. The buildings are two storeys in height, with sash 
windows surmounted by brick lintels, faced in white render 
with shallow pitch Welsh slate roofs. These terraces were 
assigned status as non-designated heritage assets, added 
to the list of Building[s] of Townscape Merit in 1983. 

6.198 The architectural interest of Nos. 40-46 is owed to their 
characteristic nineteenth century design and plan form. 
The buildings are characteristic of nineteenth century 
vernacular, with their narrow plan dimensions, sash 
windows and roofing style, highlighting them as buildings 
of this particular historic-architectural typology. The 
historic interest of Nos. 40-46 derives from the terraces 
being well preserved remnant examples of the early 
suburban environment that defined this section of Ham 
during the period in which they were constructed, factoring 
in their shared context with the terraces to the south. The 
buildings play a subsequent illustrative role in evidencing 
the built development of the area during this time. 

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.199 The immediate setting of the terraces to the south 
contributes most to their heritage importance, having 
been built at a similar time and style to the terraces lining 
Evelyn Road. As such this contributes to an historic 
environment coherency and legibility. The neighbouring 
Stokes House and Bench House also contribute to this, 
although to a lesser extent. The extended setting makes 
a mixed contribution largely punctuated by low-medium 
rise infill to the west, but a generally coherent historic built 
environment encompassing Ham Common to the south 
and Ham Street to the north. The Site is located within 
the wider setting of this asset but does not contribute to 
its heritage significance, sharing no historic-architectural 
context pertinent to the significance  of the asset.

Sensitivity 

6.200 As a locally listed building and therefore a non-designated 
heritage asset, the sensitivity to change of this heritage 
receptor is considered to be low.

11. 1-18 Evelyn Road

Statutory address: Ham Street, Ham
Non-designated heritage asset
Local list reference: 04/-----/BTM [&] 83/-----/BTM
Date assigned: 5th September 1983 [&] 26th June 2006

Importance of receptor

6.201 No. 1-18 Evelyn Road are a group of parallel and uniform 
late nineteenth terraces. The buildings are two storeys in 
height, with sash windows surmounted by brick lintels, 
constructed primarily from London stock brick with shallow 
pitch Welsh slate roofs. These terraces were assigned 
status as non-designated heritage assets, added to the list 
of Buinding[s] of Townscape Merit at intervals, in 1983 and 
2006.

6.202 Almost identical to Nos. 40-46 to the north, the architectural 
interest of Nos. 1-18 Evelyn Road is owed to their 
characteristic nineteenth century design and plan form. 
The buildings are characteristic of nineteenth century 
vernacular, with their narrow plan dimensions, sash 
windows and roofing style, highlighting them as buildings 
of this particular historic-architectural typology. 

6.203 The historic interest of Nos. 1-18 Evelyn Road derives 
from the terraces being well preserved remnant examples 
of the early suburban environment that defined this section 
of Ham during the period in which they were constructed, 
factoring in their shared context with the terraces to the 
north. The buildings play a subsequent illustrative role in 
evidencing the built development of the area during this 
time. 

Contribution of setting to heritage importance 

6.204 It is the built environment to the north, namely the almost 
identical Nos. 40-46 that contributes most to the heritage 
importance of Nos. 1-18, having been built at a similar 
time and style to the terraces lining Evelyn Road. As such 
this contributes to an historic environment coherency 
and legibility. The neighbouring Stokes House and 
Bench House also contribute to this, although to a lesser 

extent. The extended setting makes a mixed contribution 
largely punctuated by low-medium rise infill to the west, 
but a generally coherent nineteenth century historic built 
environment encompassing Ham Common to the south 
and Ham Street to the north. The Site is located within 
the wider setting of this asset but does not contribute to 
its heritage significance, sharing no historic-architectural 
context pertinent to the significance  of the asset.

Sensitivity 

6.205 As a locally listed building and therefore a non-designated 
heritage asset, the sensitivity to change of this heritage 
receptor is considered to be low.

12. Stokes House [&] Bench House 

Statutory address: Ham Street, Ham
Non-designated heritage asset
Local list reference: 83/02237/BTM [&] 09/0008/BTM
Date assigned: 5th September 1983 [&] 10th July 2009

Importance of receptor 

6.206 Stokes House and Bench House are a set of attached mid-
late nineteenth century manor houses, once collectively 
titled ‘Stokes Hall’. The plan and appearance of these 
buildings is unsymmetrical, with both brick and different 
coloured renders applied on different elevations. Stokes 
House was assigned status as non-designated heritage 
asset, added to the list of Building[s] of Townscape Merit in 
1983 and Bench House was later added in 2009.

6.207 Both buildings can be considered of architectural interest 
for their typology, plan form and constructional materials. 
Among a number of buildings comprising the immediate 
and extended setting, Stokes House and Bench House 
are characteristic nineteenth century upper middle 
class dwellings. Their interest is further enhanced by 
their large and sprawling plan form, indicative of the 
two buildings being numerously augmented and later 
merged. The impressive northern canted bay evidences 
the craftsmanship employed in their design, alongside the 
sash windows, stucco render and slate roofs.  

6.208 Stokes House and Bench House can be considered of 
historic interest as well preserved surviving examples of the 
original semi-rural environment that defined Ham during 
the late nineteenth century, when the original settlement 
comprised a blend of cottages and manor buildings. The 

Figure 6.60: A view of Tollemarche Almshouses from Ham Street.
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buildings play a subsequent illustrative role in evidencing 
the built development of the area during this time. Having 
been previously noted as a singular building, ‘Stokes Hall’, 
Stokes and Bench House also have a noteworthy self-
contained architectural chronology.

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.209 It is the linear immediate and extended setting of Ham Street 
that informs the heritage importance of these two buildings, 
which is still evidential of the original settlement that lined 
this street, heading toward Ham House to the north and 
Ham Common to the south. The setting is interspersed 
with eighteenth and nineteenth century cottages and 
manors. The setting to the west contributes less, primarily 
defined by later twentieth century infill development. The 
Site is located within the wider setting of this asset but 
does not contribute to its heritage significance, sharing no 
historic-architectural context pertinent to the significance 
of the asset.

Sensitivity 

6.210 As a locally listed building and therefore a non-designated 
heritage asset, the sensitivity to change of this heritage 
receptor is considered to be low.

13. 12-38 Ham Street 

Statutory address: Ham Street, Ham
Non-designated heritage asset
Local list reference: 83/-----/BTM
Date assigned: 5th September 1983

Importance of receptor 

6.211 No. 12-38 Ham Street comprise a row of late nineteenth 
terraced houses. The buildings range between two and 
three storeys in height, faced principally in white render a 
painted brick with shallow pitch Welsh slate roofs. These 
terraces were assigned status as non-designated heritage 
assets, added to the list of Building[s] of Townscape Merit 
in 1983.

6.212 These buildings share an architectural context with the 
similar terraced groups to the north, with their special 
architectural interest principally owed to their characteristic 
nineteenth century design and plan form. The buildings 
are indicative of nineteenth century vernacular, with their 

narrow plan dimensions, sash windows and roofing style, 
highlighting them as buildings of this particular historic-
architectural typology. 

6.213 The historic interest of these terraces derives from them 
being well preserved remnant examples of the early 
suburban environment that defined this section of Ham 
during the period in which they were constructed, factoring 
in their shared context with the terraces to the north. The 
buildings play a subsequent illustrative role in evidencing 
the built development of the area during this time. 

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.214 It is the built environment to the north, namely the 
similar Nos. 40-46 and Evelyn Road housing cluster that 
contributes most to the heritage importance of Nos. 12-
38, having been built at a similar time and style to the 
terraces to the north. As such this contributes to an historic 
environment coherency and legibility. The neighbouring 
Stokes House and Bench House also contribute to this, 
although to a lesser extent. The extended setting makes 
a mixed contribution largely punctuated by low-medium 
rise infill to the west, twentieth century housing lining 
the road to the south. Beyond this there is a generally 
coherent nineteenth century historic built environment 
encompassing Ham Common to the south and Ham 
Street to the north. The Site is located within the wider 
setting of this asset but does not contribute to its heritage 
significance, sharing no historic-architectural context 
pertinent to the significance of the asset.

Sensitivity 

6.215 As a locally listed building and therefore a non-designated 
heritage asset, the sensitivity to change of this heritage 
receptor is considered to be low.

14. Catholic Church of St. Thomas Aquinas

Statutory address: Ham Street, Ham
Non-designated heritage asset
Local list reference: 83/02244/BTM
Date assigned: 5th September 1983

Importance of receptor

6.216 The Catholic Church of St. Thomas Aquinas (see figure 
6.61) was constructed during the 1880s, initially to serve 
as a school building. The church seen today, being a 

combination of secular and ecclesiastical styles, is seen 
as a modest white brick structure with the fenestration and 
doorways constructed in a mild Gothic style. The Church 
of St. Thomas Aquinas was assigned status as a non-
designated heritage asset, added to the list of Building[s] 
of Townscape Merit in 1983. 

6.217 The architectural interest of the Church of St. Thomas 
Aquinas can be attributed to a number of reasons. Having 
been both used as a school and church, the modest 
exterior of the building represents an architectural balance 
between the two uses; the doorways and fenestration 
indicative of ecclesiastical architecture, whereas the plan 
form of the building and overall scale are more indicative 
of a small institutional community structure. 

6.218 The factors that contribute to the historic interest of the 
church are manifold. The original school building was 
constructed in part as a response to the criteria set by the 
Elementary Education Act passed 1870. Local residents 
raised funds to have a school building constructed 
with the aim of avoiding the establishment of a state 
controlled board school. As such the building represents 
a noteworthy aspect of local history. This is enhanced by 
the subsequent conversion of the building to a catholic 
church, the first mass being celebrated in 1968. Prior to 
the acquisition of the building Catholics had preciously 
attended worship in a temporary building located on the 
other side of the common. Cumulatively the church has 
strong socio-religious ties with the development of Ham 
during the late nineteenth century. 

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.219 Although situated to the north-western periphery, the 
church can be said to form an important focal point within 
the common that comprises its immediate and extended 
setting; especially so given the historic socio-religious ties 
that the building interrelates with the setting, as well as 
the similar nineteenth century construction date shared 
with wider built environment. This is also echoed within 
the extended setting to the north, with the school and 
subsequent church likely to have served the nineteenth 
century residents of Ham. The Site is located within the 
wider setting of this asset but does not contribute to its 
heritage significance, sharing no historic-architectural 
context pertinent to the significance of the asset.

Sensitivity 

6.220 As a locally listed building and therefore a non-designated 
heritage asset, the sensitivity to change of this heritage 
receptor is considered to be low.

Figure 6.61: Catholic Church of St. Thomas Aquinas.

15. 1-9 Ham Street

Statutory address: Lock Road, Ham
Non-designated heritage asset
Local list reference: 83/-----/BTM
Date assigned: 5th September 1983

Importance of receptor

6.221 1-9 Ham Street are early Edwardian terraces houses with 
a distinct appearance in relation to their built environment 
context. The buildings are of two storey height, with highly 
decorated red brick elevations, defined by the stepped 
bay windows, keystones, pointed gables and decorative 
woodwork. Nos. 1-9 Ham Street were assigned status 
as a non-designated heritage assets, added to the list of 
Building[s] of Townscape Merit in 1983.

6.222 The architectural interest of these buildings is owed to 
their typology and the level of craftsmanship employed in 
their construction. As outlined, Nos. 1-9 were constructed 
during the early Edwardian period and, by comparison 
with a number of other buildings of this date within the 
Greater London area, are markedly similar in appearance; 
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the decorative red brick, mild Gothic style gables and bay 
windows are all indicative of this. 

6.223 Although of a notably different appearance to their 
terraced counterparts to the north, the historic interest of 
these terraces derives from them being well preserved 
remnant examples of the early suburban environment that 
defined this section of Ham during the period in which they 
were constructed, factoring in their shared context with 
the terraces to the north. The buildings play a subsequent 
illustrative role in evidencing the built development of the 
area during this time. 

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.224 Although they form a focal point to the periphery of the 
common, it is the built environment to the north and east, 
namely the similar Nos. 40-46 and Evelyn Road housing 
cluster that contributes most to the heritage importance 
of Nos. 1-9, having been built at a similar time. The 
terraces relate less, in typology, to their Ham Common 
setting, although they do form part of its general historic 
built environment, contributing to its legibility. The Site is 
located within the wider setting of this asset but does not 
contribute to its heritage significance, sharing no historic-
architectural context pertinent to the significance of the 
asset.

Sensitivity 

6.225 As a locally listed building and therefore a non-designated 
heritage asset, the sensitivity to change of this heritage 
receptor is considered to be low.

16. 1 Lock Road

Statutory address: Lock Road, Ham
Non-designated heritage asset
Local list reference: 83/02326/BTM
Date assigned: 5th September 1983

Importance of receptor

6.226 1 Lock Road is a late nineteenth century house, with a 
distinct appearance in relation to its context. Of two and 
a half storey height, the building is closer to a cottage 
typology with narrower window openings and a narrower 
plan, with a steep pointed gambrel roof. 1 Lock Road 
was assigned status as a non-designated heritage asset, 
added to the list of Building[s] of Townscape Merit in 1983.

rectangular plan form and sash windows. 26 Ham Common 
was assigned status as a non-designated heritage asset, 
added to the list of Building[s] of Townscape Merit in 1983.

6.232 The architectural interest of 26 Ham Common stems 
from its appearance and plan form, being characteristic 
of nineteenth century vernacular. The sash windows, 
narrow pitch roof, building depth and original adherence 
to symmetry evidence this and mark the building out as 
a component part of the wider nineteenth century built 
environment context. 

6.233 The historic interest of 26 Ham Common relates to the well 
preserved nature of the fabric and illustrative value of the 
building. 26 Ham Common is subsequently is an excellent 
example, further enhanced by its well preserved exterior, 
of one of the late nineteenth century houses that defined 
the rural periphery of the village, prior to its subsequent 
growth. 

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.234 26 Ham Common forms part the highly legible immediate 
and extended eighteenth, nineteenth and early twentieth 
century setting that defines Ham Common and Ham 
Street. The building derives less importance from its 
western setting which is defined by later nineteenth and 
twentieth century residential development which infilled 
the previously rural setting. The Site is located within the 
wider setting of this asset but does not contribute to its 
heritage significance, sharing no historic-architectural 
context pertinent to the significance of the asset.

Sensitivity 

6.235 As a locally listed building and therefore a non-designated 
heritage asset, the sensitivity to change of this heritage 
receptor is considered to be low.

18. 22 Ham Common

Statutory address: Ham Common, Ham
Non-designated heritage asset
Local list reference: 09/00004/BTM
Date assigned: 10th July 2009

Importance of receptor

6.236 22 Ham Common is a late nineteenth century house, 
the double pile plan suggesting that it was likely to have 

been an amalgamation of two earlier buildings. The house 
conforms to a cottage typology, with smaller proportions 
and window openings, faced in white render, of two storey 
height with a Roman tile roof. The building was assigned 
status as a non-designated heritage asset, added to the 
list of Building[s] of Townscape Merit in 2009.

6.237 The architectural interest of 22 Ham Common can be 
attributed to its unique appearance and typology. The 
building was constructed during the late nineteenth 
century when Ham was largely still a village aligned with 
the central common and fields beyond; as such No. 22 
retains a legibility as one of the original cottage style 
buildings that interspersed the area. Its unusual double 
plan, despite its small cottage proportions, suggest it was 
merged with another adjacent building. 

6.238 The historic interest of this building relates to its context 
and evidential value of the surviving fabric. No. 22 is a 
good example, further enhanced by its well preserved 
exterior, of one of the late nineteenth century houses 
that defined the rural periphery of the village, prior to its 
subsequent growth. 

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.239 No. 22 Ham Common forms part of the highly legible 
immediate and extended eighteenth, nineteenth and early 
twentieth century setting that defines Ham Common and 
Ham Street. The building derives less importance from its 
western setting beyond the end of the conservation area 
and New Road which is defined by later nineteenth and 
twentieth century residential development which infilled 
the previously rural setting. The Site is located within the 
wider setting of this asset but does not contribute to its 
heritage significance, sharing no historic-architectural 
context pertinent to the significance of the asset.

Sensitivity 

6.240 As a locally listed building and therefore a non-designated 
heritage asset, the sensitivity to change of this heritage 
receptor is considered to be low.

19. Phoenix Cottage 

Statutory address: 1A New Road, Ham
Non-designated heritage asset
Local list reference: 83/02195/BTM
Date assigned: 5th September 1983

6.227 The architectural interest of Nos. 1 Lock Road stems from 
its appearance and plan form. At time of construction the 
house was situated to the periphery of the village of Ham, 
adjacent of open fields and its almost rural farmhouse like 
appearance evidences this context. The building is faced 
in render, with a slate roof, although this is likely a later 
replacement. The roofline is highly distinct, of a pointed 
gambrel style formation.

6.228 In relation to its surroundings, 1 Lock Road has a 
highly unique appearance. As outlined above, it is clear 
this relates to the almost rural context in which it was 
constructed. The building subsequently is an excellent 
example, further enhance by its well preserved exterior, 
of one of the late nineteenth century houses that defined 
the rural periphery of the village, prior to its subsequent 
growth. 

Contribution of setting to heritage importance 

6.229 Although of a unique appearance and likely different 
context, 1 Lock Road forms part the highly legible 
immediate and extended eighteenth, nineteenth and early 
twentieth century setting that defines Ham Common and 
Ham Street. The building derives less importance from its 
western setting which is defined by later nineteenth and 
twentieth century residential development which infilled 
the previously rural setting. The Site is located within the 
wider setting of this asset but does not contribute to its 
heritage significance, sharing no historic-architectural 
context pertinent to the significance of the asset.

Sensitivity 

6.230 As a locally listed building and therefore a non-designated 
heritage asset, the sensitivity to change of this heritage 
receptor is considered to be low.

17. 26 Ham Common

Statutory address: Ham Common, Ham
Non-designated heritage asset
Local list reference: 83/02231/BTM
Date assigned: 5th September 1983

Importance of receptor 

6.231 26 Ham Common is a late nineteenth century house and 
a characteristic example of this type of architecture within 
the Ham area. The house is of two storey height, with a 
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Importance of receptor

6.241 Phoenix Cottage comprises a two storey London stock 
brick late nineteenth century house. The building principal 
block has a polygonal plan, with a single storey side wing 
attached. Phoenix Cottage has sash and bay windows, 
with a pedimented Doric pilaster porch, surmounted by a 
three-light transom light. Phoenix Cottage was assigned 
status as a non-designated heritage asset, added to the 
list of Building[s] of Townscape Merit in 1983.

6.242 Phoenix Cottage derives its architectural interest from its 
unusual plan form, architectural decoration and plan form. 
The building, as judged from historic mapping, represents 
an amalgamation of two structures, a substantial portion 
of one being entirely demolished when they were merged. 
The architectural detailing evident on the porch, with its 
Doric pilaster supports and pediment top, alongside the 
accompanying transom lights, heightens this special 
interest.  

6.243 The historic interest of this building relates to its context 
and evidential value of the surviving fabric.  Alongside 
its surroundings, Phoenix Cottage represents a good 
example, further enhanced by its well preserved exterior, 
of one of the late nineteenth century houses that defined 
the rural periphery of the village, prior to its subsequent 
growth. 

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.244 With the adjacent nineteenth century cottages to the west, 
24 Ham Common to the north, and No. 22 to the east, 
Phoenix Cottage does draw heritage importance from 
its immediate eighteenth and nineteenth century setting. 
Beyond this, the setting that defines Ham Common and 
Ham Street is also strongly coherent. The building derives 
less importance from its western setting beyond the end 
of the conservation area and New Road which is defined 
by later nineteenth and twentieth century residential 
development which infilled the previously rural setting. The 
Site is located within the wider setting of this asset but 
does not contribute to its heritage significance, sharing no 
historic-architectural context pertinent to the significance 
of the asset.

Sensitivity 

6.245 As a locally listed building and therefore a non-designated 
heritage asset, the sensitivity to change of this heritage 
receptor is considered to be low.

20. 1-7 New Road Ham

Statutory address: 1-7 New Road, Ham
Non-designated heritage asset
Local list reference: 83/-----/BTM
Date assigned: 5th September 1983

Importance of receptor 

6.246 Nos. 1-7 New Ham Road comprise a row of late 
nineteenth century cottages, arranged in a stepped layout. 
The buildings were constructed in yellow stock brick with 
red brick decoration with sash windows and a central 
archway entrance, surmounted by a first floor above. 
Nos. 1-7 New Ham Road were assigned status as non-
designated heritage assets, added to the list of Building[s] 
of Townscape Merit in 1983.

6.247 Nos. 1-7 share an architectural context with the various 
interspersed terraces to the north and east, with their 
special architectural interest principally owed to their 
characteristic nineteenth century design and plan form. 
The buildings are indicative of nineteenth century 
vernacular, with their narrow plan dimensions, sash 
windows and low pitched slate roofs, highlighting them as 
buildings of this particular historic-architectural typology. 
The central archway entrance marks this group out as a 
unique collective. 

6.248 The historic interest of Nos. 1-7 is attributed to them being 
well preserved remnant examples of the early suburban 
environment that defined this section of Ham during the 
period in which they were constructed, factoring in their 
shared context with the terraces to the north and east. The 
buildings play a subsequent illustrative role in evidencing 
the built development of the area during this time. 

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.249 Situated by Phoenix Cottage and No. 22 to the east, 
although of a different typology, the terraces draw a 
certain level of heritage importance from the immediate 
eighteenth and nineteenth century setting. Beyond this, 
the setting that defines Ham Common and Ham Street 

is also strongly coherent. These buildings derive less 
importance from their western setting beyond the end of 
the conservation area and New Road which is defined 
by later nineteenth and twentieth century residential 
development which infilled the previously rural setting. The 
Site is located within the wider setting of this asset but 
does not contribute to its heritage significance, sharing no 
historic-architectural context pertinent to the significance 
of the asset.

Sensitivity 

6.250 As a locally listed building and therefore a non-designated 
heritage asset, the sensitivity to change of this heritage 
receptor is considered to be low.

21. Flax Cottage 

Statutory address: Ham Common, Ham
Non-designated heritage asset
Local list reference: 83/02567/BTM
Date assigned: 5th September 1983

Importance of receptor

6.251 Flax Cottage constitutes a pair of conjoined nineteenth 
century houses, with the northern block symmetrical in 
plan, the façade defined by a central doorway with flanking 
canted bay and sash windows. The southernmost block is 
asymmetrical and square in plan, with a pyramidal roof. 
Flax Cottage was assigned status as a non-designated 
heritage asset, added to the list of Building[s] of Townscape 
Merit in 1983.

6.252 As a product of the nineteenth century and several 
respective phases of development, the factors that 
contribute to the architectural interest of Flax Cottage are 
numerous. The rich detailing evident on both blocks in the 
form of quoins, canted bay and sash windows and stucco 
render mark them out was well crafted structures. Through 
their architectural footprints and varied appearances the 
plan form of both of the original buildings is still evident, 
heightening the overall interest. 

6.253 The historic interest of Flax Cottage relates to its context 
and evidential value of the surviving fabric. The building, 
alongside Gordon House to the north and Forbes House 
to the south is a good example, further enhanced by 
its well preserved exterior, of one of the late nineteenth 
century houses that defines Ham Common and the wider 
conservation area. 

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.254 Flax Cottage forms a focal point, alongside its early 
modern counterpart villas and manors, within the 
immediate and extended eighteenth, nineteenth and early 
twentieth century setting that punctuates Ham Common. 
The building derives less importance from its western and 
southern setting, which is defined by later nineteenth and 
twentieth century residential development which infilled 
the previously rural setting. The Site is located within the 
wider setting of this asset but does not contribute to its 
heritage significance, sharing no historic-architectural 
context pertinent to the significance of the asset.

Sensitivity 

6.255 As a locally listed building and therefore a non-designated 
heritage asset, the sensitivity to change of this heritage 
receptor is considered to be low.

22. 45-49 Ham Common

Statutory address: Ham Street, Ham
Non-designated heritage asset
Local list reference: 83/-----/BTM
Date assigned: 5th September 1983

Importance of receptor

6.256 No. 45-49 Ham Common comprise a row of five mid-
late nineteenth century terraced houses. The buildings, 
although subject to some variation in roofline height, are 
all two storeys faced principally in patterned red brick or 
white render with shallow pitch Welsh slate roofs. These 
terraces were assigned status as non-designated heritage 
assets, added to the list of Building[s] of Townscape Merit 
in 1983.

6.257 These buildings share an architectural context with the 
similar terraced groups to the north, with their special 
architectural interest principally owed to their characteristic 
nineteenth century design and plan form. The buildings 
are indicative of nineteenth century vernacular, with their 
narrow plan dimensions, sash windows and roofing style, 
highlighting them as buildings of this particular historic-
architectural typology. 

6.258 The historic interest of these terraces derives from them 
being well preserved remnant examples of the early 
suburban environment that defined this section of Ham 
during the period in which they were constructed, factoring 
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in their shared context with the terraces to the north lining 
Ham Street. The buildings play a subsequent illustrative 
role in evidencing the built development of the area during 
this time. 

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.259 It is the built environment to the north and west, namely 
the in the form of Nos 1-9 Ham Street and beyond Nos. 
40-46 as well as the Evelyn Road housing cluster that 
contributes most to the heritage importance of Nos. 40-
49, having been built at a similar time and style. As such 
this contributes to an historic environment coherency 
and legibility within the extended setting. More generally, 
as part of the immediate Ham Common setting, the 
built environment of which seen today dates principally 
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, these buildings form 
an important component part. The Site is located within 
the wider setting of this asset but does not contribute to 
its heritage significance, sharing no historic-architectural 
context pertinent to the significance of the asset.

Sensitivity 

6.260 As a locally listed building and therefore a non-designated 
heritage asset, the sensitivity to change of this heritage 
receptor is considered to be low.

23. Vine Cottage 

Statutory address: Ham Common, Ham
Non-designated heritage asset
Local list reference: 83/02189/BTM
Date assigned: 5th September 1983

Importance of receptor 

6.261 Vine Cottage comprises a late nineteenth century 
rectangular plan house, extended to the north during the 
early twentieth century. The building was constructed to 
an L-plan, with an grandiose principal elevation with wide 
sash windows, Doric pilaster porch-way surmounted with 
a rectangular dentil cornice. Vine Cottage was added to 
the list of Building[s] of Townscape Merit in 1983.

6.262 The architectural interest of this building stems from its 
typology and the level of craftsmanship employed in its 
construction. Although extended with a block to the north-
east, the original ‘L plan’ and house footprint remains 
legible. The sweeping street facing elevation, broken by the 

elaborate classical porch-way enhances the architectural 
impression of the building, indicative of an intended level 
of craftsmanship. 

6.263 Vine Cottage can be considered of historic interest for 
its evidential value, with the exception of a later north-
eastern wing extension, the building survives well and 
is illustrative of the late nineteenth and early twentieth 
century suburban-rural character of Ham, when the area 
was 
Largely defined by cottages, upper middle class dwellings 
and manor buildings. 

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.264 Vine Cottage, alongside the buildings lining this northern 
section of the common, forms a component part of an 
important group. In both appearance and scale, the 
buildings shares a contextual relationship with the upper-
middle class dwellings lining this section of the road, 
forming an important focal point as part of the immediate 
and extended Ham Common Setting. The Site is located 
within the wider setting of this asset but does not contribute 
to its heritage significance, sharing no historic-architectural 
context pertinent to the significance of the asset.

Sensitivity 

6.265 As a locally listed building and therefore a non-designated 
heritage asset, the sensitivity to change of this heritage 
receptor is considered to be low.

24. Watergate 

Statutory address: Ham Common, Ham
Non-designated heritage asset
Local list reference: 12/00028/BTM
Date assigned: 10th August 2012

Importance of receptor

6.266 Watergate was constructed during the late nineteenth 
or early twentieth century, at some point between 1890 
and 1910. Although subject to an augmented western 
elevation in the form of the garage, Watergate retains 
its original square plan, of two storey height with canted 
bay windows and pyramidal roof. The building is almost 
identical in appearance to the neighbouring Pond House 
and was assigned status as a non-designated heritage 
asset, added to the list of Building[s] of Townscape Merit in 
2012.

6.267 The architectural interest of this building stems from its 
typology. The square symmetrical plan form, pyramidal roof 
and other features, an example being the bay windows, 
are all indicative of late Victorian and early Edwardian 
architectural styles. Alongside the Pond House, Watergate 
is an excellent example of one of the later suburban homes 
that would come to encircle the common. 

6.268 Watergate can be considered of historic interest for its 
evidential value, with the exception of a later garage 
extension the building survives well and is illustrative of 
the late nineteenth and early twentieth century suburban-
rural character of Ham, when the area was largely defined 
by cottages, upper middle class dwellings and manor 
buildings. 

Contribution of setting to heritage importance

6.269 The immediate setting to the east of the house is one of the 
contributing factors that informs the heritage importance 
of the building. As outlined, the building interrelates 
heavily with the adjacent Pond House, sharing an historic-
architectural context. This equally applies to Pine Cottage 
and the terraces beyond. The extended setting, both to 
the south and north makes a similar contribution, with 
the majority of buildings here being of a similar date and 
historic illustrative value.  The Site is located within the 
wider setting of this asset but does not contribute to its 
heritage significance, sharing no historic-architectural 
context pertinent to the significance of the asset.

Sensitivity 

6.270 As a locally listed building and therefore a non-designated 
heritage asset, the sensitivity to change of this heritage 
receptor is considered to be low.

25. Pond House

Statutory address: Ham Common, Ham
Non-designated heritage asset
Local list reference: 12/00027/BTM
Date assigned: 10th August 2012

Importance of receptor

6.271 The Pond House was constructed during the late 
nineteenth or early twentieth century, at some point 
between 1890 and 1910. Although subject to a number 

of extensions over time the building retains its original 
square plan, of two storey height with canted bay windows 
and pyramidal roof. The Pond House was assigned status 
as a non-designated heritage asset, added to the list of 
Building[s] of Townscape Merit in 2012.

6.272 The architectural interest of this building stems from its 
typology. The square symmetrical plan form, pyramidal 
roof and other features, an example being the bay 
windows, are all indicative of late Victorian and early 
Edwardian architectural styles. The Pond House is an 
excellent example of one of the later suburban homes that 
would come to encircle the common. The Pond House can 
be considered of historic interest for its evidential value, 
with the exception of a later garage extension the building 
survives well and is illustrative of the late nineteenth and 
early twentieth century suburban-rural character of Ham, 
when the area was largely defined by cottages, upper 
middle class dwellings and manor buildings. 

Contribution of setting of heritage importance

6.273 The immediate setting to the east of the house is one of the 
contributing factors that informs the heritage importance 
of the building, with the Pond House sharing an historic-
architectural context with the adjacent Watergate, Pine 
Cottage and terraces beyond. The extended setting, both 
to the south and north makes a similar contribution, with 
the majority of buildings here being of a similar date and 
historic illustrative value. The Site is located within the 
wider setting of this asset but does not contribute to its 
heritage significance, sharing no historic-architectural 
context pertinent to the significance of the asset.

Sensitivity 

6.274 As a locally listed building and therefore a non-designated 
heritage asset, the sensitivity to change of this heritage 
receptor is considered to be low.
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7. The Proposed Development

Introduction

7.1 This section offers a brief description of the Proposed 
Development, with particular emphasis on how townscape, 
heritage and visual-related considerations have informed 
the final design, as well as an independent assessment 
of the design quality proposed. To illustrate this, only a 
small selection of images and plans produced by BPTW 
architects for the residential buildings, WRAP architects 
for the community centre and Maker Labs, as well as 
landscape drawings and plans by Land Use Consultants 
(LUC) landscape architects are included. For a full 
description of the Proposed Development the reader is 
referred to Chapter 2 of the ES report Volume I: Proposed 
development and Site context, the Design and Access 
Statement (DAS) and the plans submitted as part of this 
planning application.

7.2 The Proposed Development is described as: “Demolition 
of	 existing	 buildings	 on-site	 and	 phased	 mixed-use	
development	comprising	452	residential	homes	(Class	C3)	
up	to	six	storeys;	a	Community/Leisure	Facility	(Class	F2)	
of	up	to	3	storeys	in	height,	a	“Maker	Labs”	(sui	generis)	
of	up	to	2	storeys	together	with	basement	car	parking	and	
site	wide	landscaping.”

Massing, scale and form

7.3 The Proposed Development is divided into  three phases; 
phase 1 (blocks A,B,W,D and the Maker Labs and the 
community centre),  phase 2 (blocks M, N, O, T, U, V), 
and phase 3 ( blocks C, E, F, G, H, I, J, K, L,P, Q, R, S). 
Overall the Proposed Development will feature 22 blocks 
in addition to the community centre and Maker Labs 
buildings (see figures 7.1). The Proposed Development 
will provide 452 residential homes.

7.4 The massing on these blocks are arranged to respond to 
the baseline condition, constraints and other sensitivities 
of the Site and its context, such as: the existing main 
sewer line and the existing areas of townscape importance 
to the immediate eastern and western sides of the Site.  In 
addition these  elements are designed and arranged for the 
following reasons: to reduce its impact on the surrounding 

streets and buildings; to respond sensitively on the issue 
of height for the proposed buildings on Ashburnham Road 
and their impact on the existing Clinic; to reduce impact 
on the western edge and boundary where the proposed 
Maker Labs is located; and finally to reduce the impact of 
the proposed block on the eastern side where the Village 
Green is located. The maximum proposed height of six 
storeys is arranged for the central blocks (featuring a sixth 
storey set-back on blocks C, E, I, M, S, and V)  located on 
the proposed linear park. Block R is proposed at a height 
of five storeys. Blocks A, B, D, H, J, N, O, T, U, and W will 
rise to four storeys. The  houses on Ashburnham Road 
and Woodville Road rise to three storeys in height (Blocks 
F, G, K, L, P, Q).

7.5 Overall the arrangement of the proposed massing, height 
(see figure 7.2) and the proposed block’s orientation 
is based on  best practice urban design with optimum 
separation distances between blocks, as well as the 
objective of creating a new green link through the centre 
of the Site and the proposed blocks to the Village Green. 
The intention of the design, massing, scale and form of the 
buildings is to improve the existing disparate orientation 
and poor urban design and public realm conditions of the 
existing blocks and Site, and make it to integrate better 
with its immediate and wider context. Figure 7.1: Proposed massing. Source: BPTW.
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Architecture/urban design

7.6 The architecture of all phases, is a response to the 
surrounding context of  Ham Close including the setting 
of the heritage assets, as well as the existing residential 
blocks and townscape around  the Site.

7.7 The design for the Proposed Development was based on 
a number of different concepts, including:

•	 Introducing distinctive landscape areas into the Proposed 
Development in order to bring more variety in to the scheme 
(proposed landscape areas include: Village Green, Green 
Link, Communal Garden, Private Gardens, and retaining 
Existing Park);

•	 Creating a pedestrian friendly and car free development, 
where ease of movement and open grain is prioritised;

•	 Adopting a design and architecture strategy based on 
developing character areas for the proposed homes 
and apartment buildings; (the character areas include: 
Ashburnham Road Area, Linear Park area (blocks C, E, 
I, R, S), Village Green (blocks M, O, U, V), and Woodville 

Road (blocks D, P, Q, T, W), Central Streets (blocks B, F, 
H, J, L & N );

•	 Façade design, articulation and overall architecture are 
proposed after a thorough study of the local vernacular 
architecture, local building materials, and local building 
typologies;

•	 Creating sense of safety, and sense of place
•	 Improving permeability, legibility and providing better 

accessible, and inclusive design, following secured by 
design principles

•	 Providing private amenity spaces 

7.8 The design concepts and strategies have ensured the 
optimisation of the Site’s strengths and maximising its 
potential for the residents and the local community. 

Facade  and articulation 

7.9 The façades of the blocks have been designed to reflect 
the surrounding vernacular architecture (see figures 7.6-
7.10). The proposed façade in all blocks feature: ordered 
fenestration; horizontal banding at different levels will be 
applied in order to  make each floor more separated and 
more readable; formal architectural language; symmetric 
façades for in some of the blocks on Village Green area 
(blocks M, O, U, V); vertical window proportions; clear 
and legible entrances; variety of detailing such as brick 
(detailing) to highlight the roofline and windows; and 
a stepped design for all six storey blocks to reduced 
perceived massing. The details of the façade for each 
of the proposed character areas (see figure 7.3)are as 
following:

•	 Ashburnham Road: the blocks fronting Ashburnham Road 
include Blocks A (four storeys), G and K (three storeys). 
Block A will feature a  symmetrical fenestration, horizontal 
banding, vertical window proportions, light multi buff stock 
brick, recessed panels and soldier course detailing. Blocks 
G and K are flat roofed houses, designed with multi buff 
brick, white brick at base with white brick banding and 
recessed brick stripe detailing. 

•	 Woodville Road: the blocks fronting Woodville Road 
include Blocks W, D and T (four storeys) and Blocks P and 
Q (three storeys). Blocks W, D and T feature symmetrical 
fenestration with a centrally located entrance. These blocks 
will also feature horizontal banding, a simple roofline, light 
multi buff stock brick, white stock bricks on ground floors, 
recessed panels and soldier course detailing. Blocks P and 
Q feature houses in light Richmond blend brick façade, 
vaulted ceiling, white brick at the base with recessed brick 
stripe detailing, recessed panels and entrances, and white 
banding to separate ground floors from upper floors.

•	 Village Green: the blocks fronting the Village Green include 
Blocks V and M (six storeys set-back), and Blocks O and 
U (four storeys). These blocks are symmetric in design 
elements on their frontages. These buildings feature tall 
windows, inset balconies, large bays and windows to 
emphasise the scale as they overlook the green, detailing to 
the top of the windows with soldier courses, and horizontal 
banding. In order to highlight certain elements within the 
design, white stock brick is used on the ground floor of 
each block. Blocks O and M appear in light Richmond 
blend brick, olive yellow window frames and balconies 
with railings, and brick details such as  soldier course on 
top of the windows. Blocks V and M feature light multi buff 
stock brick, white windows frames and balconies railing, a 

recessed panel in the central and core bay of the building, 
and extruded stripes of brick detailing on top floors.

•	 Linear Park: blocks fronting the Linear Park include Blocks 
E, I, C and S, rising to six storeys with the top  set-back, 
and Block R which rises to five storeys. Blocks I and E 
are adjacent and will feature similar building typology, 
a symmetrical and ordered fenestration with a central 
entrance and window detailing, white stock brick  and 
extruded banding of brick detailing on the top (set-back) 
floors, soldier courses of brick detailing above the windows, 
Richmond blend brick façade for Block I and light multi buff 
stock brick for Block E. Blocks C and S are sister blocks 
and feature a similar building typology and a symmetrical 
façade design, with horizontal banding, varied window 
proportions with a more horizontal emphasis, Richmond 
blend brick and thick white banding. White stock brick is 
applied to the set-back floor for a lighter appearance. Block 
R is the only block within the masterplan that features 
large round bays, white stock brick, brick detailing and 
white banding to enhance the elevation.

•	 Central Streets: Blocks B, H, J&N, which are four storeys 
in height and Blocks L&F which are three storeys, are 
located within the central streets area. This area connects 
the Linear Park with perimeter blocks fronting Ashburnham 
Road. Blocks H and J feature mews houses, in white brick, 
slate roof, dormer windows, and recessed brick strip detail 
on their ground floors, as well as inset parking spaces,. 
Blocks L and F feature houses with multi buff brick 
facades, flat roofs, off street parking, Juliet windows to first 
floor living rooms, and white recessed brick details on their 
ground floors. 

7.10 In the case of the Maker Labs (see figure 7.9), the 
proposed building has been designed with a barn like 
pitch roof; a vertical charred timber façade; and horizontal 
charred timber areas close to the entrance. The scale and 
location of the building have been carefully considered to 
work with the immediate surroundings, as well as having a 
visual relationship with the green link through the Site. 

7.11 The community centre (see figure 7.7) has been designed 
with setback loggia at the ground floor and will create a level 
access around the whole building. The proposed façades 
of this building feature: stack bonded brick coursing; stone 
coping and arched details; entrances wrapped around the 
ground floor of the building; a recessed western elevation; 
a recessed window looking into the activity hall on the 
eastern elevation; protruding fluted architectural reliefs; 
and a number of terraces on the top floor.  Recessed 
windows are placed on some elevations in order to break 
up the massing of the building. 

Figure 7.2: Proposed height plan. 
Source: BPTW.

Figure 7.3: Proposed character areas of master plan. Source: 
BPTW.
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Materials

7.12 The building materials for the proposed residential blocks 
exhibit  a range of  different material pallets, primarily 
influenced by the surrounding context, including  multi buff 
bricks, light stock brick, light Richmond blend brick, white 
bandings, olive and white coloured window frames, metal 
balustrades, and patterned screens inspired by patterns 
found at Ham House (see figure 7.4).

7.13 The proposed building materials for the Maker Labs 
building are charred timber, galvanised steel windows, 
barn door metal work and a zinc roof in black, clearly 
differentiating it from the residential blocks and identifying 
it as a focal point in the masterplan.

7.14 The building materials for the proposed community centre 
include Glass Reinforced Concrete (GRC), arched loggia 
panels, fluted GRC for the main entrance, reconstituted 
stone sills, a light stone façade for upper floors, and 
aluminium window frames. The architectural differentiation 
of this building to the residential blocks will also be 
apparent, and along with its positioning within the Site (to 
the far east of the Site) will provide a focal point for the 
wider community. 

Landscaping 

7.15 The landscape is one of the key elements of the design 
strategy, in order for the Site to integrate with the greener 
character of the surrounding context (see figures 7.5-7.10). 
The landscape’s masterplan will provide a linear park that 
visually connects the Village Green through the centre 
of the scheme and to the green land on the immediate 
western side of the Site (outside its boundaries). This 
will also improve the biodiversity on the Site and create 
a green corridor for the fauna and flora of the area. In 
addition it aims to create communal courtyards for the 
future residents, as well as clearly separated private 
amenity spaces. The edge/ parameters of the Site will 
also be treated formally in order to increase the overall 
greening and in order to reduce the visual impact of the 
proposed buildings as seen from different locations within 
the surrounding streetscape and context. 

7.16 The landscape masterplan also retains some parts of the 
existing landscape as well as some of the existing trees. It 
will enhance the pedestrian movement and will create play 
areas for children.

Figure 5.4: Proposed material application. Source: BPTW. Figure 7.5: Proposed landscape masterplan. Source: BPTW.

Figure 7.6: Visualisation of Ham Close . Source: BPTW.

Figure 7.7: Visualisation of the community centre. Source: BPTW.
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Assessment of design quality

7.17 The Proposed Development is the result of an iterative 
design process which took into account the sensitivity of 
the neighbouring streets close to the Site. The Proposed 
Development will improve the Site by applying varied 
scales and architectural styles of the buildings immediately 
surrounding the Site. 

7.18 By placing the taller elements away from the street frontages 
located on the Site’s edge and towards the centre of the 
Site, the proposed scheme will minimise any potential 
visual impacts as perceived from the surrounding areas. 
Each block has been designed efficiently to maximise 
the residential spaces and amenity. The Proposed 
Development will increase legibility within the Site and its 
immediate context, it will increase active frontages and 
a sense of security through natural surveillance and will 
provide a sense of enclosure along the streets, emulating 
the condition of the streets around the Site and consistent 
with good urban design practice.  

7.19 It is also noted that the proposed design, the arrangement 
of the blocks, the use of different brick tonnage, and the 
proposed fenestration will reduce the perceived massing 
and scale of the Proposed Development including from 
views within the Site  as well as outside the Site, as shown 
in section 8 (Visual Impact Assessment).

7.20 In the case of Maker Labs and the community centre, the 
proposed massing, scale and form are based on the notion 
of responding appropriately to their surrounding context as 
well the overall arrangement of the Proposed Development 
(residential homes). The design and massing of the 
buildings is carefully considered, and will provide important 
facilities to the future residents and wider community.

7.21 Overall, the massing and the height of the Proposed 
Development are sympathetic to the neighbouring 
buildings and residential streets, and are appropriate for 
a Site in this location (as shown in medium to close range 
views ( views 1 -14 and 17-22) in section 8).

7.22 In summary the result is an elegant and distinct, yet simple 
design, which will greatly improve the existing condition on 
and around the Site (see figures 7.6- 7.10).

Figure 7.10: Visualisation of Ham Close, a view of  play space proposed within the linear park . Source: BPTW.

Figure 7.9: Visualisation of Ham Close, view from linear park looking at Maker Labs . Source: BPTW.

Figure 7.8: Visualisation of Ham Close. Source: BPTW.
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8. Potential Impacts/effects  

Effects During Demolition and construction

8.1         The Site for redevelopment covers 4.69 hectares, which 
currently accommodates 14 buildings. As set out in 
demolition and construction schedule included in the 
Construction Environmental Management Plan, main 
works including demolition of the existing buildings on the 
Site and construction works will begin in March 2023 and, 
in total, are expected to last till March 2030.

Potential effects of the Proposed Development

8.2 Works involved during the demolition and construction 
phases can have visual effects that can affect the setting 
of heritage assets, as well as the quality of the townscape 
and the visual amenity of people, though these are inherent 
in the construction of buildings. These works usually 
involve the use of heavy machinery and tall cranes, the 
erection of other infrastructure needed for construction, 
such as scaffolding, hoarding, mobile cranes, site lighting, 
temporary site offices and facilities, etc., as well as 
ground excavation and building of foundations, before the 
construction of the buildings themselves.

8.3 The assessment of the effects of demolition and construction 
is the same as that for the completed development and 
is based on extrapolating information from the AVRs 
presented in section 8.0 (Effects on visual receptors), 
which help visualise the likely effects of the demolition 
and construction process in terms of their visibility. Effects 
during demolition and construction are assumed to be 
temporary and short term. It is accepted that the condition 
on the Site is likely to change throughout the demolition 
and construction process. This assessment, therefore, 
focuses on the worst case scenario of the process, once 
construction has commenced and the cranes and other 
construction infrastructure are on site. 

8.4 For the purpose of the assessment, their effects are more 
likely to be of an adverse nature in aesthetic terms of a 
visual effect, though, as mentioned above, this effect is 
temporary and unavoidable when undertaking works of 
this nature. The effects can also be neutral in cases where 
there is little or no visibility towards the Site. Table 8.1 
summarises the effects for all the receptors.

Effects on views 
8.5 In terms of views, the significance of effect as a result of 

the demolition and construction process is considered to 
be ‘moderate’ (significant) in significance and ‘adverse’  in 
nature for views 5,18,19,20,21 and 22. It is considered to 
be ‘minor’ (not significant) in significance and ‘adverse’ in 
nature for all other views. The effect is temporary in all 
cases. 

 Effects on townscape
8.6 In terms of townscape character areas, the significance of 

effect as a result of the demolition and construction process 
is considered to be ‘moderate’ (significant) in significance 
and ‘adverse’ in nature for TCA B. It is considered to be 
‘minor’ (not significant) in significance and ‘adverse’ in 
nature for TCAs A ,C and  ‘negligible’ (not significant) in 
significance and ‘adverse’ in nature for TCA D . The effect 
is temporary in all cases. 

Effects on heritage

8.7 The effects attributable to demolition and construction for 
heritage receptors would be considered  to be to be ‘minor’ 
(not significant) in significance and ‘adverse’ in nature for 
most  receptors. The effect is temporary in all cases. 

Potential cumulative effects 

8.8 The effects as described above have the potential to 
be intensified by the combined effect of the Proposed 
Development and other schemes coming forward in the 
area. The cumulative schemes identified as part of this 
assessment are situated at a significant distance from the 
Site. It is unlikely that they will be experienced visually 
in combination with the proposed development. Given 
the distance between the schemes in relation to the Site 
and the likely lack of  intervisibility, it is considered that 
the cumulative effect would stand at ‘no effect’ or remain 
as , temporary, and of a ‘negligible’ significance (not 
significant) and neutral in nature.
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Table 8.1 (Contd.): Summary of demolition and construction effects. Only ‘moderate’ or 
‘major’ effects are considered significant in EIA terms.

Table 8.1 : Summary of demolition and construction effects. Only ‘moderate’ or ‘major’ 
effects are considered significant in EIA terms.

Receptor – effects Demolition and Construction effects 

(temporary & short term) 
Heritage receptors (listed buildings)  

1. Ham House Minor (not significant), adverse 

2. Entrance, Gates and Railings of 
Forecourt to Ham House 

Minor (not significant), adverse 

3. Forecourt of Ham House Minor (not significant), adverse 

4. Garden Walls and Gate piers to south 
of House 

Minor (not significant), adverse 

5. Ham House Stables Minor (not significant), adverse 

6. Ice House Minor (not significant), adverse 

7. Service Yard Entrance to Ham House Minor (not significant), adverse 

8. Tea Room Minor (not significant), adverse 

9. Manor House Minor (not significant), adverse 

10. Stables to Manor House Minor (not significant), adverse 

11. Beaufort House Minor – moderate (not significant), adverse 

12. Beaufort Cottages Minor (not significant), adverse 

13. Boundary Wall to Beaufort House Minor – moderate (not significant), adverse 

14. Boundary Wall on East Side of Ham 
Street between Ham House Stables 
and the Manor House 

Minor (not significant), adverse 

15. Orford Hall St. Michaels Convent Minor (not significant), adverse 

16. Avenue Cottage Minor (not significant), adverse 

17. Avenue Cottage Minor (not significant), adverse 

18. Avenue Lodge Minor (not significant), adverse 

19. Ensleigh Lodge Minor (not significant), adverse 

20. Newman House Minor – moderate (not significant), adverse 

21. Gordon House Minor (not significant), adverse 

22. Selby House Minor (not significant), adverse 

23. The Little House Minor (not significant), adverse 

Heritage receptors (conservation areas)  

1. Ham House Conservation Area Minor – moderate (not significant), adverse 

2. Ham Common Conservation Area Minor (not significant), adverse 

Heritage receptors (Registered Park and 
Garden) 

 

1. Ham House Minor (not significant), adverse 

Heritage receptors (Non-designated 
heritage asset) 

 

1. St. Richard’s Church Minor – moderate (not significant), adverse 

2. Old Ham Lodge 
 

Negligible (not significant), adverse 

3. The Garden House Negligible (not significant), adverse 

4. 209 Ham Street Negligible (not significant), adverse 

5. 1-5 Wiggins Cottages Minor (not significant), adverse 

6. 1-6 Pointers Cottages Negligible (not significant), adverse 

7. 199 Ham Street Minor (not significant), adverse 

8. 52 Ham Street and The Royal Oak Minor (not significant), adverse 

9. Tollemarche Almshouses Minor (not significant), adverse 

10. 40-46 Ham Street Negligible (not significant), adverse 

11. 1-18 Evelyn Road Minor (not significant), adverse 

12. Stokes House and Bench House Minor (not significant), adverse 

13. 12-38 Ham Street Negligible (not significant), adverse 

14. Catholic Church of St. Thomas 
Aquinas 

Negligible (not significant), adverse 

15. 1-9 Ham Street Negligible (not significant), adverse 

16. 1 Lock Road Negligible (not significant), adverse 

17. 26 Ham Common Negligible (not significant), adverse 

18. 22 Ham Common Negligible (not significant), adverse 
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Table 8.1 (Contd.): Summary of demolition and construction effects. Only ‘moderate’ or 
‘major’ effects are considered significant in EIA terms.

Table 8.1 (Contd.): Summary of demolition and construction effects. Only ‘moderate’ or 
‘major’ effects are considered significant in EIA terms.

19. Phoenix Cottage Negligible (not significant), adverse 

20. 1-7 New Ham Road Negligible (not significant), adverse 

21. Flax Cottage Minor (not significant), adverse 

22. 45-49 Ham Common Minor (not significant), adverse 

23. Vine Cottage Minor (not significant), adverse 

24. Watergate Negligible (not significant), adverse 

25. Pond House Minor (not significant), adverse 

Townscape receptors  

Townscape character area A:   
Ham Lands and green environs 

Minor (not significant), adverse 

Townscape character area B: 
 Mid-20th century development 

Moderate (significant), adverse 

Townscape character area C: 
Ham House and Ham Common 
character area including the historic 
buildings and structures/areas to the 
east 

Minor (not significant), adverse 

Townscape character area D:   
Sandy Lane Residential 

Negligible (not significant), adverse 

Visual Receptors  

View 1: Ham Common, looking north-west. 
 

Minor (not significant), adverse 

View 2: Ham Street & Evelyn Road , looking 
north-west. 

 

Negligible (not significant), adverse 

View 3: Ashburnham Road, Ham Library, 
looking west. 

 

Minor – moderate (not significant), adverse 

View 4: Mowbray Road, looking north. 
 

Minor – moderate (not significant), adverse 

View 5: Ashburnham Road, Ham Children’s 
Centre, looking north-east. 

Moderate (significant), adverse 

View 6: Ashburnham Road & Broughton 
Avenue, looking north-east. 

Minor (not significant), adverse 

View 7: Croft Way & Rushmead, looking east. 
 

Minor (not significant), adverse 

View 8: Woodville Road, looking north-east. 
 

Minor – moderate (not significant), adverse 

View 9: Woodville Road, looking north-east. 
 

Minor – moderate (not significant), adverse 

View 10: Stuart Road, looking south. 
 

Minor – moderate (not significant), adverse 

View 11: Murray Road & Stretton Road, looking 
south. 

 

Minor – moderate (not significant), adverse 

View 12: Ham House Garden, looking south-
west. 

 

No change (not significant), adverse 

View 13: Sandy Lane & Ham Street, looking 
south-west. 

 

Minor (not significant), adverse 

View 14: Ham Street, Grey Court School, 
looking west. 

 

Minor (not significant), adverse 

View 15: Richmond Park View (King Henry 
VIII’s Mound), looking south-west. 

Minor (not significant), adverse 

View 16: Richmond Hill, looking south-west. 
 

Minor (not significant), adverse 

View 17: Wiggins Lane, in front of No.1, looking 
south-west 

 

Minor (not significant), adverse 

View 18: Woodville Road and Wiggins Lane, 
looking south-west 

Moderate (significant), adverse 

View 19: Back Lane, looking north-west 
 

Moderate (significant), adverse 

View 20: St Richard’s CE primary School 
grounds, looking East 

Moderate (significant), adverse 

View 21: Ashburnham Road (between 
Sheridan Road and Mowbray Road), looking 
west 

Moderate (significant), adverse 

View 22: Woodville Road and Stuart Road 
intersection, looking west 

Moderate (significant), adverse 
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Effects on Visual Receptors

8.9 In order to assess the effects of the Proposed Development 
on the visual amenity of receptors (people experiencing 
the views), the consultants have selected 22 townscape 
viewpoint locations for assessment, based on the 
methodology as described in section 3.0. The selection of 
townscape viewpoint locations was informed by LBRuT 
local policies, as well as input from LBRuT’s planning 
officers, and ultimately through the formal EIA scoping 
process. The ‘scoping report’, submitted to London Borough 
of Richmond Upon Thames in November 2021, along with 
a Heritage and Townscape note, which included a Vucity 
study of selected viewpoints (total viewpoints was 16). A 
scoping opinion by LBRuT was received in January 2022, 
which stated that a number of additional views had to be 
included. The consultants submitted a further Heritage and 
Townscape Note Addendum (Appendix 3) which illustrated 
all the requested views in Vucity. Following this study, some 
of the requested views were scoped out due to limited 
or no visibility of the Proposed Development and some 
were included, taking the total number of viewpoints to be 
assessed in the HTVIA to 22.

8.10 Those selected are not the only views which are likely to 
be affected by the Proposed Development, but represent a 
general spread of views which illustrate the urban relationships 
likely to arise between the Proposed Development and the 
surrounding townscape. The views chosen and assessed 
in this part of section 8.0 represent ‘maximum exposure / 
maximum conjunction’ of the Proposed Development in its 
context. 

8.11 The consultants have assessed the visual effects of the 
Proposed Development on the local environment, making 
use of both the quantitative and the qualitative material as 
provided in the Accurate Visual Representations (AVRs, also 

known as verified views) presented in this section, which 
were produced by visualisation specialists Rockhunter. 

8.12 Rockhunter’s methodology for the production of AVRs is 
available at Appendix 1 of this HTVIA, 

8.13 The written assessments include both objective and 
subjective commentary based on professional judgement. 
Each of the views is presented and assessed according to 
the consultancy’s methodology as two images, as follows:. 

i. An ‘existing view’ with a photograph of the baseline 
condition is always provided; 

ii. A ‘proposed view’ with an image of the Proposed 
Development within the view is always provided; it 
should be noted that there is no cumulative scheme 
in the surrounding townscape/context of the Site, 
therefore there is no cumulative view included in this 
ES-HTVIA report. A full list of cumulative sites within 
the wider vicinity of the Site is included in sections 
3, and 6 of this report. In addition these sites are 
considered within the main volume of ES.

8.14 For the AVRs, the ‘proposed’ view is presented as a fully 
rendered photorealistic photomontage views are also AVRs 
with the Proposed Development depicted as presented in 
the ‘proposed’ view, and the depicted as purple wirelines. 

8.15 All wirelines are depicted as solid lines where visible from the 
viewpoint location and as dotted lines where the Proposed 
Development or cumulative schemes (or part thereof) are 
occluded by built form in the foreground, and hence not 
visible.

Townscape views

8.16 The 22 views used for assessment are listed below, with their numbers corresponding to the 
viewpoints as shown in the map at figure 8.1. The following list includes those views suggested 
by the LBRuT’s officers (including views 17, 18, 19, 20, 21 and 22).

View 1: Ham Common, looking north-west.
View 2: Ham Street & Evelyn Road , looking north-west. 
View 3: Ashburnham Road, Ham Library, looking west. 
View 4: Mowbray Road, looking north. 
View 5: Ashburnham Road, Ham Children’s Centre, looking north-east. 
View 6: Ashburnham Road & Broughton Avenue, looking north-east. 
View 7: Croft Way & Rushmead, looking east. 
View 8: Woodville Road, looking north-east. 
View 9: Woodville Road, looking north-east. 
View 10: Stuart Road, looking south. 
View 11: Murray Road & Stretton Road, looking south. 
View 12: Ham House Garden, looking south-west. 
View 13: Sandy Lane & Ham Street, looking south-west. 
View 14: Ham Street, Grey Court School, looking west. 
View 15: Richmond Park View (King Henry VIII’s Mound), looking south-west. 
View 16: Richmond Hill, looking south-west. 
View 17: Wiggins Lane, in front of No.1, looking south-west 
View 18: Woodville Road and Wiggins Lane, looking south-west 
View 19: Back Lane, looking north-west 
View 20: St Richard’s CE primary School grounds, looking East 
View 21: Ashburnham Road (between Sheridan Road and Mowbray Road), looking west 
View 22: Woodville Road and Stuart Road intersection, looking west 
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Cumulative effect: 

8.17 There are 12 cumulative sites that have been included in the scoping opinion (see the 
following list which also indicates the distances of these site to Ham Close). These sites 
are located at significant distances away from the Site (see figure 6.27). Due to the 
height of the Proposed Development primarily rising to a similar height as that of some 
of the taller existing blocks on the Site and the prevailing tree line in the immediate 
and wider area, it is unlikely that the Proposed Development will be experienced at 
the same time as any of these cumulative sites, other than in the cases of Views 
15 and 16, which provide wider panoramas. In these instances and as shown in the 
Views Assessment section, the Proposed Development does not appear prominent, so 
provided the cumulative schemes that do come forward are of equally high quality and 
fit in well within their context, then the cumulative effect is likely to remain as identified 
by the Proposed Development effects in these two views: minor to moderate and 
neutral. The residual effect for the remaining  views in the cumulative condition will 
therefore likely be negligible and neutral in nature. 

8.18 The cumulative schemes considered  are as the following list:

1. 1-1C King Street, 2-4 Water Lane, The Embankment and River Wall, Water 
Lane, Wharf Lane and The Diamond Jubilee Gardens, Twickenham; Planning 
Reference: 21/2758/FUL, Pending Determination, approximate distance to 
Ham Close: 1.23 kilometres;

2. St Johns and Amyand House Strafford Road, Twickenham; Planning Reference: 
18/4266/FUL, Granted 15/05/2019, approximate distance to Ham Close: 1.42 
kilometres;

3. Old Station Forecourt Railway Approach, Twickenham; Planning Reference: 
19/3616/FUL, Granted 03/03/2021, approximate distance to Ham Close: 1.58 
kilometres;

4. Land at Junction of A316 and Langhorn Drive and Richmond College Site 
(Including Craneford Way East Playing Fields And Marsh Farm Lane) Egerton 

Road Twickenham; Planning Reference: 15/3038/OUT, 19/2517/RES, 
Approved 16/08/2016,  approximate distance to Ham Close: 2.50 kilometres;

5. Ryde House 391Richmond Road, Twickenham; Planning Reference: 16/2777/
FUL, Granted 21/09/2017, approximate distance to Ham Close: 2.07 kilometres;

6. Lockcorp House, 75 Norcutt Road, Twickenham; Planning Reference: 17/1033/
FUL, Appeal Allowed 23/05/2018, approximate distance to Ham Close: 2 
kilometres;

7. SA 17 St Michaels Convent, 56 Ham Common, Ham Richmond; Planning 
Reference: 16/3553/LBC, Granted 24/04/2018, approximate distance to Ham 
Close: 671.69 metres;

8. SA 16 Cassel Hospital, Ham Common, Ham; Planning Reference: No Planning 

Application submitted, approximate distance to Ham Close: 784.76 meters;
9. SA 8 St Mary’s University, Strawberry Hill; Planning Reference: No Planning 

Application submitted, approximate distance to Ham Close: 1.28 kilometres;
10. SA 5 Telephone Exchange, Teddington; Planning Reference: No Planning 

Application submitted, approximate distance to Ham Close: 1.52 kilometres;
11. SA6 Teddington Delivery Office, Teddington; Planning Reference: No Planning 

Application submitted, approximate distance to Ham Close: 1.37 kilometres;
12. SA 7 Strathmore Centre, Strathmore Road, Teddington; Planning Reference: 

20/0539/FUL, Pending Determination, approximate distance to Ham Close: 
2.05 kilometres.

Figure 8.1: Proposed Townscape views map, showing the final 22 selected viewpoints.
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Viewpoint map

View 1 - EXISTING: Ham Common, looking north-west

Existing

This viewpoint is located approximately 800 meters away from the 
centre of the Site, to the southeast. Looking north-west from the 
southern corner of Ham Common Conservation Area, the view 
illustrates a number of designated areas and buildings. To the right 
frame of the image isa row of trees/ tree corridor on Ham Common, 
which is the location of the grade II* Ham House viewing corridor; 
this viewing corridor/vista is designated within LBRuT local policies 
as a local vista. The middle ground  of the view is dominated by the 
landscape and openness of Ham Common, with the primary outlook 
being the large grassed area, bounded by trees along its boundary. 
In the middle distance  of the view, the viewer gets glimpses of the 
buildings surrounding Ham Common. A few of these buildings are 
historically designated buildings, however they are mostly occluded 
by the mature trees of Ham Common (even in winter condition) and 
thus not much of their details can be appreciated from this distance. 
The left frame of the image is also mostly occluded by the trees of 
Ham Common, however the viewer gets glimpses of the buildings 
along the western axis of the open space. Amongst them most 
notable building is the grade II Gordon House which is the tallest 
building on this part rising to three storeys, and features a mansard 
pitched roof, brick façade, and sash windows. 
  
Sensitivity to change

Visual receptors in this view are likely to comprise the local 
residents, as well as visitors to the local area and the Common. In 
addition the view is located in Ham Common which works as a key 
landmark/landscape in the local area and is of local importance. 
Therefore the sensitivity observed in this view is considered to be 
of medium to high level. 
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V.1

View 1 - PROPOSED: Ham Common, looking north-west

Proposed

The Proposed Development is shown as a purple wireline in this 
view and is barely visible in the distance. Small sections of the 
upper parts of the buildings may be visible, but not discernible, in 
the central gap between the trees of the Common, in the winter 
months.  The visibility would be further reduced in summer with the 
Proposed Development likely not visible at all. 

Magnitude	of	change

The magnitude of change experienced by the visual receptors 
in this view is considered to be small within the context of its 
surrounding landscape and townscape.

Residual effect

The visual effects are considered to be minor and of a neutral 
nature. This is not considered as significant in EIA terms.
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View 2 - EXISTING: Ham Street & Evelyn Road , looking north-west

Existing

This viewpoint is located on the junction of Ham Street and Evelyn 
Road, within the southern parts of the Ham House Conservation 
Area, with the view facing north-west. The approximate distance of 
this viewpoint from the centre of the Site is 309.53 meters. The right 
side of the image is framed by no.1 Evelyn Road, which is a  locally 
designated building of townscape merit within LBRuT local policies. 
This is a two storey building featuringa tiled roof, brick façade, gauge 
headed and white framed windows. In the middle ground the view 
is dominated by the layout of Ham Street. In the distance the view 
reveals parts of the shops and residential blocks on Ham Street and 
Wiggins Lane (featuring 1950s and 1960s architecture) terminating 
Ham Street. The left side of the view includes boundary walls and 
trees of no.31 and no.33 Ham Street (although the buildings are not 
visible from here) both identified as locally designated buildings of 
townscape merit within LBRuT local policies. 
The view presents an enclosed townscape. The existing buildings 
on the Site are not noticeable from here and lie towards the centre 
and centre-left side of the view.

Sensitivity to change

Visual receptors include local residents and visitors travelling along 
Ham Street. Owing to the location of the view within a conservation 
area, it is considered that the sensitivity to change of this view is 
medium.
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V.2

View 2 - PROPOSED: Ham Street & Evelyn Road , looking north-west

Proposed

The Proposed Development is illustrated in dotted purple wireline 
and it is not visible from this position, as shown in this winter 
photography. The same would apply in the summer months. 

Magnitude	of	change

The magnitude of change is negligible.

Residual effect

As a result there is a negligible and neutral effect on visual amenity 
as experienced in this view. This is not significant in EIA terms.



64

Ham Close Estate, Richmond Upon Thames

Viewpoint map

View 3 - EXISTING: Ashburnham Road, Ham Library, looking west

Existing 

The view is located on the edge of Ham House Conservation Area 
(CA), facing east along Ashburnham Road from the pedestrian 
pavement in front of the Ham Library,  outward of the CA, and 
includes no designated or non-designated heritage assets. The 
Village Green area, which is identified as open land of townscape 
importance within LBRuT’s local policies, is partly visible from this 
position. This viewpoint is located approximately 199.03 meters 
away from the centre of the Site, which is visible centrally in the 
middle distance. To the left side of the image is the three storey 
building at nos. 8-14 Ashburnham Road, featuring partial vertical 
brick façade with wide horizontal bands of render to separate each 
floor.  These buildings contain commercial units/shops at the ground 
floor and date from the 1950s and 1960s. The centre of the image 
reveals parts of the Village Green within the boundary of the Site, 
parts of the existing Ham Clinic and dentist building (located outside 
the Site’s boundary) visible to the right of Ashburnham Road, and 
one of the existing five storey residential blocks on the Site. The left 
side of the image is framed by trees on Ashburnham Road where 
most of the buildings on this side are occluded, except for part of 
the roof seen to the left of the trees. From this position on the left of 
the image, parts of the pitched triangular roof and chimney of no.19 
Back Lane are also visible. The quality of the townscape in this view 
is mixed, with the overall visible built form not contributing positively 
to this view. 
 
Sensitivity to change

Visual receptors are likely to include local residents, and users of 
the local schools in the area. The sensitivity to change in this view 
is considered to be low to medium.
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V.3

View 3 - PROPOSED: Ashburnham Road, Ham Library, looking west

Proposed

The Proposed Development appears as a fully  rendered 
photomontage at the centre of the view. From this distance, small 
parts of Block O to the rear of the dentists building, the upper parts 
of Block L (to the rear of the Ham Clinic), upper parts of Blocks L, 
and the front facades of Blocks K and G will be appreciated. The 
proposed massing has a stepped approach as seen in this view, with 
the height increasing away from Ashburnham Road and towards 
the centre of the Site. The apparent maximum height as seen from 
here is comparable to that of the existing building currently visible 
from this location and does not breach the existing tree line, helping 
the Proposed Development sit comfortably within the townscape. 
The Proposed Development is seen creating an active edge along 
Ashburnham Road and the material palette use works successfully 
with its context. In summer the trees would occlude most of the 
blocks of the Proposed Development. 

Magnitude	of	change

Magnitude of change is considered to be medium.

Residual effect

The residual effect is considered to be minor to moderate,. The 
Proposed Development will provide urban design improvements as 
experienced in this view and thus it is of a beneficial nature . This 
is considered a not significant effect in EIA terms.
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View 4 - EXISTING: Mowbray Road, looking north

Existing 

This viewpoint is located approximately 200 meters from the centre 
of the Site, and faces north along Mowbray Road. The view features 
an enclosed streetscape opening up towards Ashburnham Road 
and the Site. Both the right and left frames feature two storeys semi-
detached terraces  with red-brown brick facades, pitched tiled roofs, 
chimney stacks, white framed windows, and small driveways to 
their front, creating an almost symmetrical outlook. The also create 
a continuous and harmonised roof line as seen here. The view is 
terminated by one of the five storey blocks currently occupying the 
Site. This view is not of particular townscape quality, partly due 
to the quality of architecture and public realm seen here, but also 
because of the visibility of the pillar and cables leading off it, to the 
centre left. 

Sensitivity to change

The visual receptors here will likely be local residents. It is 
considered that the sensitivity to change of the visual receptors for 
this view is low to medium. 
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V.4

View 4 - PROPOSED: Mowbray Road, looking north

Proposed

The Proposed Development is shown as full render and is seen 
centrally in this view, in the middle distance. Most prominent from 
here are Blocks I and M rising to six storeys, and Block N rising to 
four storeys .The view also exposes parts of the three storey Block 
K fronting  Ashburnham Road. The maximum apparent height of the 
Proposed Development blocks is comparable to that of the existing 
buildings on the Site.  Overall a layered townscape with a variety in 
heights and massing is presented in this view.  Legibility and visual 
amenity will be aided by the active frontages, attractive landscape, 
and high quality architecture. The variety of building materials will 
also enhance the aspect of this view. The quality of architecture of 
each of the visible blocks will be apparent from this distance.  

Magnitude	of	change

The magnitude of change is considered to be medium.

Residual effect

The visual effect on receptors as a result of the Proposed 
Development would be minor to moderate and of a beneficial 
nature, this is not considered a significant effect in EIA term. 
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View 5 - EXISTING: Ashburnham Road, Ham Children’s Centre, looking north-east

Existing

This viewpoint is located approximately 180m southwest of the site, 
facing back  north-east along Ashburnham Road and towards the 
Site. To the right, the view is framed by nos.41-55 Ashburnham 
Road featuring three storey houses with ribbon windows and tile 
hanging resembling the overall architectural style of the wider area 
and the housing estates. The foreground is dominated by the layout 
and streetscape of Ashburnham Road. To the left, the southern and 
south-western elevations of the three to four storeys residential 
blocks of the Site are visible, appearing in white render with flat 
roofs. From this distance these buildings display a uniform window 
pattern. On the left corner of the image, the primary school’s 
green space, which is identified as other open land of townscape 
importance in LBRuT’s local policies, is seen in conjunction with 
the existing buildings of the Site. The quality of the townscape is 
of mixed quality, with the existing buildings on the Site contributing 
negatively to the outlook in this view. 
   
Sensitivity to change

Most visual receptors are likely  be local residents or people who 
work in the area, or students and staff at the school. The sensitivity to 
change of receptors experiencing this view is therefore considered 
to be low to medium.
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V.5

View 5 - PROPOSED: Ashburnham Road, Ham Children’s Centre, looking north-east

Proposed

The Proposed Development is shown as a full render in this view. 
It extends from the left edge of the image to the centre, including 
the background of the view. The western and southern façades 
of Block B and Block A, as well as southern/Ashburnham Road 
façades of Blocks G and K are clearly visible from this close range 
view. From this distance the carefully selected material palette, 
façade articulation and variety of heights of Blocks A, G and K are 
can be appreciated. The proposed blocks will improve the sense 
of enclosure and active frontages on Ashburnham Road, echoing 
the condition on the right hand side of the image. The variety in 
façade articulation, height and colour palette create visual interest 
and break up the massing of the blocks. The overall height as 
experienced in this view works in harmony in its context and remains 
below the general tree canopy. In the summer months it is likely that 
much less of the Proposed Development will be seen from here.  

Magnitude	of	change

Magnitude of change is considered to be	medium	to	large.

Residual effect

The visual effect is considered to be moderate and of a beneficial 
nature. This is considered as a significant effect in EIA terms.
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View 6 - EXISTING: Ashburnham Road & Broughton Avenue, looking north-east

Existing

Located approximately 300 meters away from the centre of the Site, 
this view is taken from Broughton Avenue and Ashburnham Road 
intersection, and looking north-west along Ashburnham Road. The 
foreground of the view features the wideness and openness of the 
intersection. To the right hand side of the view, a section of no.89 
Ashburnham Road, with its pitched and tiled roof, brick chimney 
stack and brick façade, can be seen. The middle  and background 
of the view presents Ashburnham Road in a tree-lined streetscape. 
Most parts of the left hand side of the view are occluded by the trees 
and vegetation along Ashburnham Road in winter condition. On this 
side of the view, the front façade of St Richard’s CE Primary School 
and beyond the Ham Children’s centre rising to one storey, with a 
flat roof and brick façade are visible. The street is fronted by a fence 
with posters in front of the school building and a surface car park to 
the far left is also visible. 

Sensitivity to change

Visual receptors appreciating this view are likely to include people 
who live and work in the area, and the users of the school and 
children’s centre. This view does not illustrate any designated 
building or structure. Thus the sensitivity to change in this view is 
considered to be low to medium. 
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V.6

View 6 - PROPOSED: Ashburnham Road & Broughton Avenue, looking north-east

Proposed

The Proposed Development is shown as a purple wireline and it 
appears in the centre of the view. From this position the Proposed 
Development would not be very noticeable: only top parts of the 
roof line on some of the western blocks, as well as the Ashburnham 
façade (south) of Block A (four storey) and sections of the front 
façade of Block G (three storeys), are likely to be visible in winter 
condition. The southern blocks, where visible, will create a positive 
sense of enclosure and definition on the street, as well as provide 
active frontages. Any visibility of the Proposed Development will be 
reduced in summer condition .

Magnitude	of	change

Magnitude of change is considered to be small.

Residual effect

The visual effect is minor and of a beneficial nature, owing to 
provision of more active frontages, better public realm, improved 
accessibility, and improved landscape. This is not considered a 
significant effect in EIA terms. 
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View 7 - EXISTING: Croft Way & Rushmead, looking east

Existing

This view, taken from the Rushmead and Croft Way intersection, 
faces east towards St Richard’s (C of E) Church on Ashburnham 
Road and the Site beyond. It is located within an approximate 
distance of 380 meters away from the centre of the Site. The 
foreground is dominated by the intersection’s layout and the green 
verge on the edge of the intersection, to the right. To the right, the 
view presents the rear of the Meadowview Nursery building as 
well as parts of the rear facades of no.107-111 Ashburnham Road 
featuring flat roof and partial brick part rendered facades. The centre 
of the view illustrates the building of St Richard’s C of E Church, 
featuring a modernist architectural style, based on a star-shaped 
plan, a pyramidal copper roof in green, patterned light openings 
and geometric fenestration, as well as a tall spire. This building is 
identified as a building of townscape merit within LBRuT’s local 
policies. To the left , are the rear facades of St Richards Court 
featuring brick façade, three storeys, and ribbon windows. This part 
of the view also shows the front façade of nos. 1-14 (apartment 
blocks of) Croft Way, featuring recessed ground floors with under-
croft parking. In addition these blocks feature large timber bay 
windows including gridded frames and white timber ribbons. It 
should be noted that the existing buildings of the Site lie towards 
the centre of the image, but are not visible from this position. 

Sensitivity to change

Visual receptors here are likely to be local residents and some 
visitors of the River’s towpath or the local area. This view exposes 
parts of the setting of the church and its context. Sensitivity to 
change is  considered to be low to medium. 
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V.7

View 7 - PROPOSED: Croft Way & Rushmead, looking east

Proposed

The Proposed Development will appear centrally in this view. From 
this distance, only small sections (of the top levels) of Block E 
and C will be visible. This visibility will be reduced in summertime, 
due to the occlusion from trees, though the stepped roof element 
immediately adjacent to the left of the church roof will remain visible, 
though will not likely be noticeable.

Magnitude	of	change

Magnitude of change is considered as small.

Residual effect

As a result there is a minor and neutral effect on visual amenity as 
experienced in this view. This is not significant in EIA terms.
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View 8 - EXISTING: Woodville Road, looking north-east

Existing

This view is located within approximately 270 meters from the 
centre of the Site; and is taken from Woodville Road and opposite 
nos.81-91. To the right hand side, the view is framed by nos.81-91, 
featuring a row of two storey terraced houses, pitched tiled roofs, 
ribbon window and tile overhanging on their front façades, very 
similar to the overall architectural style of Wates housing Estate 
in this part of Ham. The foreground displays the road’s layout. The 
buildings on both sides of Woodville Road are generally occluded 
by trees. The existing blocks of the Site are partially and minimally 
visible in the centre of the view, to the right of the street. The left 
side of the view is also dominated by these dense tree branches 
in winter condition, making it difficult with regards to readability of 
the buildings. A green fence with grass behind it can be seen in 
the middle ground of the view, on the right hand side of the street, 
beyond the terraces. 

Sensitivity to change

Visual receptors are likely to be local residents. Sensitivity to change 
is considered to be low to medium. 
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V.8

View 8 - PROPOSED: Woodville Road, looking north-east

Proposed

Outlined in purple wireline, the Proposed Development is shown in 
the centre of the view, in the middle distance. From this position the 
viewer will experience glimpses of the upper parts of Block C (six 
storeys), parts of Block W and its Woodville Road façade, parts of 
the front facades of Blocks D and T. Owing to the number of dense 
and mature trees and other landscape features in this view, the level 
of visibility will be further reduced in summer condition. Given the 
proposed high quality urban form, architecture and materiality, the 
Proposed Development will enhance the visual amenity and urban 
design and public realm quality, as experienced in this view. The 
proposed massing and height are contextual and do not overwhelm 
the context, remaining below the prevailing tree line as seen in this 
image. .

Magnitude	of	change

Magnitude of change experienced by visual receptors is considered 
to be small to medium.

Residual effect

The visual effect on receptors as a result of the Proposed 
Development would be minor to moderate and of a beneficial 
nature, owing to the positive change on the view. This is not 
considered as a significant effect in EIA terms. 
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View 9 - EXISTING: Woodville Road, looking north-east

Existing

This view is taken from Woodville Road and opposite of The 
Woodville Centre. The Centre is not visible in this view as it is 
located outside the frame, set back away from the street.  The view 
is positioned approximately 160 meters away from the centre of 
the Site. Overall a very occluded townscape is presented, where 
most or parts of the buildings are covered by the tree branches. The 
view is also very car-dominated. The left is framed by the trees and 
vegetation along this road and in front of the houses. The right hand 
side of this view presents parts of the green space of the Woodville 
Centre, as well as parts of the western boundary of the Site and 
its associated residential blocks. An off street parking area is also 
visible in the middle distance, to the right. Overall, the quality of the 
townscape appears untidy and not of great quality. 

Sensitivity to change

The main receptors are likely to be local residents and people 
who work in the area.  Although this view is within a close range 
distance to the Site, it does not showcase any designated/listed 
buildings. The only area of local sensitivity is the edge of  green 
area of the Woodville Centre which is identified as other open land 
of townscape importance with the LBRuT’s local policies. As a 
result, the sensitivity to change in this view is considered to be low. 
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V.9

View 9 - PROPOSED: Woodville Road, looking north-east

Proposed

Positioned in the centre of the view, the Proposed Development 
is depicted as fully rendered. The western façade of Block W is 
prominent from here, with parts of the corner façade of Block E 
(on the right hand side of the view), parts of  the northern facades 
of Blocks D, P (along Woodville Road) and parts of the façade of 
Block T (along Woodville Road) also visible from this position. This 
visibility will be reduced in the summer months. The view showcases 
the harmonious and rich material pallets. Different shoulders and 
steps backs within the massing of each proposed block and well-
articulated facades result in an improved visual amenity. Block 
W creates a clear boundary with the surface car park, and along 
with Blocks D and P create a sense of enclosure and activity on 
Woodville Road, following best practice for urban design. 

Magnitude	of	change

The magnitude of change as a result of the Proposed Development 
will be medium.

Residual effect

The visual effect is therefore minor to moderate and of a beneficial 
nature. This is not considered as significant in EIA terms.
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View 10 - EXISTING: Stuart Road, looking south

Existing

This view is located approximately 190 meters away from the centre 
of the Site and faces south from Stuart Road, which is an enclosed 
and car-dominated street. Apartment blocks can be seen on either 
side  of the rising to three storeys appearing with pitched tile roofs, 
brick facades, white frame windows, and brick chimney stack. The 
blocks on the right are slightly set back from the street and at an 
angle to the street geometry. The view is terminated with one of the 
taller blocks on the Site visible in the middle distance. 

Sensitivity to change

Visual receptors are likely to include the local residents. The 
composition of the view  does not exhibits any designated/listed 
building. Sensitivity to change is considered to be  low to medium. 
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V.10

View 10 - PROPOSED: Stuart Road, looking south

Proposed

Shown as a  fully rendered photomontage, the Proposed 
Development appears centrally in this image. Only parts of Block 
W and Block D will be seen from this position, with a clear sky gap 
between them. They will be seen rising to a similar apparent height 
as the surrounding context, the top of the prevailing tree line and 
slightly taller than the existing building on the Site. The quality of 
the architecture and improved activity on Woodville Road will be 
noticeable from this location. The visibility will be reduced during 
summer months.

Magnitude	of	change

Magnitude of change is considered to be small to medium.

Residual effect

The residual effect is considered to be minor to moderate and of a 
beneficial nature. This is not considered as significant in EIA terms.
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View 11 - EXISTING: Murray Road & Stretton Road, looking south

Existing

This view is located approximately 315 meters away from the centre 
of the Site; and looking south form Murray Road and Stretton Road 
intersection. The foreground presents a car-dominated streetscape 
as well the layout of the intersection itself. The outlook is a 
symmetrical composition of the two storey terraced houses either 
side of the street, terminating with blocks on the Site, visible in the 
distance.  Due to the limited architectural quality of the buildings 
and the dominance of the cars, the overall townscape quality of this 
image is low. 

Sensitivity to change

Visual receptors are likely to comprise local residents. This viewpoint 
is not showcasing any sensitive designated and non-designated 
buildings. Sensitivity to change is considered to be low	to	medium.
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V.11

View 11 - PROPOSED: Murray Road & Stretton Road, looking south

Proposed

The Proposed Development appears centrally and to the right of 
this image as a purple wireline. Block U will be visible from this 
location, terminating the view at the end of Stuart Road. The quality 
of architecture and materials will be evident from this position, 
including the improved activation and relationship with Woodville 
Road. 

Magnitude	of	change

Magnitude of change is considered to be small	to	medium.

Residual effect

The visual effect is minor to moderate and of a beneficial nature. 
This is not considered as significant in EIA terms.
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View 12 - EXISTING: Ham House Garden, looking south-west

Existing

Looking south-west from in front of Ham House (grade I listed), the 
view is presents the Ham House Garden and its layout. The view is 
located in Ham House Conservation Area, and it is approximately 
715 meters away from the centre of the Site. A formal landscape 
is presented in this view, showcasing the grade II listed boundary 
wall, trees and other features of the garden. The existing buildings 
of the Site, lie in the centre of the view and are not visible from this 
location, due to the distance, the topography and the density of the 
trees. The main focus of the view is the garden itself as well as the 
trees along the boundary, in the middle distance. 

Sensitivity to change

Visual receptors here are likely to include visitors of Ham House 
and its garden. With the relatively unhindered and well composed 
view, within a local historic park that includes important heritage 
assets, the sensitivity to change is considered to be high. 
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V.12

View 12 - PROPOSED: Ham House Garden, looking south-west

Proposed

The Proposed Development is shown as a purple dotted wireline. 
No part of the Proposed Development will be visible from here, as it 
sits well below the prevailing dense tree line and is at a considerable 
distance away from this location.  

Magnitude	of	change

Magnitude of change is considered as no change.

Residual effect

The visual effect is considered to be no change and neutral. This 
is not considered as significant in EIA terms.
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View 13 - EXISTING: Sandy Lane & Ham Street, looking south-west

Existing

Looking south-west from Sandy Lane and Ham House Conservation 
Area, this view is located approximately 260 meters  away from the 
centre of the Site. The foreground illustrates the the intersection 
with Ham Street, as well as the grass verge along the pedestrian 
pavement on Sandy Lane (visible in the right foreground). To 
the right middle ground, the view is framed by the grade II listed 
Beaufort House and its grade II listed boundary wall which extends 
across the length of the view. Beaufort House was built in the 18th 
century and rises to three storeys, featuring a dark brick façade, 
Doric porch, rusticated door surrounds with pediments, and sashed 
windows, with red brick surrounds. To the left the rear façade of 
the Royal Oak Public House can be seen, which is a building of 
townscape merit. Beyond the grade II listed wall there are a number 
of mature trees and the tops of houses can be seen in the middle 
distance. The existing buildings of the Site lie in the centre of the 
view and are barely visible from this distance due to the occlusion 
of trees and buildings in the foreground. This view offers a pleasant 
townscape composition. 

Sensitivity to change

Visual receptors here are likely to include people who live and work 
in the area. The view is located within a conservation area and is 
showcasing  a few designated and non-designated heritage assets, 
in addition due to the limited visibility to the Site, it is therefore 
considered that the sensitivity to change of this view is  medium.
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V.13

View 13 - PROPOSED: Sandy Lane & Ham Street, looking south-west

Proposed

The proposed development is shown in a purple wireline, and 
appears centrally in this image. The upper parts of some of the 
proposed blocks will be visible through the trees, primarily to 
the right of the pub and above the listed wall, but are not likely 
to be noticeable The materiality of the proposed blocks will work 
harmoniously with the context seen in this image, allowing them 
to blend in well with their surroundings. This visibility will be further 
reduced in summer. 

Magnitude	of	change

Magnitude of change is considered to be small.

Residual effect

The residual effect in this view is considered to be minor and of a 
neutral nature. This is not considered as significant in EIA terms. 
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View 14 - EXISTING: Ham Street, Grey Court School, looking west

Existing

Taken from outside of Grey Court School, across the street from 
the Site and looking west towards the Site, the view is positioned 
on the edge of the Ham House Conservation Area, looking outside 
of the CA. The  eastern boundary of the Site and the Village Green 
area are appreciated from here. The viewpoint is approximately 
220 meters away from the centre of the Site. The Village Green is 
identified as open land of townscape importance within LBRuT local 
policies. Ham Street appears in the foreground of the view, along 
with he outdoor gym equipment, on the edge of the green and No.71 
Ham Street with its ground floor shop, rising to three storeys, to the 
left. Mature trees occupy various locations in the close and middle 
ground of this image.  A number of the existing eastern blocks of the 
Site are seen in the middle ground beyond the green, many rising 
to five storeys in height. The existing blocks have no clear visual or 
built relationship with the green or the streets around them. 

Sensitivity to change

Visual receptors are likely to include people using the green for 
leisure and sport, as well as people using the school and other 
local facilities such as the shops, as well as local residents. The 
townscape presented in this view, is considered to have a low to 
medium sensitivity to change.
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V.14

View 14 - PROPOSED: Ham Street, Grey Court School, looking west

Proposed

The Proposed Development is presented as a fully rendered 
photomontage in this image. From this distance the eastern 
elevations of Block U, rising to four storeys and seen to the right 
of the image,  the eastern elevations of the six storeys Blocks 
V,  and M, parts of Block O can be seen. Parts of Block S can 
be seen behind Block V and to the left, behind 71 Ham Street, is 
the proposed community centre building. The proposed blocks 
can be seen facing the Village Green, creating an interrelationship 
with the open space. The materiality, set backs of the top floors 
and articulation of the elevations, including the inset balconies, all 
help reduced the perceived massing, while enhancing the existing 
character of this part of Ham, creating a better sense of place for 
the Site and the immediate area. The overall height, as seen from 
here, is comparable to that of the existing buildings on Site, albeit 
with a denser, more gridded layout, following best practice for urban 
design. 

Magnitude	of	change

Magnitude of change is considered to be medium.

Residual effect

Residual effect is considered to be minor to moderate and of a 
beneficial nature. This is not considered as significant in EIA terms.
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Viewpoint map

View 15 - EXISTING: Richmond Park View (King Henry VIII’s Mound), looking south-west

Existing

This viewpoint location is identified as a locally important vista in 
LBRuT’s local policies. It is approximately 1.7 km away from the 
centre of the Site, to the northeast. A tree dominated panorama 
is presented in this view, shown in winter condition. The most 
prominent building visible from here, is the battlemented tower with 
octagonal bell cupola and lead ogee dome of the Parish Church 
of St Peter (grade II* listed). Most of the buildings in this view are 
occluded by the landscape features presented in the view, though 
some of the buildings on the Site can be glimpsed from here, in the 
distance (centrally). The spire of St Richard’s Church can be seen 
towards the left of the Site. 

Sensitivity to change

Visual receptors include people visiting Richmond park and King 
Henry’s Mound. The sensitivity to change is considered high.  
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V.15

View 15 - PROPOSED: Richmond Park View (King Henry VIII’s Mound), looking south-west

Proposed

The Proposed Development is shown in purple wireline. The upper 
floors of the taller blocks (seen centrally in the composition) will be 
visible from this location. The materiality of the proposed blocks, 
along with the landscape elements within the blocks and the Site, 
as well as the trees surrounding the Site are likely to minimise the 
prominence of the Proposed Development. The blocks will not 
breach the horizon line and will generally remain below the prevailing 
tree line. This visibility will be reduced in summer condition.

Magnitude	of	change

Magnitude of change is considered to be small.

Residual effect

The residual effect is considered to be minor to moderate and of 
a neutral nature. This is not considered as significant in EIA terms.
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Viewpoint map

View 16 - EXISTING: Richmond Hill, looking south-west

Existing

This viewpoint location sits on Richmond Hill to the north east of 
the Site, approximately 2km from the centre of the Site. It faces 
back, south-west offering a panoramic view. Many artists have  
painted landscapes from Richmond Hill, though these often faced 
more towards Marble Hill and the west.   The Richmond, Petersham 
and Ham Open Spaces Act (1902) prevents development of the 
land on and below Richmond Hill in order to protect the unique and 
distinctive open views that it provides towards the west. It should 
be noted that the view, is more of a panorama than a specific 
viewpoint. For the purpose of this study, the view has been chosen 
for maximum visibility towards the Site. 
The view is taken from an elevated position on Richmond Hill 
Terrace. The most prominent building in this view is the Petersham 
Hotel, featuring a distinctive pyramidal turret and seen to the left 
in the middle ground. The river Thames can be seen in the middle 
distance, meandering amongst the heavily tree-scaped view. 
Some built form can be distinguished between the trees, but is not 
particularly prominent from here.  The existing buildings on the Site 
are not discernible from here. 
  
Sensitivity to change

Visual receptors are likely to be the local residents and people 
visiting the area and the viewing point on the terrace. The sensitivity 
to change is considered to be high. 



91

ES VOLUME III - Heritage, Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment

91

V.16

View 16 - PROPOSED: Richmond Hill, looking south-west

Proposed

The Proposed Development is shown as a purple wireline and can 
be seen centrally in this view, in the distance. Upper parts of some 
of the blocks of the Proposed Development may be visible from 
this location, but are not likely to be prominent between the trees, 
especially due to the materiality and setbacks proposed for the 
upper floors and will be consistent with the partial visibility of built 
form in the wider context of the view. Any visibility will be reduced 
in summer months.

Magnitude	of	change

Magnitude of change is considered as negligible to small.

Residual effect

The residual effect is considered as minor to moderate and of a 
neutral nature, which is not considered as significant in EIA terms.
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Viewpoint map

View 17 - EXISTING: Wiggins Lane, in front of No.1, looking south-west 

Existing

This viewpoint is located on Wiggins Lane, approximately 270 
meters away from the centre of the Site to the northeast, facing back 
towards the Site. It sits on the edge of Ham House Conservation 
Area facing out of it, towards the Site. The view presents a narrow 
streetscape, and shows no.199 Wiggins Lane (partly visible to the 
left of the view behind a tall brick wall),  identified as a building of 
townscape merit within LBRuT’s local policies. The right of the view 
is framed by two storey houses dating from the mid-20th century at 
nos.4 and 5 St Mary’s Mews on Wiggins Lane, featuring pitched 
roofs and red Richmond brick facades. The middle ground of the 
view presents parts of the eastern boundary of the Village Green 
and the buildings beyond on Ham Street and Ashburnham Road. 
None of the buildings on Site are visible from here. 

Sensitivity to change

Visual receptors are likely to include people who live and work 
locally. The sensitivity to change in this view is considered to be 
medium. 
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V.17

View 17 - PROPOSED: Wiggins Lane, in front of No.1, looking south-west 

Proposed

The Proposed Development is outlined in a purple wireline. The only 
building visible from here is the proposed community centre, located 
to the southeast of the Site. It can be seen terminating the view 
beyond the green. Its high architectural quality will be apparent from 
this location. The proposed height for the building sits comfortably 
in its context, as seen from here, and not dominating the view.   

Magnitude	of	change

Magnitude of change is considered as small to medium.

Residual effect

Residual effect is considered to be minor to moderate and of a 
beneficial nature, owing to the benefits of the proposed community 
centre both in regards to better quality urban design and public 
realm as well as the  benefits for wider community. This is not 
considered as significant in EIA terms.
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Viewpoint map

View 18 - EXISTING: Woodville Road and Wiggins Lane, looking south-west 

Existing

This image was taken approximately 210 meters away from the 
centre of the Site and is looking south-west from the Woodville Road 
and Wiggins Lane intersection. The foreground features the layout 
of Woodville Road and the Village Green , to the left of the road, 
which is identified as other open land of townscape importance 
within LBRuT’s local policies. A number of trees can be seen dotted 
around the green and along Woodville Road, offering some visual 
amenity. The right of the view is dominated by a number of  parked 
cars as well as the pavement and boundary walls/hedges of the 
street. A number of the existing five storey apartment blocks of the 
Site and the rear façade of the existing community centre can be 
seen centrally in this view, in the middle distance. They have no 
relationship with the green and create a leaky edge on the western 
side of the green. In addition beyond the green, to the left, some of 
the houses on Ashburnham Road are seen in the distance.

Sensitivity to change

Visual receptors include locals residents and people who are 
visiting this part of Ham. The sensitivity to change is considered to 
be low to medium. 
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V.18

View 18 - PROPOSED: Woodville Road and Wiggins Lane, looking south-west 

Proposed

The Proposed Development is illustrated as an fully rendered 
photomontage, and is seen terminating the visual perspective in 

the beyond the green. Only parts of the eastern elevations of Block 
U,  V, M, O (from right to left)  as well as northern elevation of 
Blocks U, T, and D (along Woodville Road, moving away from the 
visual receptor) are seen from here. They appear in a sympathetic 
colour palette that relates to the historic and contextual materiality 
of the area. The variation in colour and facade expressions, as well 
as the variation and set backs of height, mitigate any possibility of 
coalescence between the proposed buildings and promote a diverse 
scheme with visual interest. The proposed blocks positioned near 
the green have an active relationship with the space, increasing 
the activity on this part of the Site, improving legibility of the green 
and enclosing the existing ‘leaky’ edge. The height and massing, as 
seen from here represents an increase to the existing situation, but 
one that is contextual and consistent with schemes currently being 
developed in other similar locations in London. The positioning of 
the buildings against the edge of the green and the surrounding 
streets in a gridded manner align with best practice in urban design 
and will greatly improve the legibility and permeability of the Site. 

Magnitude	of	change

The magnitude of change experienced in this view is considered to 
be medium to large.

Residual effect

The visual effect as a result of the Proposed Development is 
considered to be moderate. The nature of the effect is considered 
beneficial.  This is  considered a significant effect in EIA terms.
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Viewpoint map

View 19 - EXISTING: Back Lane, looking north-west 

Existing

This view is approximately 200 meters away from the centre of the 
Site and is taken from the edge of Ham House Conservation Area 
(CA), close to the intersection of Back Lane and Ashburnham Road, 
looking outside of the CA towards the Site. The foreground illustrates 
the layout of Back Lane, including the hedges on the edge of Ham 
Library and nos. 12-14 Ashburnham Road, seen to the right, and 
hedges and boundary walls of houses to the right, giving Back Lane 
limited active frontages. The three storey building on Ashburnham 
Road, with shops at the ground floor is also visible to the right of 
the view, beyond the library boundary wall and hedge. The middle 
of the view presents the landscape of Village Green and beyond 
that some of the existing five storeys block of the Site. A number 
of trees can be seen in this view, including on Back Lane, and on 
the green. In summer the visibility to the Site would be somewhat 
occluded by these. 

Sensitivity to change

Visual receptors are likely include people who live and work in the 
area. This view is positioned in Ham House Conservation Area, but 
it does not present any listed or designated buildings or structures. 
It is therefore considered that the sensitivity to change in this view 
is low to medium.
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V.19

View 19 - PROPOSED: Back Lane, looking north-west 

Proposed

The Proposed Development, illustrated as an fully rendered 
photomontage, is seen terminating the streetscape in the middle 
ground. The  proposed eastern elevations of Blocks M and V are 
largely visible in the centre, while only glimpses of Blocks O and 
U are seen, immediately adjacent (either side). In addition parts of 
the southern elevation of the proposed community centre are seen 
in this view, appearing in a light brick, with a slightly darker brick at 
the ground floor, and the top floor, set back (occluded by the tree 
in the foreground). This layout creates a clear hierarchy of base, 
middle and top for the building. The mass and scale of the proposed 
buildings have been carefully sculpted so that they reflect the local 
context, including the prevailing tree line and other buildings seen 
in this image. As this position is  within a close distance to the Site 
the Proposed Development creates a visually rich termination to 
this view. Proposed Development will exhibit a sympathetic colour 
palette that relates to the materiality in the immediate and historic 
context. The difference in colour and expression mitigates any 
possibility of coalescence between the buildings and promotes 
a diverse townscape. The distinctive elevational treatment of the 
buildings, designed in a contrasting yet contextual architectural 
language and material palette, along with the setbacks of the top 
floors and recessed balconies, break up the perceived massing of 
the buildings and create visual interest in this view. The positioning 
of the buildings against the green also create more activity along 
this location and a visual boundary for the open space. 

Magnitude	of	change

The magnitude of change is considered to be medium to large.

Residual effect

The visual effect is therefore moderate and of a beneficial nature. 
This is considered as significant in EIA terms.
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Viewpoint map

View 20 - EXISTING: St Richard’s CE primary School grounds, looking east 

Existing

Taken from the sport pitches of St Richard’s CE Primary School, 
approximately 250 meters from the centre of the Site, the view 
shows the western boundary of the Site. These sport grounds 
are identified as other open land of townscape importance within 
LBRuT’s local policies. The foreground presents the landscape of 
the sport grounds, primarily a grassed area, with trees along the 
boundary and play equipment in the foreground. In the middle 
distance, the boundary wall of the Site can be seen, with the existing 
four and five storey blocks of the Site (west) visible beyond the wall 
and terminating the view To the far right  a number of houses along 
Ashburnham Road can be seen, some rising to three storeys in 
height.

Sensitivity to change

Main receptors are likely to be  the pupils and teachers or those 
visiting the school. It is considered that the sensitivity to change of 
receptors experiencing this view will be medium. 
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V.20

View 20 - PROPOSED: St Richard’s CE primary School grounds, looking east 

Proposed

Parts of the northern and western elevations of Blocks A, G and K (to 
the right) can be seen from here, along with the western elevations 
of the proposed Block B (in the centre) and parts of Block F (adjacent 
to this block). To the left, sections of the elevations of Block W and 
the proposed Maker Labs can be seen. The proposed upper floors 
of the six storeys Block E are also partly visible from beyond Block 
B (in the centre of the view). The materiality of Block B works in 
harmony with the boundary wall and historic context of the Site, with 
a red-ish brick. The Maker Labs are architecturally different in order 
to show the different use of the building to the residential context 
around it. The massing and height of the proposed blocks, though 
greater than the existing buildings on the Site, appear in proportion 
with the context and the positioning of the taller elements in the 
centre of the Site helps with the reduction in perceived height. The 
limited activation of the western elevation of Block B towards the 
playing fields is sensible, while creating enough breaks and visual 
interest with angling some of the walls and facing the windows away 
from the playing fields. The perceived massing from this location 
is also greater than the existing buildings due to the positioning of 
buildings to the Site boundary, allowing for the layout to comply with 
best practice in urban design. Overall the height remains lower than 
the prevailing tree line, which is a key townscape characteristic of 
this area. In summer, parts of the blocks will be further occluded by 
the trees in full leaf. 

Magnitude	of	change

The level of change experienced as a result of the Proposed 
Development is considered to be medium to large.

Residual effect

The effect on visual amenity as seen from this viewpoint, is 
considered to be moderate and of a beneficial nature. This is 
considered as significant in EIA terms.
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View 21 - EXISTING: Ashburnham Road (between Sheridan Road and Mowbray Road), looking west

Existing

Taken from Ashburnham Road close to intersection with Sheridan 
Road, the view faces towards the south-western boundary of the 
Site. This viewpoint is located approximately 100 meters away from 
the centre of the Site. The foreground of the view is dominated by 
the layout of Ashburnham Road, including the large grass verge 
(part of the Site) to the right and the trees. Parts the existing three 
storey blocks on the Site  either side of the existing access road 
through the Stie can be seen centrally and to the right. To the left 
are some overgrown hedges, which form the boundary for houses 
on this street. The existing western boundary wall of the Site is seen 
in the middle distance, with trees beyond it and the school building 
and church roof and spire partly visible in the distance. The visibility 
of the church will be reduced in summer condition and as a result 
of tree occlusion. 

Sensitivity to change

Main receptors are likely to be local residents walking around the 
area. It is considered that the sensitivity to change of receptors 
experiencing this view will be low to medium. 
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V.21

View 21 - PROPOSED: Ashburnham Road (between Sheridan Road and Mowbray Road), looking west

Proposed

The Proposed Development is shown as a fully rendered 
photomontage and appears to the right of this image. The elevations 
facing Ashburnham Road  of Blocks G and A are appreciated from 
this location, appearing prominent in this view. The scale and 
massing of the proposed blocks shown in this image appear in 
harmony with the existing context.  The proposed façade treatment 
enhances the character of the existing townscape, whilethe 
carefully chosen colour palette also plays a role in allocating a 
distinct identity to each building. The positioning of the buildings 
close to the Site boundary and the street create a positive sense 
of enclosure along the street, while encouraging activity and a 
sense of safety. The carefully landscape spaces between and in 
front of the blocks will make the edge of the Site boundary and its 
relationship to Ashburnham road more formal, while softening the 
character of the street; and will improve the overall public realm. 
The rhythm expressed throughout the facades, including recessed 
elevations, helps to visually mitigate the scale of the building as 
seen from this close-range view.

Magnitude	of	change

Magnitude of change experienced in this view is considered as 
large.

Residual effect

The visual effect is considered moderate and beneficial, owing 
to the carefully designed buildings that will add quality and visual 
amenity to this townscape as seen from Ashburnham Road. This is 
considered as significant in EIA terms.
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Viewpoint map

View 22 - EXISTING: Woodville Road and Stuart Road intersection, looking west

Existing

Located approximately 85 meters away from the centre of the Site, 
this view is looking south-west from Woodville Road and is close to 
the junction with Stuart Road. The foreground presents the layout 
of Woodville Road , including the trees and grass verge to the left 
(within the Site). Secrett House and Newman House, both existing 
blocks on the Site and rising to five storeys can be seen to the 
left. The upper floors of The Woodville Centre appear beyond the 
western boundary wall of the Site, centrally in this view. Houses on 
Woodville Road are partly visible to the right of the image, behind 
boundary hedges.

Sensitivity to change

Main receptors are likely to be local residents. It is considered that 
the sensitivity to change of receptors experiencing this view will be 
low to medium, owing to the distance of this view from the Site. 
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V.22

View 22 - PROPOSED: Woodville Road and Stuart Road intersection, looking west

Proposed

The Proposed Development is shown as fully rendered 
photomontage; The northern elevations of Blocks P and D and small 
parts of Block W are visible from this position. Block P can be seen 
with a lighter coloured base, while the middle two floors appear in 
red brick. It is set back front the street edge and boundary slightly, 
allowing for formal landscaping, which helps soften the street and 
public realm. Block D, further right, appears in a lighter brick and 
rises to four storeys, while the setbacks and balcony articulation 
help reduced the perceived massing. The base of this block is the 
same as that of Block P, creating a clear visual relationship between 
the two. The overall height is in line with the built and landscape 
context seen in this image.  

Magnitude	of	change

It is considered that the magnitude of change is medium to large.

Residual effect

The visual effect is considered to be moderate and of a beneficial 
nature, which is considered as significant in EIA terms. 
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Effects on Townscape Receptors

8.19 This section presents the consultancy’s assessment of 
the potential effects of the Proposed Development on 
townscape receptors, based on townscape character 
areas identified around the Site, informed by the views 
analysis. The criteria for selecting townscape receptors 
is set out in section 3.0 and the selected Townscape 
Character Areas are identified in section 6.0 of this HTVIA 
report. 

8.20 Each of the townscape receptors is assessed through the 
following evaluation process: an appraisal of the existing 
urban characteristics of each townscape receptor is 
formulated to establish their baseline condition is presented 
in section 6.0 of this report; then, this part of section 8.0 
presents the likely effects of the Proposed Development 
on the identified urban characteristics of each townscape 
receptor are assessed. Lastly, the likely cumulative effects 
is also assessed.

8.21 The following character areas were identified in map 6.12 
and repeated in figure 8.2. 

Character Area A: Ham Lands and green environs

8.22 As per section 6.0, the sensitivity of this character area is 
identified as medium. The Proposed Development is not 
likely to be visible from large proportions of this TCA, due 
to the topography, distance from the Site and landscaped 
nature of the TCA. 

	Magnitude	of	change	

8.23 The Proposed Development lies to the south and east of 
this character area. Given the distance and the minimal 
intervisibility between most of the area and the Site, the 
level of change introduced is considered to be small.

Residual	effect

8.24 The residual effect to this TCA as a result of the Proposed 
Development is minor (not significant). Given the 
distance between the character area and the Proposed 
Development, and minimal interaction between the two, 
the effect is considered neutral in nature. This is not 
considered significant in EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: N/A

Character Area B: Mid-20th century development

8.25 As per section 6.0, the sensitivity of this character area 
is identified as low to medium. The Site is located in this 
TCA and the Proposed Development will be highly visible 
from the streets that directly face towards it, or that the Site 
sits on, as shown in section 8 (Views 4 – 11 and Views 14, 
and 18- 22) ). Where visible, the Proposed Development 
will be a great improvement to the existing situation on the 
Site, through improving the overall quality of architecture 
and urban design, increasing active frontages, creating a 

Figure 8.2: Townscape Character Areas map (within 500m radius of the Site). The Site boundary is outlined in red. Letters A-D refer to 
the selected areas for the assessment.

500m radius

A

B

C

D
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positive sense of enclosure along the streets and enhancing 
the character of this TCA. The Proposed Development is 
unlikely to be perceptible from other locations in this TCA 
that are further away from the  Site and that do not adjoin 
or directly face the Site. 

	Magnitude	of	change	

8.26 The Proposed Development lies in the centre of this TCA. 
The magnitude of change in close proximity to the Site is 
considered to be medium to large scale. The magnitude 
of change within the wider context of this TCA (such as 
the southern parts) is considered to be small. Overall the 
magnitude of change for this TCA is considered to be 
medium.

Residual	effect

8.27 As noted above, the Proposed Development will improve 
the TCA in locations close to the Site. As a result of the 
magnitude of change for this character area, the residual 
effect is considered to be moderate (significant) and 
beneficial. This is considered as a significant effect in EIA 
terms.

AVR cross reference: Views 4 – 11,14, and 18- 22.

Character Area C: Ham House and Ham Common 
character area including the historic buildings and 
associated structures/areas to the east

8.28 As per section 6.0, the sensitivity of this character area 
is identified as medium. The Proposed Development is 
unlikely to be visible from the majority of this TCA, as 
shown in section 8.0 (Views 1,2,3, 12, 13, 17). Where 
visible, the Proposed Development will be an improvement 
to the existing situation on the Site. 

	Magnitude	of	change	

8.29 The Proposed Development lies to west of this character 
area. Due to the distance and the minimal between 
most parts of this TCA and the Site, the level of change 
introduced considered to be small.

Residual	effect

8.30 As a result of the magnitude of change for the Proposed 
Development, the  residual effect is considered to be 
minor (not significant). Due to the distance between 
the character area and the Proposed Development, and 
minimal visual interaction between the two, the effect 
is considered neutral in nature. This is not considered 
significant in EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: Views 1,2,3, 12, 13, 17

Character Area D: Sandy Lane Residential

8.31 As per section 6.0, the sensitivity of this character area 
is identified as low. There is likely going to be very 
limited intervisibility between this TCA and the Proposed 
Development, due to the topography and landscape 
qualities around the TCA. 

	Magnitude	of	change	

8.32 The Proposed Development lies to the east of this 
character area. The magnitude of change will be negligible 
as there is no intervisibility due to the distance and limited 
visibility of the Proposed Development.

Residual	effect

8.33 The residual effect for this TCA is therefore negligible 
(not significant) and due to the minimal to no interaction 
between the Site and this character area, the effect is 
neutral in nature. This is not considered significant in EIA 
terms.

AVR cross reference: N/A.

Cumulative effect: 

8.34 There are 12 cumulative sites (see figure 6.27) that have 
been included in the scoping opinion. They are located at 
significant distances away from the Site. Due to the height 
of the Proposed Development primarily rising to a similar 
height as that of some of the taller existing blocks on the 
Site and the prevailing tree line in the immediate and wider 
area and due to the distance of these sites/schemes from 
the Site, it is unlikely that the Proposed Development will 
be experienced at the same time as any of these sites 
and likely cumulative schemes. The residual effect for the 
Townscape Character Areas  assessed will therefore likely 
be negligible and neutral in nature. 
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Effects on Heritage Receptors

8.35 This part of section 8.0 provides an assessment of the 
effects on the above ground heritage receptors which 
are set out in section 6 of this report. This includes 
conservation areas, listed buildings, registered parks and 
gardens and non-designated heritage assets such as 
locally listed buildings of merit. The assessments provided 
here are based on the methodology presented in section 
3.0, which is not repeated here. With regards to the 
importance of heritage assets: please note that planning 
policy and guidance refers to it as ‘heritage significance’. 
However, for the purpose of this ES, the word ‘significance’ 
in relation to heritage has been replaced by the word 
‘importance’ in order to avoid confusion with references to 
the ‘significance’ of environmental effects.

 
8.36 A heritage asset may be defined as a building, monument, 

site, place, area or landscape positively identified as 
having a degree of importance meriting consideration 
in planning decisions, because of its heritage interest. 
Heritage assets include designated heritage assets and 
assets identified by the local planning authority (including 
local listing). The NPPF defines the importance of a 
heritage asset as “The	 value	 of	 a	 heritage	 asset	 to	 this	
and	 future	 generations	 because	 of	 its	 heritage	 interest.	
That interest may be archaeological, architectural, artistic 
or	historic.	Significance	 (or importance) derives not only 
from	a	heritage	asset’s	physical	presence,	but	also	 from	
its	 setting.”	 The NPPF definition largely correlates with 
the interests identified by Historic England in their Historic 
England Advice Note 12 (October 2019).

8.37 Change, including development, can sustain, enhance 
or better reveal the importance of an asset as well 
as detract from it or leave it unaltered. The design of a 
development affecting the setting of a heritage asset 
may play an important part in determining its impact. The 
contribution of setting to the historic importance of an 

asset can be sustained or enhanced if new buildings are 
carefully designed to respect their setting by virtue of their 
scale, proportion, height, massing, alignment and use of 
materials.

1. Ham House  

Magnitude of change

8.38 While the Proposed Development will result in an 
inevitable change to the extended setting of Ham House, 
the distance of the development, coupled with extremely 
low to negligible levels of inter-visibility would in no way 
restrict or hinder the historic-architectural legibility of Ham 
House. As such the magnitude of change is considered to 
be negligible.

Residual effect

8.39 Owing to extremely low-negligible levels of inter-visibility 
from within the immediate setting of the asset, the ability 
to appreciate and understand the asset in question will not 
be detrimentally affected. The residual effect in light of the 
above, is considered to be minor (not significant) and 

neutral in nature. This is not considered significant in EIA 
terms.

AVR cross reference: View 12

2. Entrance, Gates and Railings of Forecourt to Ham 
House

Magnitude of change

8.40 While the Proposed Development will result in an 
inevitable change to the extended setting of the receptor 
the development, this will not be visible from the heritage 

500m radius

Figure 8.3: Overall heritage asset map (within 500m radius of the Site).
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asset in question owing to its orientation and intervening 
vegetation and built form. As such the Proposed 
Development would in no way restrict of hinder the historic-
architectural legibility of the heritage asset. As such the 
magnitude of change is considered to be negligible.

Residual effect

8.41 Owing to -negligible levels of intervisibility from within the 
immediate setting of the asset, the ability to appreciate and 
understand the asset in question will not be detrimentally 
affected. The residual effect in light of the above, is 
considered to be minor (not significant) and neutral in 

nature. This is not considered significant in EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: N/A

3. Forecourt of Ham House

Magnitude of change

8.42 While the Proposed Development will result in an 
inevitable change to the extended setting of the receptor 
the development, this will not be visible from the heritage 
asset in question owing to its northward orientation as 
well as intervening vegetation and built form. As such the 
Proposed Development would in no way restrict of hinder 
the historic-architectural legibility of the heritage asset. 
As such the magnitude of change is considered to be 
negligible.

Residual effect

8.43 Owing to extremely low-negligible levels of inter-visibility 
from within the immediate setting of the asset, the ability 
to appreciate and understand the asset in question will not 
be detrimentally affected. The residual effect in light of the 
above, is considered to be minor (not significant) and 

neutral in nature. This is not considered significant in EIA 
terms.

AVR cross reference: N/A

4. Garden Walls and Gate-piers to south of House

Magnitude of change

8.44 While the Proposed Development will result in an 
inevitable change to the extended setting of the receptor 

the development, this will not be visible from the heritage 
asset in question owing to intervening vegetation and built 
form. As such the Proposed Development would in no 
way restrict of hinder the historic-architectural legibility of 
the heritage asset. As such the magnitude of change is 
considered to be negligible.

Residual effect

8.45 Owing to extremely low-negligible levels of inter-visibility 
from within the immediate setting of the asset, the ability 
to appreciate and understand the asset in question will not 
be detrimentally affected. The residual effect in light of the 
above, is considered to be minor (not significant) and 

neutral in nature. This is not considered significant in EIA 
terms.

AVR cross reference: N/A

5. Ham House Stables 

Magnitude of change

8.46 While the Proposed Development will result in an inevitable 
change to the extended setting of the receptor the 
development will only be fractionally visible in wintertime 
condition from the heritage asset in question, largely 
owed to intervening vegetation and built form. As such the 
Proposed Development would in not restrict or hinder the 
historic-architectural legibility of the heritage asset within 
its setting. As such the magnitude of change is considered 
to be small.

Residual effect

8.47 Owing to extremely low-negligible levels of inter-visibility 
from within the immediate setting of the asset, the ability 
to appreciate and understand the asset in question will not 
be detrimentally affected. The residual effect in light of the 
above, is considered to be minor (not significant) and 

neutral in nature. This is not considered significant in EIA 
terms.

AVR cross reference: N/A

6. Ice House

Magnitude of change

8.48 While the Proposed Development will result in an inevitable 
change to the extended setting of the receptor, this will not 
be visible from the heritage asset in question owing to the 
intervening vegetation and built form that comprises its 
setting. As such the Proposed Development would in no 
way restrict of hinder the historic-architectural legibility of 
the heritage asset. It is considered that the magnitude of 
change is negligible.

Residual effect

8.49 Owing to extremely low-negligible levels of inter-visibility 
from within the immediate setting of the asset, the ability 
to appreciate and understand the asset in question will not 
be detrimentally affected. The residual effect in light of the 
above, is considered to be minor (not significant) and 

neutral in nature. This is not considered significant in EIA 
terms.

AVR cross reference: N/A

7. Service Yard Entrance to West of House

Magnitude of change
8.50 The distance of the development coupled with the self-

contained setting of the service yard and intervening 
built form means the proposals will not be visible from 
the heritage asset in question. As such the Proposed 
Development would in no way restrict of hinder the historic-
architectural legibility of the heritage asset. It is considered 
that the magnitude of change is negligible.

Residual effect

8.51 Owing to extremely low-negligible levels of inter-visibility 
from within the immediate setting of the asset, the ability 
to appreciate and understand the asset in question will not 
be detrimentally affected. The residual effect in light of the 
above, is considered to be minor (not significant) and 

neutral in nature. This is not considered significant in EIA 
terms.

AVR cross reference: N/A

8. Tea Room

Magnitude of change

8.52 While the Proposed Development will result in an inevitable 
change to the extended setting of the receptor, this will 
not be visible from the heritage asset in question owing to 
the intervening vegetation and built form that comprises 
its setting as part of Ham House. As such the Proposed 
Development would in no way restrict of hinder the 
historic-architectural legibility of the heritage asset and it 
is considered that the magnitude of change is negligible.

Residual effect

8.53 Owing to extremely low-negligible levels of inter-visibility 
from within the immediate setting of the asset, the ability 
to appreciate and understand the asset in question will not 
be detrimentally affected. The residual effect in light of the 
above, is considered to be minor (not significant) and 

neutral in nature. This is not considered significant in EIA 
terms.

AVR cross reference: N/A

9.  Manor House

10. Stables to Manor House

Magnitude of change

8.54 While the proposals are situated in close proximity to the 
Manor House and Stables, the enclosed and linear nature 
of Ham Road to the west, namely provided by its boundary 
walls and border planted with mature trees, the proposals 
are entirely screened from view. This subsequently 
allows the setting of the Manor House and Stables, and 
those elements of the historic street and townscape that 
contribute to its importance, to remain entirely legible. As 
such neither its setting nor significance would be restricted 
or meaningfully changed. In light of this, the magnitude of 
change is considered to be small. 
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Residual effect

8.55 Owing to extremely low-negligible levels of inter-visibility 
from within the immediate setting of the asset, the ability 
to appreciate and understand the asset in question will not 
be detrimentally affected. The residual effect in light of the 
above, is considered to be minor (not significant) and 

neutral in nature. This is not considered significant in EIA 
terms.

AVR cross reference: N/A

11. Beaufort House

Magnitude of change

8.56 As outlined, it is the historic-architectural setting to the 
north of Beaufort House that contributes to its heritage 
importance, with the surroundings to the south defined 
by the existing twentieth Ham Close Estate. As such any 
perceived erosion to the historic setting has already taken 
place; with the proposals comprising a re-development of 
the existing estate, they will not result in any change to 
the setting of the heritage asset that hinders the ability to 
understand it or its features of special interest. In light of 
this, the magnitude of change is considered to be small to 
medium. 

Residual effect

8.57 Beaufort House is situated in close proximity to the Site 
and a visual shift to its setting would be inevitable in this 
instance. However, given the nature of the setting outlined 
above, the re-development of the existing Site would 
not further restrict the ability to understand this heritage 
asset, in relation to both itself, its immediate and extended 
setting. The residual effect of the development proposals 
is expected to be minor-moderate (not significant) in 
this instance and neutral in nature. The form of impact 
is determined to be neutral in effect due to the minor 
level of intervisibilty between the asset and Proposed 
Development. Though the scheme is of higher architectural 
quality to the existing building on the Site, the location of 
these buildings on the Site and their relationship to the 

asset, mean that is will be experience with a neutral effect. 
This is not considered significant in EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: View 13 

12. Beaufort Cottages

Magnitude of change

8.58 It is the immediate historic-architectural setting of the 
cottages that best informs their heritage importance, 
specifically their shared context with Beaufort House, 
of which they comprise the northern frontage. Despite 
the close proximity of the Proposed Development, the 
intervening built form provided by the house itself, the 
magnitude of change is considered to be small. 

Residual effect

8.59 The screening and importance of setting provided by 
Beaufort House to which they are joined means that the 
Proposed Development will not impede or restrict the 
significance, and that subsequently derived by their setting, 
of the cottages. As such the residual effect is considered to 

be minor (not significant)  and neutral in nature. This is 
not considered significant in EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: N/A

13. Boundary Wall to Beaufort House

Magnitude of change

8.60 The scale of the area covered by the boundary wall, 
namely that it extends southward, the southern border 
terminating in close proximity to the development Site 
means that levels of inter-visibility with the Proposed 
Development will be distinctly higher. However, in a similar 
nature to Beaufort House, it is the historic-architectural 
setting to the north of the asset in question that contributes 
to its heritage importance, with the surroundings to the 
south defined by the existing twentieth Ham Close Estate. 
As such any perceived erosion to the historic setting has 
already taken place; with the proposals comprising a re-
development of the existing estate, they will not result in 
any change to the setting of the heritage asset that hinders 
the ability to understand it or its features of special interest. 
In light of this, the magnitude of change is considered to be 
small.  

Residual effect

8.61 The boundary wall, which encompasses the southern foot 
and grounds of the adjacent Grade II listed building, is 
situated in close proximity to the Site and a visual shift to 
its setting would be inevitable in this instance. However, 

given the nature of the setting outlined above, the re-
development of the existing Site would not further restrict 
the ability to understand this heritage asset, in relation 
to both itself, its immediate and extended setting. The 
residual effect of the development proposals is expected 
to be minor-moderate (not significant)  in this instance 
and neutral in direction. The form of impact is determined 
to be neutral in effect due to the minor level of intervisibility 
between the asset and Proposed Development. Though 
the scheme is of higher architectural quality to the existing 
building on the Site, the location of these buildings on the 
Site and their relationship to the asset, mean that is will 

be experience with a neutral effect. This is not considered 
significant in EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: Views 13 and 17

14. Boundary Wall on East Side of Ham Street between 
Ham House Stables and the Manor House

Magnitude of change

8.62 The linear and enclosed nature of this heritage asset, both 
provided by the wall itself as well as surrounding buildings 
and mature tree planting, means that levels of inter-
visibility with the Proposed Development will be extremely 
low; particularly so to the north where the wall borders 
Ham House. There will be no significant shift in the visual 
relationship between both elements and the magnitude of 
change is subsequently considered to be negligible. 

Residual effect

8.63 Owing to extremely low-negligible levels of inter-visibility 
from within the immediate setting of the asset, the ability 
to appreciate and understand the asset in question will 
not be detrimentally affected. There will be some minor 
change to the extended setting of the southern foot of the 
wall, but this will be almost perceptually invisible owing 
to the screening provided by vegetation and the built 
environment. The residual effect in light of the above, is 
considered to be minor (not significant)  and neutral in 

direction. This is not considered significant in EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: N/A

15. Orford Hall St. Michaels Convent 

Magnitude of change

8.64 The presence of the new structures as part of the re-
development scheme will not result in the significance 

contributed by the setting of Orford Hall to be effected. 
It is the historic built environment and landscape that 
comprises the setting to the south, east and west that 
informs the heritage importance of this building. Coupled 
with this, the flat topography, intervening vegetation and 
built form means that there will be no significant visual 
shift in the existing built environment relationship and the 
magnitude of change is considered to be negligible. 

Residual effect

8.65 Owing to extremely low-negligible levels of inter-visibility 
from within the immediate setting of the asset and the Ham 
Common Conservation Area, the ability to appreciate and 
understand the asset in question will not be detrimentally 
affected. The residual effect in light of the above, is 
considered to be minor (not significant) and neutral in 

nature. This is not considered significant in EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: N/A

16 & 17. Avenue Cottage(s)

Magnitude of change

8.66 The presence of the new structures as part of the re-
development scheme will not result in the significance 
contributed by the setting of the cottage buildings to be 
effected. It is the historic built environment and landscape, 
both in the form of the common and avenue that comprises 
the setting which informs the heritage importance of 
the buildings. Coupled with this, the flat topography, 
intervening vegetation and built form means that there 
will be no significant visual shift in the existing built 
environment relationship and the magnitude of change is 
considered to be negligible. 

Residual effect

8.67 Owing to extremely low-negligible levels of inter-visibility 
from within the immediate setting of the asset and the Ham 
Common Conservation Area, the ability to appreciate and 
understand the asset in question will not be detrimentally 
affected. The residual effect in light of the above, is 
considered to be minor (not significant) and neutral in 

nature. This is not considered significant in EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: N/A
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18. Avenue Lodge 

Magnitude of change

8.68 The presence of the new structures as part of the re-
development scheme will not result in the significance 
contributed by the setting of Avenue Lodge to be effected. 
It is the historic built environment and landscape, both in 
the form of the common and avenue which informs the 
heritage importance of this building. Coupled with this, 
the flat topography, intervening vegetation and built form 
means that there will be no significant visual shift in the 
existing built environment relationship and the magnitude 
of change is considered to be negligible. 

Residual effect

8.69 Owing to extremely low-negligible levels of inter-visibility 
from within the immediate setting of the asset and the Ham 
Common Conservation Area, the ability to appreciate and 
understand the asset in question will not be detrimentally 
affected. The residual effect in light of the above, is 
considered to be minor (not significant) and neutral in 

nature. This is not considered significant in EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: View 1

19. Ensleigh Lodge  

Magnitude of change

8.70 The intervening built form and flat topography of the 
surrounding land means that the Proposed Development 
will not be visible from Ensleigh Lodge. As a result there 
will be no appreciable change to its setting and the 
subsequent significance contributed to by this and the 
magnitude of change is considered to be negligible.

Residual effect

8.71 Owing to extremely low-negligible levels of inter-visibility 
from within the immediate setting of the asset and the Ham 
Common Conservation Area, the ability to appreciate and 
understand the asset in question will not be detrimentally 
affected. The residual effect in light of the above, is 
considered to be minor (not significant) and neutral in 

nature. This is not considered significant in EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: N/A

20. Newman House

Magnitude of change

8.72 While there will be an inevitable change to the setting of 
Newman House, given the proximity of the building to the 
Site and the current levels of inter-visibility the proposals 
would only change the existing views and not the ability 
to appreciate this group of heritage receptors in their 
architectural and historic context, overall not reducing 
their legibility. The magnitude of change is considered to 
be small.

Residual effect

8.73 Newman House is situated in close proximity to the Site 
and a visual shift to its setting would be inevitable in 
this instance. However, given the nature of the setting 
outlined above, the re-development of the existing Site 
would not further restrict the ability to understand this 
heritage asset, in relation to both itself, its immediate and 
extended setting. The residual effect of the development 
proposals is expected to be minor-moderate (not 
significant) in this instance and neutral in nature. This is 
not considered significant in EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: N/A

21. Gordon House

Magnitude of change

8.74 The intervening built form and flat topography of the 
surrounding land means that the Proposed Development 
will not be visible from Gordon House. As a result there will 
be no appreciable change to its setting and the subsequent 
significance contributed to by this and the magnitude of 
change is considered to be negligible.

Residual effect

8.75 Owing to extremely low-negligible levels of inter-visibility 
from within the immediate setting of the asset and the Ham 
Common Conservation Area, the ability to appreciate and 
understand the asset in question will not be detrimentally 
affected. The residual effect in light of the above, is 
considered to be minor (not significant) and neutral in 

nature. The form of impact is determined to be neutral in 
effect due to the minor level of intervisibility between the 
asset and Proposed Development. Though the scheme is 
of higher architectural quality to the existing building on the 
Site, the location of these buildings on the Site and their 

relationship to the asset, mean that is will be experience 

with a neutral effect. This is not considered significant in 
EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: View 1

22. Selby House

Magnitude of change

8.76 The intervening built form and flat topography of the 
surrounding land means that the Proposed Development 
will not be visible from Selby House. As a result there will 
be no appreciable change to its setting and the subsequent 
significance contributed to by this and the magnitude of 
change is considered to be negligible.

Residual effect

8.77 Owing to extremely low-negligible levels of inter-visibility 
from within the immediate setting of the asset and the Ham 
Common Conservation Area, the ability to appreciate and 
understand the asset in question will not be detrimentally 
affected. The residual effect in light of the above, is 
considered to be minor (not significant) and neutral in 

nature. This is not considered significant in EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: N/A

23. The Little House

Magnitude of change

8.78 The intervening built form and flat topography of the 
surrounding land means that the Proposed Development 
will not be visible from the Little House. As a result there 
will be no appreciable change to its setting and the 
subsequent significance contributed to by this and the 
magnitude of change is considered to be negligible.

Residual effect

8.79 Owing to extremely low-negligible levels of inter-visibility 
from the Ham Common Conservation Area, the ability to 
appreciate and understand the asset in question will not 
be detrimentally affected. The residual effect in light of the 
above, is considered to be minor (not significant) and 

neutral in nature. This is not considered significant in EIA 
terms.

AVR cross reference: View 1

1. Ham House Conservation Area 

Magnitude of change

8.80 The Proposed Development would border the Ham 
House Conservation Area directly to the west, and would 
result in an inevitable change to the immediate setting of 
the conservation area. However, as with the designated 
and non-designated heritage assets, the setting of the 
conservation area to the south contributes little to its overall 
heritage importance, being punctuated with later twentieth 
century development and infill, including the Site location. 
The nature of the proposals, namely the redevelopment of 
the existing Ham Close Estate, while resulting in a change 
of setting, would not restrict the ability to understand and 
read the setting of the conservation area. On balance the 
magnitude of change is considered to be small. 

Residual effect

8.81 While the setting of the Ham House Conservation Area 
will experience a certain visual shift as a result of the 
Proposed Development, this change will only be observed 
from a localised area to the south along Ham Street and is 
not considered to be of such magnitude that would affect 
the heritage importance of the conservation area, which 
is not informed by the built form on the Site, the latter of 
which has already somewhat compromised the setting. As 
such it is considered that the effect on the conservation 
area would be minor to moderate (not significant) and 
neutral in nature, with no detrimental long term impact 
on the receptor. This is not considered significant in EIA 
terms.

AVR cross reference: Views 2,3,13,14,17,19.

2. Ham Common Conservation Area 

Magnitude of change

8.82 The Ham Common Conservation Area, largely owed to 
the topography and built environment comprising it, is 
well screened from the Proposed Development/Site and 
inter-visibility between these two elements is extremely 
low-negligible. Factoring in this and the way in which 
the setting is understood, with the common acting as a 
focal point, the magnitude of change is considered to be 
negligible. 
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Residual effect

8.83 Owing to extremely low-negligible levels of inter-visibility 
from the location of the heritage asset, the ability to 
appreciate and understand the Grade II listed building in 
question will not be detrimentally affected. The designated 
and non-designated heritage assets within, the common 
itself as a focal point and element of intrinsic landscape 
value, will remain entirely legible. The residual effect in light 
of the above, is considered to be minor (not significant) 

and neutral in nature. This is not considered significant in 
EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: View 1

1. Registered Park and Garden Ham House 

Magnitude of change

8.84 With the exception of a few viewpoints, which are still 
almost entirely screened by mature vegetation and 
intervening built form, the Proposed Development will be 
minimally visible from the registered park and garden. 
Where potentially visible, the distance of the development 
coupled with the aforementioned screening provided will 
not have an impact upon the significance and setting 
significance of this heritage receptor. In light of this it is 
considered that the magnitude of change is small. 

Residual effect

8.85 The Proposed Development will possibly create a very 
minor backdrop to the avenue that comprises the southern 
section of the Registered Park and Garden. This will 
manifest at some distance and will potentially feature in 
a very select few views. However, the ability to appreciate 
and understand Ham House Park and Garden within 
the context of the surrounding architectural and historic 
environment will not be detrimentally affected, and the 
Registered Park and Garden will still retain its legibility 
within the area. The magnitude of change, in light of the 
above, is considered to be minor (not significant)  and 

neutral in nature. This is not considered significant in EIA 
terms.

AVR cross reference: View 1

1. St. Richard’s Church 

Magnitude of change

8.86 The magnitude of change in relation to this heritage 
receptor in considered to be negligible to small due 
to low level of intervisibility due to the orientation of the 
street frontages, despite the proximity to the Proposed 
Development. Where visible, the Proposed Development 
will be an improvement to the existing situation on the Site. 

Residual effect

8.87 The ability to understand and appreciate this heritage 
receptor would remain unaffected in the long term. Whilst 
there will be some level of change to the setting of this 
heritage receptor through the Proposed Development, this 
will only be minor to moderate and will not adversely affect 
their setting. 
It is therefore considered that the effect on the listed 
building would be minor to moderate (not significant) 
and neutral in nature. This is not considered significant 
in EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: View 7.

2. Old Ham Lodge 

Magnitude of change

8.88 The magnitude of change in relation to this heritage 
receptor in considered to be negligible due to the lack 
of intervisibility between the Site and receptor, due to the 
orientation of the street frontages and distance to the 
Proposed Development. 

Residual effect

8.89 The ability to understand and appreciate these heritage 
receptors would remain unaffected in the long term and 
the Proposed Development will not adversely affect their 
setting. The residual effect would there for be considered 
as negligible (not significant) and neutral in nature. This 
is not considered significant in EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: N/A

3. The Garden House

Magnitude of change

8.90 Similar to Old Ham Lodge, the magnitude of change in 
relation to this heritage receptor in considered to be 
negligible due to the lack of intervisibility between the Site 
and receptor, due to the orientation of the street frontages 
and distance to the Proposed Development. 

Residual effect

8.91 The ability to understand and appreciate these heritage 
receptors would remain unaffected in the long term and 
the Proposed Development will not adversely affect their 
setting. The residual effect would there for be considered 
as negligible (not significant) and neutral in nature. This 
is not considered significant in EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: N/A

4. 209 Ham Street 

Magnitude of change

8.92 The magnitude of change in relation to this heritage 
receptor is considered to be negligible. While they are 
situated in proximity to the Proposed Development, the 
low level of inter-visibility coupled with the orientation and 
set back of their street frontages and means that their 
present townscape setting is largely retained.

Residual effect

8.93 The ability to understand and appreciate these heritage 
receptors would remain unaffected in the long term and 
the Proposed Development will not adversely affect their 
setting. The residual effect would there for be considered 
as negligible (not significant) and neutral in nature. This 
is not considered significant in EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: N/A

5. 1-5 Wiggins Cottages 

Magnitude of change

8.94 The Proposed Development will create limited change 
in the setting of 1-5 Wiggins Cottages, principally owing 
to the landscape buffer to the east of the Site and lower 

level of the blocks along the north western edge of the 
development, closest to the locally listed building. Overall 
the magnitude of change is therefore expected to be small 
due to some change to the wider setting, notably a two 
storey community building to the eastern corner of the 
Site.

Residual effect

8.95 It is considered that the Proposed Development would 
have a minor (not significant) effect of 1-5 Wiggins 
Cottages due to the intervisibility of the community building 
and these locally listed assets and the receptors’ level 
of sensitivity. It is the immediate setting that contributes 
most to the heritage importance of these cottages, 
therefore changes within the extended setting makes less 
of a contribution. It will be neutral in nature. This is not 
considered significant in EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: View 17.

6. 1-6 Pointers Cottages, Wiggins Lane 

Magnitude of change

8.96 The magnitude of change in relation to this heritage 
receptor is considered to be negligible. While they are 
situated in proximity to the Proposed Development, the 
low level of inter-visibility coupled with the orientation and 
set back of their street frontages and means that their 
present townscape setting is largely retained.

Residual effect

8.97 The ability to understand and appreciate these heritage 
receptors would remain unaffected in the long term and 
the Proposed Development will not adversely affect their 
setting. The residual effect would there for be considered 
as negligible (not significant) and neutral in nature. This 
is not considered significant in EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: N/A

7. 199 Ham Street  

Magnitude of change

8.98 Similar to Wiggens Cottages, the magnitude of change 
to the setting of 199 Ham Street is limited due to the 
landscape buffer to the east of the Site and the orientation 
of the street network. The two storey community centre 
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to the south eastern corner of the Site will be visible in 
conjunction with this receptor, impacting its wider setting. 
Therefore, the magnitude of change is considered to be 
small.

Residual effect

8.99 The ability to understand and appreciate this heritage 
receptor would remain unaffected in the long term and the 
Proposed Development will not adversely affect its setting. 
The residual effect being minor (not significant) and of 

neutral nature. This is not considered significant in EIA 
terms.

AVR cross reference: View 17. 

8. 52 Ham Street [&] The Royal Oak

Magnitude of change

8.100 The existing setting of this pair of locally listed buildings 
is defined by the 18th to 19th century development along 
this portion of Ham Street and, to the wider setting, taller 
post war infill development. The Proposed Development 
includes the demolition of these post war blocks along 
Ham Close and the construction of a denser residential 
development of similar building heights. This will be visible 
to its wider setting, though somewhat distorted by existing 
tree coverage. The magnitude of change is therefore 
considered medium. 

Residual effect

8.101 The Proposed Development will result in a change, 
primarily with regards to architectural character and 
density to the wider setting of this pair of assets. The 
residual effect is deemed to be minor (not significant) and 
neutral in  nature due to the magnitude of change, level of 
the receptors and the higher quality of development within 
the Site, which provides an improved interaction with the 
surrounding streetscape. This is not considered significant 
in EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: View 13. 

9. Tollemarche Almshouses 

Magnitude of change

8.102 The magnitude of change is considered small. Changes 
to the massing and density within the Site will impact the 
wider setting of these heritage assets as glimpses of the 
Proposed Development will be visible in conjunction with 
the Tollemarche Almshouses.   

Residual effect

8.103 The ability to understand and appreciate these heritage 
receptors would remain unaffected in the long term and 
the Proposed Development will not adversely affect 
their setting, with the residual effect being minor (not 

significant) and neutral in nature. The form of impact 
is determined to be neutral in effect due to the minor 
level of intervisibility between the asset and Proposed 
Development. Though the scheme is of higher architectural 
quality to the existing building on the Site, the location of 
these buildings on the Site and their relationship to the 

asset, mean that is will be experience with a neutral effect. 
This is not considered significant in EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: N/A

10. 40-46 Ham Street 

Magnitude of change

8.104 Due to the distance and orientation and narrowness of 
the surrounding streetscape the magnitude of change to 
the setting of the heritage receptors in response to the 
Proposed Development is considered to be negligible.  

Residual effect

8.105 As locally listed buildings, the level of sensitivity of these 
receptors is low, the residual effect is therefore considered 
to be negligible (not significant) and neutral in nature. 
The form of impact is determined to be neutral in effect 
due to the minor level of intervisibility between the asset 
and Proposed Development. Though the scheme is of 
higher architectural quality to the existing building on the 
Site, the location of these buildings on the Site and their 
relationship to the asset, mean that is will be experience 
with a neutral effect. This is not considered significant in 
EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: N/A.

11. 1-18 Evelyn Road

Magnitude of change

8.106 There will be some change to the wider setting of these 
heritage receptors as the upper floors of the Proposed 
Development will be seen in the background, north west 
of the assets. Intervisibility will be somewhat distorted by 
tree coverage along Ham Street and within front gardens 
and the magnitude of change is thereby considered small.

Residual effect

8.107 Due to the low level of sensitivity and only small level of 
change to the wider setting of these heritage receptors, the 
residual effect of the Proposed Development is considered 

minor (not significant) of neutral nature. This is not 
considered significant in EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: View 2.

12. Stokes House [&] Bench House 

Magnitude of change

8.108 Similar to 1-18 Evelyn Road, there will be some change to 
the wider setting of these heritage receptors as the upper 
floors of the Proposed Development will be seen above the 
existing surrounding townscape, north west of the assets. 
Intervisibility will be somewhat distorted by tree coverage, 
orientation of the street layout and tight urban grain. The 
magnitude of change is thereby considered small.

Residual effect

8.109 Due to the low level of sensitivity and only small level of 
change to the wider setting of these heritage receptors, the 
residual effect of the Proposed Development is considered 
minor (not significant) of neutral nature. This is not 
considered significant in EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: View 2.

13. 12-38 Ham Street 

Magnitude of change

8.110 The magnitude of change owing to the Proposed 
Development is considered negligible. The Proposed 
Development will not be visible in conjunction with the 
heritage receptor in neither short nor long views. 

Residual effect

8.111 Due to the low level of sensitivity of the heritage receptor 
and the negligible magnitude of change to its setting, the 
residual effect is considered negligible (not significant) 

and neutral in nature. This is not considered significant in 
EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: N/A.

14. Catholic Church of St. Thomas Aquinas

Magnitude of change

8.112 The magnitude of change in relation to this heritage 
receptor is considered to be negligible No intervisibility 
will be introduced between the heritage receptor and 
Proposed Development due to the distance and orientation 
of the street layout of this area.

Residual effect

8.113 Due to the negligible magnitude of change and low level of 
sensitivity, the residual effect is considered negligible (not 
significant) and neutral in nature. This is not considered 
significant in EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: N/A

15. 1-9 Ham Street

Magnitude of change

8.114 Similar to Catholic Church of St. Thomas Aquinas, the 
magnitude of change in relation to this heritage receptor 
is considered to be negligible No intervisibility will be 
introduced between the heritage receptor and Proposed 
Development due to the distance and orientation of the 
street layout of this area.

Residual effect

8.115 Due to the negligible magnitude of change and low level of 
sensitivity, the residual effect is considered negligible (not 
significant) and neutral in nature. This is not considered 
significant in EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: N/A
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16. 1 Lock Road

Magnitude of change

8.116 The magnitude of change in relation to this heritage 
receptor is considered to be negligible. It is situated at a 
considerable distance to the Proposed Development and 
the orientation of streets layout means that the present 
townscape setting is retained.

Residual effect

8.117 Due to the negligible magnitude of change and low level of 
sensitivity, the residual effect is considered negligible(not 
significant) and neutral in nature. This is not considered 
significant in EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: N/A

17. 26 Ham Common

Magnitude of change

8.118 The magnitude of change in relation to 26 Ham Close 
is considered to be negligible. This is due to lack of 
intervisibility owing to the considerable distance between 
the heritage receptor and Proposed Development, in 
addition to orientation of the streetscape and orientation 
of the street frontages, namely the setback of 26 Ham 
Common within its plot.

Residual effect

8.119 Due to the negligible magnitude of change and low level of 
sensitivity, the residual effect is considered negligible(not 
significant) and neutral in nature. This is not considered 
significant in EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: N/A

18. 22 Ham Common

Magnitude of change

8.120 The magnitude of change in relation to this heritage 
receptor is considered to be negligible. It is situated at a 
considerable distance to the Proposed Development and 
the orientation of street frontages means that the present 
townscape setting is retained.

Residual effect

8.121 The ability to understand and appreciate these heritage 
receptors would remain unaffected in the long term and 
the Proposed Development will not adversely affect their 
setting, with the residual effect being negligible(not 
significant) and neutral in nature. This is not considered 
significant in EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: N/A

19. Phoenix Cottage 

Magnitude of change

8.122 Owing to the distance and tight urban grain in which this 
heritage receptor sits, the Proposed Development will not 
be seen in conjunction with it from either close or longer 
views. The overall magnitude of change is considered to 
be negligible.

Residual effect

8.123 It is considered that the Proposed Development will have 
a negligible (not significant) effect on the heritage 
importance of Phoenix Cottage. The listed building 
would not be detrimentally affected by the Proposed 
Development, namely due to its lack of visibility from within 
the setting of the asset. It will be neutral in nature. This is 
not considered significant in EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: N/A

20. 1-7 New Road Ham

Magnitude of change

8.124 Due to the orientation of the streetscape and the distance 
of the heritage receptor from the Proposed Development, 
there will be no introduction of intervisibility within either 
close or longer views. The magnitude of change is 
therefore considered to be negligible.

Residual effect

8.125 Due to the low level of sensitivity designated to this asset, 
in addition to the negligible magnitude of change, The 
residual effect of the Proposed Development is considered 
to be negligible (not significant)  and neutral in nature. 
This is not considered significant in EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: N/A

21. Flax Cottage 

Magnitude of change

8.126 The Proposed Development will not be visible in conjunction 
with the heritage receptor in closer views, which is most 
important to its heritage importance. In longer views from 
Ham Common, there will be some intervisibility introduced 
to the background of this view, somewhat distorted by 
existing tree cover. The magnitude of change would be 
small.

Residual effect

8.127 The Proposed Development would result in a minor 
(not significant) residual effect of neutral nature. The 
neutral nature is owing to Proposed Development being 
in the wider setting of the building to the north west of the 

receptor, which does not inform their heritage importance. 
This is not considered significant in EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: View 1.

22. 45-49 Ham Common

Magnitude of change

8.128 The Proposed Development will present no change to the 
immediate setting of Flax Cottage due to the orientation of 
the streetscape and distance of the Site from this group of 
heritage receptors. In longer views from Ham Common, 
some intervisibility will be introduced as the upper floors of 
the proposed block appear over the existing urban setting. 
However, this conjunction will be distorted by existing 
tree coverage within the boundary of Ham Common. The 
magnitude of change is therefore considered to be small.

Residual effect

8.129 Due to the lack if intervisibiltiy between the heritage 
receptor and Proposed Development in close views, there 
will be no effect on the immediate setting of this group of 
assets. In longer views, which does not inform their heritage 
importance, the Proposed Development sits to the east of 
the heritage receptor, therefore the built forms will not be 
in direct conjunction. The residual effect is considered to 

be minor (not significant) of neutral nature. This is not 
considered significant in EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: View 1.

23. Vine Cottage 

Magnitude of change

8.130 The immediate setting of this heritage receptor would 
remain unchanged though the Proposed Development. 
However, in longer views within Ham Common, a green 
open space to the south east of the Site, there would be 
some intervisibility introduced between the Site and the 
heritage receptor as the upper floors of the Proposed 
Development would appear to the background of the 
cottage, above the existing urban environment and mature 
tree coverage. The magnitude of change is therefore 
considered to be small.

Residual effect

8.131 The Proposed Development would not be visible in any 
close views, therefore this element of the receptors 
setting would remain unchanged. In long views from Ham 
Common the Proposed Development adds to the existing 
urban environment, sitting to the east of the cottage 
and therefore not directly impacting on the setting of the 
building. The residual effect is therefore considered to 
be minor (not significant) of neutral nature. This is not 
considered significant in EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: View 1.

24. Watergate 

Magnitude of change

8.132 There will be no intervisibility introduced between the 
Proposed Development and the heritage receptor in 
the close or wider setting. The magnitude of change is 
therefore considered to be negligible.

Residual effect

8.133 Owing to the low level of sensitivity and negligible 
magnitude of change, the residual effect will be negligible 
(not significant)  and neutral in nature. The effect on the 
heritage importance of this receptor will be unchanged 

through the Proposed Development. This is not considered 
significant in EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: N/A
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25. Pond House

Magnitude of change

8.134 The Proposed Development will not be visible in an close 
views for this locally listed building due to the orientation 
and narrowness of the streetscape and scale of the 
development which would sit below the existing roofline of 
houses in the immediate setting of the receptor. The upper 
floors of the Proposed Development would appear in 
conjunction with the locally listed building in longer views 
from Ham Common to the south east, however somewhat 
disrupted by tree coverage. This would sit in line with 
the building and thereby altering its wider setting. The 
magnitude of change is considered to be small-medium.

Residual effect

8.135 The Proposed Development would appear in longer views 
north west from within the green open space of Ham 
Common, against an already a dense urban back drop. 
The development sits at a relative scale to the existing 
surrounding environment and, in addition, closer views 
towards the building, considered to be the most relevant 
to its importance, would remain unchanged. Therefore, 
importance of the house itself would not be significantly 
affected and the residual effect is considered to be minor 

(not significant) of neutral nature. This is not considered 
significant in EIA terms.

AVR cross reference: View 1.

Cumulative Effects

8.136 In relation to both the Site and this group of heritage 
receptors listed above, a number of cumulative sites 
have been identified by LBRuT to assess any cumulative 
effects. These sites are located at such distances away 
from the Site that they will not be experienced from the 
setting of the assessed heritage assets in conjunction with 
the Proposed Development. There will therefore be no 
cumulative effect in regards to the heritage assets listed 
above. 
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9. Mitigation

Mitigation and Monitoring during Demolition and 
Construction

9.1       Other than the use of hoarding where appropriate during 
the demolition and construction, no further mitigation is 
considered necessary. The visual effects of construction 
activity are unavoidable, temporary and commonplace in 
London. 

Mitigation and Monitoring once the Proposed 
Development is Complete and Occupied

9.2      The design included the exploration of a number of options. 
The iterative design process for a complex scheme on 
a site such as this is integrally one where visual and 
heritage impacts are taken into account at each stage. Any 
unacceptable visual and heritage impacts are mitigated 
by the design team as an fundamental part of the design 
development. The local authority’s planning officers’ 
feedback, based on detailed knowledge of the Site and 
surroundings and of planning policies affecting them, are 
also an integral part into this process.

9.3       Following the careful consideration that has been given to the 
design of the new buildings and the public realm during this 
thorough process, therefore, the Proposed Development 
in the form in which it is submitted for planning permission 
and the form in which it has been assessed in this HTVIA 
does not give rise to any visual impacts which require 
additional mitigation.
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10. Residual Effects

Table 10.1: Summary of operational heritage effects. Only ‘moderate’ or ‘major’ effects are 
considered significant in EIA terms.

 Operational/Permanent    

 
Receptor – effects 

Residual effect 

 

Nature of effect Significance (in EIA 
terms) 

Heritage receptors (listed buildings)    

1. Ham House Minor  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

2. Entrance, Gates and Railings of 
Forecourt to Ham House 

Minor  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

3. Forecourt of Ham House Minor  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

4. Garden Walls and Gate piers to south 
of House 

Minor  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

5. Ham House Stables Minor  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

6. Ice House Minor  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

7. Service Yard Entrance to Ham House Minor  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

8. Tea Room Minor  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

9. Manor House Minor  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

10. Stables to Manor House Minor  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

11. Beaufort House Minor - moderate  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

12. Beaufort Cottages Minor  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

13. Boundary Wall to Beaufort House Minor - moderate  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

14. Boundary Wall on East Side of Ham 
Street between Ham House Stables 
and the Manor House 

Minor  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

15. Orford Hall St. Michaels Convent Minor  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

16. Avenue Cottage Minor  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

17. Avenue Cottage Minor  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

18. Avenue Lodge Minor  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

19. Ensleigh Lodge Minor  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

20. Newman House Minor - moderate  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

21. Gordon House Minor  Neutral 
 

not significant 

22. Selby House Minor  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

23. The Little House Minor  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

Heritage receptors (conservation areas)    

1. Ham House Conservation Area Minor - moderate  Neutral 
 

not significant 

2. Ham Common Conservation Area Minor  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

Heritage receptors (Registered Park and 
Garden) 

   

1. Ham House Minor  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

Heritage receptors (Non-designated 
heritage asset) 

   

1. St. Richard’s Church Minor - moderate  Neutral 
 

not significant 

2. Old Ham Lodge 
 

Negligible  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

3. The Garden House Negligible  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

4. 209 Ham Street Negligible  Neutral 
 

not significant 

5. 1-5 Wiggins Cottages Minor  Neutral 
 

not significant 

6. 1-6 Pointers Cottages Negligible  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

7. 199 Ham Street Minor  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

8. 52 Ham Street and The Royal Oak Minor  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

9. Tollemarche Almshouses Minor  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

10. 40-46 Ham Street Negligible  Neutral 
 

not significant 

11. 1-18 Evelyn Road Minor  Neutral 
 

not significant 

12. Stokes House and Bench House Minor  Neutral 
 

not significant 

13. 12-38 Ham Street Negligible  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

14. Catholic Church of St. Thomas 
Aquinas 

Negligible  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

15. 1-9 Ham Street Negligible  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

16. 1 Lock Road Negligible  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

17. 26 Ham Common Negligible  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

Table 10.1 (Contd.): Summary of operational heritage effects. Only ‘moderate’ or ‘major’ effects are 
considered significant in EIA terms.
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Table 10.1 (Contd.): Summary of operational heritage effects. Only ‘moderate’ or ‘major’ effects are 
considered significant in EIA terms.

Table 10.3: Summary of operational visual townscape effects. Only ‘moderate’ or ‘major’ effects are 
considered significant in EIA terms.

Table 10.2: Summary of operational townscape effects. Only ‘moderate’ or ‘major’ effects 
are considered significant in EIA terms.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Operational/Permanent   
Receptor – effects Residual effect 

 
Nature of effect Significance 

(in EIA terms) 
Townscape receptors    

Townscape character area A:   
Ham Lands and green environs 

Minor  Neutral not significant 

Townscape character area B: 
 Mid-20th century development 

Moderate  Beneficial significant 

Townscape character area C: 
Ham House and Ham Common character 
area including the historic buildings and 

structures/areas to the east 

Minor  
 

Neutral not significant 

Townscape character area D:   
Sandy Lane Residential 

Negligible  
 

Neutral not significant 

 

 Operational/Permanent   

Receptor – effects Residual effect 
 

Nature of effect Significance 
(in EIA terms) 

Visual Receptors    
View 1: Ham Common, looking north-west. 
 

Minor  
 

Neutral not significant 

View 2: Ham Street & Evelyn Road , looking north-west. 
 

Negligible  
 

Neutral not significant 

View 3: Ashburnham Road, Ham Library, looking west. 
 

Minor-moderate  Beneficial not significant 

View 4: Mowbray Road, looking north. 
 

Minor-moderate  Beneficial not significant 

View 5: Ashburnham Road, Ham Children’s Centre, 
looking north-east. 

Moderate  
 

Beneficial significant 

View 6: Ashburnham Road & Broughton Avenue, 
looking north-east. 

Minor  
 

Beneficial not significant 

View 7: Croft Way & Rushmead, looking east. 
 

Minor  
 

Neutral not significant 

View 8: Woodville Road, looking north-east. 
 

Minor-moderate  
 

Beneficial not significant 

View 9: Woodville Road, looking north-east. 
 

Minor-moderate  Beneficial not significant 

View 10: Stuart Road, looking south. 
 

Minor-moderate  Beneficial not significant 

View 11: Murray Road & Stretton Road, looking south. 
 

Minor-moderate  Beneficial not significant 

View 12: Ham House Garden, looking south-west. 
 

No change  
 

Neutral not significant 

View 13: Sandy Lane & Ham Street, looking south-
west. 
 

Minor  Neutral not significant 

View 14: Ham Street, Grey Court School, looking west. 
 

Minor-moderate  Beneficial not significant 

View 15: Richmond Park View (King Henry VIII’s 
Mound), looking south-west. 

Minor-moderate  Neutral not significant 

View 16: Richmond Hill, looking south-west. 
 

Minor-moderate  Neutral not significant 

View 17: Wiggins Lane, in front of No.1, looking south-
west 
 

Minor-moderate  
 

Beneficial not significant 

View 18: Woodville Road and Wiggins Lane, looking 
south-west 

Moderate  
 

Beneficial significant 

View 19: Back Lane, looking north-west 
 

Moderate  Beneficial significant 

View 20: St Richard’s CE primary School grounds, 
looking East 

Moderate  
 

Beneficial significant 

View 21: Ashburnham Road (between Sheridan Road 
and Mowbray Road), looking west 

Moderate  Beneficial significant 

View 22: Woodville Road and Stuart Road intersection, 
looking west 

Moderate  
 

Beneficial significant 

18. 22 Ham Common Negligible  Neutral 
 

not significant 

19. Phoenix Cottage Negligible  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

20. 1-7 New Ham Road Negligible  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

21. Flax Cottage Minor  Neutral 
 

not significant 

22. 45-49 Ham Common Minor  Neutral 
 

not significant 

23. Vine Cottage Minor  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

24. Watergate Negligible  
 

Neutral 
 

not significant 

25. Pond House Minor  Neutral 
 

not significant 
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11. Conclusion

Introduction

11.1 The assessments presented in this document have taken 
into account the effects on heritage receptors through 
an assessment of their heritage importance and the 
contribution that their setting makes to this importance, 
as well as the change to the setting that would arise as a 
result of the Proposed Development. In terms of townscape 
effects, the assessments considered the baseline conditions 
of four townscape character areas and how the Proposed 
Development would change their character, either directly 
or indirectly, depending on their interrelationships and inter-
visibility. In terms of the effect on visual amenity, the effects 
on visual receptors arising from changes to 22 townscape 
views were assessed. 

11.2 The effects arising from the Proposed Development have 
also been assessed in light of the architects’ detailed 
designs. Design is an iterative process in which mitigation 
to avoid and minimize adverse effects is embedded. The 
Proposed Development was described and independently 
assessed for its effects on the immediate and wider 
townscape. It was found that it has been sensitively 
designed, taking into consideration, and where possible 
mitigating against, potential adverse effects on the setting 
of the receptors identified in the chapters above. Overall, 
the proposed design is considered to be of a high quality of 
architectural design, and a beneficial addition to the Site and 
its surrounding townscape.

Effects during demolition and construction 

11.3 The effects of the demolition and construction works of 
the Proposed Development on the surrounding heritage, 
townscape and visual receptors were assessed in section 
8.0. Table 8.1 summarises these effects. It was found that 
the effects would be short-term and temporary in nature and 
they would affect to a higher degree areas located closer to 

the Site. These effects would range between negligible and 
moderate and would be of an adverse nature, depending on 
their distance between the Site and the receptors.

Effects on visual receptors

11.4 The effects of the Proposed Development on visual 
receptors were assessed in section 8.0 of this HTVIA. These 
effects are summarized in table 10.3. It was found that the 
Proposed Development would result in mostly minor or 
moderate effects in most views. Most effects were found to 
be not significant in EIA terms, with only views 5,18,19,20,21 
and 22 were found to have significant effects in EIA terms. 

Effects on townscape receptors

11.5 The potential effects of the Proposed Development on the 
wider and immediate townscape character areas were 
assessed in accordance to the methodology as presented in 
section 3.0, and are presented in section 8.0 of this HTVIA. It 
was found that the Proposed Development would have only 
neutral and beneficial effects on townscape receptors in the 
surrounding context of the Site, where most of them would 
be minor and therefore not significant.. Only Townscape 
Area B was found to have a moderate and beneficial effect 
which is considered as significant in EIA terms. A summary 
of these effects is presented in table 10.2. 

Effects on heritage receptors

11.6 The potentially affected designated and non-designated 
heritage receptors surrounding the Site were identified by 
following the methodology as set out in section 3.0 of this 
HTVIA. They included conservation areas, listed buildings 
and structures, locally listed buildings of merit, and a local 
historic park. The importance of these receptors, including 
any contribution made by their setting, was also assessed. It 

was found that these heritage receptors and their immediate 
settings would not be adversely affected by the Proposed 
Development and that the likely heritage effects would 
predominantly be minor and neutral. Table 10.1 summarises 
the effects of the Proposed Development on the heritage 
receptors identified in sections 6.0 and 8.0 of this HTVIA.

Summary of effects

11.7 Except for the effects during demolition and construction, 
which are temporary, the effects found in the assessment as 
a result of the Proposed Development are largely expected 
to be either neutral or beneficial for the surrounding heritage, 
townscape and visual receptors.  

Compliance with policy and guidance

11.8 Overall, the Proposed Development is found to have 
been designed in compliance with policy and guidance in 
relation to heritage, townscape and visual impacts (LBRuT 

SPDs, LBRuT local plan policy LP1:local character and 
design quality, policy LP4 on building heights, policy LP5: 
views and vistas, policies LP3 and LP4 on designated and 
non-designated heritage assets; and the Greater London 
Plan 2021 policies D4: delivering good design, policy D5: 
inclusive design, policy D8: public realm and policy D9:tall 
buildings). In addition to its architectural quality, the Proposed 
Development will offer a range of urban design, public realm 
and community to Ham and LBRuT in compliance with the 
objectives of sustainable development contained within the 
NPPF. 
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Appendix 1. Rockhunter’s Methodology

1932 - Ham Close estate
aVR ImaGes metHoD statemeNt
PRePaReD FoR 23.03.2022

PaGe   1
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PaGe   21932 - Ham Close estate METHOD STATEMENT 23.03.2022

ROCKHUNTER, 6 RANDLE ROAD, RICHMOND SURREY T W10 7LT 
+44 (0)20  7627 0416  INFO@ROCKHUNTER.CO.UK 
ROCKHUNTER.CO.UK

Company No. 04050255  VAT No. 761372335

1 staNDaRDs
1.1 the aVR image contained in this document have been produced 

in accordance with the best practices and advice taken from the 
following documents:

a) Revised supplementary Planning Guidance, london View man-
agement Framework, march 2012, henceforth lVmF

b) 2015 erratum to the lVmF 2012 sPG

c) landscape Institute: “Visual Representation of Development 
Proposals, technical Guidance Note 06/19”, henceforth tGN06/19

d) landscape Institute/Iema: Guidelines for landscape and Visual 
Impact assessment (GlVIa3)”, henceforth GlVIa3. 

e) scottish Natural Heritage: “Visual Representation of Wind 
Farms v2.2 February 2017”, henceforth sNH 2017

2 sCoPe oF WoRK
2.1 Rock Hunter ltd. were appointed as imaging consultant, pro-

ducers of aVRs and computer generated view study images by 
savills on behalf of Hill. the architects are BtWP architects. Rock 
Hunter ltd. is an architectural visualisation company with 20 years 
of experience in creation of 3D computer models, rendering and 
digital imaging.

3 aFFIlIatIoN aND PlaCe oF WoRK
3.1 Rock Hunter ltd. is not affiliated with any party involved in the 

planning, consultation or design of the Ham Close estate project 
and is acting as an independent consultant on the project. all pro-
cessing of data, documentation and production of this document 
has been carried by Rock Hunter ltd, 

4 ComPUteR moDel
4.1 Rock Hunter received a 3d computer model of the proposed de-

velopment from BtWP architects as well as selected architectural 
drawings and a site survey. the computer model was adapted 
to work with Rock Hunter’s 3d modelling software and design 
changes were undertaken on instruction from BtWP architects on 
the basis of supplied architectural drawings to reflect the latest 
design. all aVRs in this document are based on this computer 
model.

method statement 5 PHotoGRaPHY
5.1 Rock Hunter produced all photography used in these images. 

a digital 35mm format DslR, mounted  on a tripod, was used 
throughout the project. the details of each photo (Camera, lens, 
Date, time, as well the position are listed in the Technical Meth-
odology). Unless otherwise specified, the camera is positioned 
1.6m above ground level, and the positions permanently marked 
on the ground. alternatively, where marking of the ground is 
impractical or not permanent, an existing, distinct feature on the 
ground was chosen, or the point marked with temporary markings 
and surveyed within a few days of the photograph taken.

6 sURVeY
6.1 a professional surveyor was commissioned to survey the marked 

camera location and a set of camera control points for each 
viewpoint. this is used to determine the location of the camera 
position and for camera control points, a set of survey points 
within each photograph that are used to demonstrate the accura-
cy of the camera match. the survey is carried out using a mix of 
GNss, laser and optical theodolite systems and are tied into os 
coordinates.

7 tYPe oF aVR sHoWN
7.1 Based on the above mentioned information and our computer 

model, Rock Hunter then generated a set of aVRs for each view-
point. the set includes the baseline photograph, one montage 
showing baseline + proposed development, and a “baseline + pro-
posed development + cumulative schemes”. Depending on what 
type of visualisation has been agreed with the local authority, the 
proposed development will be shown as aVR1 or aVR3 (lVmF) / 
Visualisation types 3 or 4 (tGN 06/19). 

8 VeRIFICatIoN
8.1 Rock Hunter publishes in this document in the Technical Meth-

odology all relevant details of the recorded photographs and the 
source information of all computer models as well as the working 
methods used in the creation of the aVRs to which will allow inde-
pendent verification of the aVRs. 

9 metHoD statemeNt
9.1 this document was created by Rock Hunter ltd., and shows visual 

representations of the proposed development in accordance with 
lVmF “accurate Visual Representation” standards and tGN06/19 
“survey-verified” standards. 
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a) the lVmF defines an aVR as: “an aVR is a static or moving 
image which shows the location of a proposed development as 
accurately as possible; it may also illustrate the degree to which 
the development will be visible, its detailed form or the proposed 
use of materials. an aVR must be prepared following a well-de-
fined and verifiable procedure so that it can be relied upon by 
assessors to represent fairly the selected visual properties of a 
proposed development. aVRs are produced by accurately com-
bining images of the proposed building (typically created from 
a three-dimensional computer model) with a representation of 
its context; this usually being a photograph, a video sequence, 
or an image created from a second computer model built from 
survey data. aVRs can be presented in a number of different ways, 
as either still or moving images, in a variety of digital or printed 
formats.”

b) the tGN06/19 defines survey-verified as: “ survey-verified 
photography involves using a surveyor, or survey equipment, to 
capture camera locations and relevant target points within the 
scene, which are then recreated in the 3D-model and used to 
match the camera image with a high degree of precision. 
surveying equipment allows the camera location and fixed target 
points in the view to be calculated down to centimetre accura-
cy. Highly accurate visualisations may be produced by correctly 
matching the 3D model camera position and geometry of the 
view to the original photograph, using pixel level data, resulting in 
a survey-verified photomontage.“

10 CHoICe oF VIeWs
10.1 Rock Hunter was provided with location maps for photography 

for each view by savills. Where no exact location was provided, 
Rock Hunter took candidate photography and alternative candi-
date photography based on aesthetic considerations. From these 
candidate views savills selected the final short list of camera 
locations.

11 FIelD oF VIeW
11.1 the tGN06/19 (p5, para 2.2) states that “Baseline Photography 

should:

• include the extend of the site and sufficient context;” 
 
and that (p21, para 4.5.3) “Baseline photography should be car-
ried out with a Full Frame sensor (FFs) camera and 50mm Focal 
length prime lens, unless there are exceptional conditions where 
wider-angle lenses are required to fully capture the scene (e.g. tall 
tower blocks - see below). In such cases, any departures from FFs 
+50mm Fl should be explained and agreed with the competent 
authority.”, 
 
and that (p.28, para 1.1.7) “If a 50mm Fl lens cannot capture the 

view in landscape or portrait orientation (for example, if the high-
est point of the development is approaching 18° above horizontal) 
the use of wider-angled prime lenses should be considered, work-
ing through the following sequence of fixed lenses in this order: 
35mm Fl > 28mm Fl > 24mm Fl > 24mm Fl tilt-shift.“ 
 
and that (p.35, para 4.1.5) “Views should include the full extend of 
the site / development and show the effect of the it has upon the 
receptor location. additional photographs may illustrate relevant 
characteristics, such as the degree  and nature of intervening 
cover along a highway or footpath, without showing the site / 
proposal.“ 
 
and that (p.36, para 4.2.1.) “the proposal under consideration and 
its relevant landscape context will determine the FoV (horizontal 
and vertical) required for photography and photomontage from 
any given viewpoint.”,  
 
and that (p.54, para 13.1.1) “the 24mm tilt shift is typically used for 
visualisation work where viewpoints are located close to a devel-
opment and the normal range of prime lenses will not capture the 
proposed site“ 

11.2 the preference for a 50mm prime lens, or to use a prime lens in 
portrait mode often does not satisfy the para 1.17, para 4.1.5 or 
para 4.21 for confined urban contexts, and as such a compromise 
has to be found that produces a wide enough HFoV, as well as in-
cluding the full height of the proposed development. the reason 
for each choice of lens that deviates from the “FFs +50mm Fl” 
approach has been noted in Table “Viewpoint figure notes”.

12 sCale VeRIFIaBle
12.1 the images are show 325mm wide if the document is printed 

at it’s correct size of a3. Using the viewing distance reference 
(tGN06/19 p.14 para 3.8.4 of 542mm) this results in a viewing 
scale of 90% for 50mm Fl landscape views, and 41% for 24mm Fl 
landscape views.  
to view them between 100-150% as per tGN06/19, prints of 
50mm Fl views can either be viewed at a slightly reduced viewing 
distance, or if printed at a2 at 118%, in the middle of the recom-
mended range. 
24mm Fl views have to be printed at a0  for a 117% scale rep-
resentation. 

12.2 to allow views to be assessed when viewed on screens, which can 
have a wide variety of sizes and thus unpredictable scale, a grati-
cule overlay has been created for each view. this shows an angle 
grid for the HfoV and acts as a comparative ruler for the image as-
sessors. the graticule also shows the centre of the view on the top 
and bottom bars, as well as an indicator for the calculated horizon 
level on the left and right bars. this helps to assess the amount of 
vertical shift that used in a photograph that was captured with a 
tilt and shift lens.

13 eYe leVel, sHIFt, Roll 
13.1 the camera was mounted on a tripod, centred over the surveyed 

camera locations, so that the camera is vertically positioned 1.6m 
above ground level (measured to the centre of the lens). this can 
reasonably be considered eye level, and is an accepted common 
practice for creating aVRs.  

13.2 Virtual cameras in 3D computer programs can currently not accu-
rately simulate shift used on tilt and shift lenses. For the purpose 
of camera matching photographs with perspective control, the 
image canvas is enlarged vertically so that the horizon comes to 
rest again in the centre of the image and a standard camera simu-
lation is used in the 3D software package. 

13.3 the camera is levelled horizontally with the aid of spirit levels or 
internal electronic level sensors. the resulting level is typically 
less than 0.5° in any direction, so that images can have both tilt 
(looking up or down) and roll (rotation of the horizon). Where pos-
sible, horizon control points were surveyed and allow the camera 
rotations to be determined from overlaying the horizon control 
points and photograph directly. If horizon control points are not 
available, the camera control points are used to derive a camera 
match, and in this process a good match can only be achieved 
when rotational parameters of the virtual camera correspond to 
the actual levelling errors of photograph.

14 CameRa matCH
14.1 Camera Control Points provided by the surveyor are used to 

establish a camera match. the survey points are easily identifia-
ble, static objects in the view such as corners of windows, roofs, 
bases of street lights, chimney tops or road-markings. When 
camera matching only a virtual camera that has the same optical 
parameters and relationship to the 3D model, as the real camera’s 
optical parameters and relationship to the real site will produce an 
accurate overlay of the Camera Control Points onto their corre-
sponding features in the photographs.

14.2 Rock Hunter generally use a combined formula for compensating 
the curvature of the earth and atmospheric refraction to produce 
the correct Z offset for camera  survey points. the formula is tak-
en from the 2015 erratum to the lVmF 2012 sPG, p. 282.

15 FRamING VIeWs/ PaNoRamas
15.1 No photographs were cropped in this document. Where indicated 

for aesthetic reasons, a photograph was vertically extended by 
adding an additional photograph taken with a different amount 
of perspective control on the lens from the same location as the 
base photograph. this does not affect the quality of the camera 
match, as the full base photograph was used for camera match-
ing.

15.2 the tGN06/19 makes a case for panoramas (p.36, para 4.2.1-
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4.2.5) for a variety of reasons. In appendix 8 (pp.45-47)(para 8.4.1)
it confirms the sNH 2017 approach to re-projecting rectangular 
projections from panoramas. (p.25, para 113). 
For panoramic views we capture a full 360° panorama. Camera 
matching, and the montage of the Proposed and Proposed + 
Cumulative versions are completed as 360° panoramas, before 
individual rectangular projection images are re-projected back for 
presentation, at the size and HfoV as required for each view. 

16 ComPosItING
16.1 Compositing aims to blend the computer generated content with 

the source photograph into a consistent montage. the proposed 
scheme will often be partially occluded by urban context. In long 
and medium distance views this will typically be buildings and ter-
rain topography, for close views it may also include street lighting, 
signs, vegetation and movable objects like vehicles. the visualiser 
will determine the degree to which the proposed development 
will be visible by identifying its urban context in the photograph 
from site visits and notes as well as combining information from 
maps, camera survey data, a 3D context model, aerial and ground 
level photographs of the site and its surroundings. For close 
distance views the visualiser will determine the local context from 
general observations. 

16.2 the proposed scheme may in places reveal context in the pho-
tograph that is hidden from the “existing” view when the existing 
buildings have a different massing to the proposed building. 
Where necessary, the revealed context was visually reconstructed 

from additional photography.

17 lIGHt aND mateRIals
17.1 For fully rendered views the 3D software package uses a simula-

tion of the sun which is set to the same date, time and geographic 
coordinates as the photograph. With these settings the software 
simulates angle and lighting of the sun and the 3D model is ren-
dered in a virtual environment that presents a close match to the 
conditions in the photograph. some differences may remain, due 
to haze, clouds and other atmospheric conditions at the time of 
the photograph, which the visualisation artist will correct using 
his/her experience and observations from the photograph. 

17.2 the computer model itself is augmented with simulations of ma-
terials as specified by the architect. Using his/her experience and 
libraries of materials the visualiser will closely match these virtual 
materials to colour, reflectivity, refraction and light behaviour to 
their real-world behaviour. such approximations are generally 
satisfactory in their appearance, however where directed by the 
design team or based on the visualiser’s experience and judge-
ment the appearance of materials may be adjusted when the aVR 
montage is assembled. such alterations are generally holistic 
across the material and can include addition of environmental 
reflections. the final appearance of materials will be adjusted as 

directed and is at the discretion of the architect.

18 ComPUteR moDel
18.1 Rock Hunter combined the computer model as well as the camera 

survey data and maps into a common, unified coordinate sys-
tem. this unified system allows schemes and cameras to appear 
correctly in relation to each other and is based on os mapping 
information with datum point defined near the proposed site. 
Choosing a local datum alleviates inherent numerical tolerances 
that occur in 3D software packages. 

19 CUmUlatIVe sCHemes
19.1 Computer models for cumulative schemes were produced by 

Rock Hunter ltd. based on electronic or paper planning applica-
tion drawings publicly available from respective local authorities, 
come from a our library of 3D models, or were provided by the 
project architect. table List of cumulative schemes lists the 
sources for each scheme. the computer models were placed in 
the unified coordinate system, using any information contained 
in the original planning application documents. some planning 
documents contain obvious errors or no relevant os map infor-
mation. In these cases the respective architects were contacted 
for more information (and where made available, used) or models 
were placed using a “best fit” by cross referencing information 
from other documents, maps and available sources. 

19.2 Cumulative schemes are shown using a constant thickness wire 
outline. the line is generated from computer renderings of each 
scheme and represents an “inside stroke”.   this means that 
the outer edge of the line touches the massing of cumulative 
schemes from the inside. 

19.3 Where schemes are not directly visible in a view, the outline is 
represented with a dotted line that also uses the “inside stroke” 
principle. Visibility of a development is determined by permanent 
visual boundaries such as a buildings, infrastructure, terrain and 
street furniture that obscure the development and by temporary 
visual borders such as vegetation, people, vehicles or temporary 
hoardings. We treat the visibility of the proposed development 
based on a best judgement. a single tree in leaf does not obstruct 
the development as seasonal or maintenance measures affect 
the opacity over time, a number of trees behind each other can 
obscure a development even without leaves. Where the visibility 
changes across a small section of image, we aim for clarity of the 
diagram.

20 lImItatIoNs

20.1 Rock Hunter strives to work accurately and fairly throughout the 
creation of aVR images and employs a selection of advanced 
software packages and working methods. Despite all advances 
in computer simulations, rendering techniques and care taken in 
the process, no simulation is currently able to take into account all 
physical properties of camera equipment and all lighting effects 
inside the software package. the purpose of these aVRs is to 
allow a fair representation of the proposed scheme in it’s pho-
tographic context as described in the lVmF and lI documents. 
adjustments to the proposed scheme’s appearance are done to 
the judgement and experience of the visualisation artist to allow 
for lighting and atmospheric conditions of the photograph, they 
are not however a scientific simulation.

21 os INFoRmatIoN aND lImItING FaCtoRs
21.1 the basis of the 3D computer model and survey information are 

ordnance survey sitemap® digital maps, at a 1:1250 survey scale. 
os define their tolerances as follows:

survey 

scale

absolute accuracy com-

pared with the National 

Grid. absolute error – root 

mean square error (Rmse)

absolute 

accuracy 99% 

confidence level

Relative accuracy Dis-

tance between points 

taken from the map. 

Relative error

Relative 

accuracy 99% 

confidence 

level

1:1250 

(urban)

0.5 metres <0.9 metres +/- 0.5 metres (60 

metres) 

<+/- 1.1 metres 

(60 metres)

source: ordnance survey “os-sitemap-user-guide.pdf”
 
21.2 Camera locations which are positioned on bridges are typically 

subject to greater tolerances than camera locations which are po-
sitioned on stable ground. Bridges are flexible structures and can 
be subject to movement caused by vibration, loading and wind. 
this is especially noticeable on suspension bridges.
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22 VIeWPoINt FIGURe Notes

Job ID Description easting/
Northing

Projection Date/time Bearing Distance Camera lens HFov accuracy Chosen lens Justification

VP01 Ham Common, looking north-west 517806.9 , 171817.1 24mm 30/01/2022, 09:54:00 314.4° 864.7m Canon 5D mK II 24mm ts/e 72.2° Better than 1m Inclusion of local context

VP02 Ham street & evelyn Road, looking north-west 517414.3 , 172253.4 24mm 30/01/2022, 12:07:01 318.2° 309.1m Canon 5D mK II 24mm ts/e 72.2° Better than 1m Inclusion of local context

VP03 Ham street & evelyn Road, looking north-west 517324.1 , 172354.1 24mm 30/01/2022, 12:59:10 252° 207.4m Canon 5D mK II 24mm ts/e 72.2° Better than 1m Inclusion of local context

VP04 mowbray Road, looking north 517214.2 , 172150.2 24mm 05/01/2022, 12:38:42 338.6° 212m Canon 5D mK II 24mm ts/e 72.2° Better than 1m Inclusion of local context

VP05 mowbray Road, looking north 517031.3 , 172175.1 24mm 30/01/2022, 11:33:13 37.9° 184.8m Canon 5D mK II 24mm ts/e 72.2° Better than 1m Inclusion of local context

VP06 ashburnham Road & Broughton avenue, looking 516927.2 , 172112.7 24mm 05/01/2022, 14:44:10 40.1° 295.3m Canon 5D mK II 24mm ts/e 72.2° Better than 1m Inclusion of local context

VP07 Croft Way & Rushmead, looking east 516807.6 , 172095.9 24mm 30/01/2022, 11:45:07 51.4° 393.5m Canon 5D mK II 24mm ts/e 72.2° Better than 1m Inclusion of local context

VP08 Woodville Road, looking north-east 516864.6 , 172279.8 24mm 05/01/2022, 14:13:11 84.6° 259.4m Canon 5D mK II 24mm ts/e 72.2° Better than 1m Inclusion of local context

VP09 Woodville Road, looking north-east 516954.3 , 172335.8 24mm 06/03/2022, 13:24:05 74.9° 163m Canon 5D mK II 24mm ts/e 72.2° Better than 1m Inclusion of local context

VP10 stuart Road, looking south 516980.8 , 172459.2 24mm 06/03/2022, 15:13:59 143.2° 182m Canon 5D mK II 24mm ts/e 72.2° Better than 1m Inclusion of local context

VP11 murray Road & stretton Road, looking south 517074.4 , 172649.9 24mm 30/01/2022, 15:23:22 150.2° 314.1m Canon 5D mK II 24mm ts/e 72.2° Better than 1m Inclusion of local context

VP12 Ham House Garden, looking south-west 517271.3 , 173025.8 24mm 01/02/2022, 10:16:55 186.8° 704.2m Canon 5D mK II 24mm ts/e 72.2° Better than 1m Inclusion of local context

VP13 sandy lane & Ham street, looking south-west 517304.1 , 172541.7 24mm 30/01/2022, 10:16:00 221.7° 275.9m Canon 5D mK II 24mm ts/e 72.2° Better than 1m Inclusion of local context

VP14 Ham street, Grey Court school, looking west 517329.9 , 172423.6 24mm 30/01/2022, 10:28:15 261.1° 229m Canon 5D mK II 24mm ts/e 72.2° Better than 1m Inclusion of local context

VP15 Ham street, Grey Court school, looking west 518600.2 , 173148.8 24mm 05/01/2022, 09:51:10 239.6° 1689.7m Canon 5D mK II 24mm ts/e 72.2° Better than 1m Inclusion of local context

VP16 Richmond Hill, looking south-west 518285.2 , 173996.6 24mm 05/01/2022, 09:20:44 216.2° 2027.9m Canon 5D mK II 24mm ts/e 72.2° Better than 1m Inclusion of local context

VP17 Wiggins lane 517228.6 , 172575.4 24mm 30/01/2022, 10:52:06 184.4° 261.6m Canon 5D mK II 24mm ts/e 72.2° Better than 1m Inclusion of local context

VP18 Woodville Road and Wiggins lane 517236.6 , 172509.1 24mm 30/01/2022, 10:40:34 208.8° 208m Canon 5D mK II 24mm ts/e 72.2° Better than 1m Inclusion of local context

VP19 Back lane 517318.8 , 172320.8 24mm 30/01/2022, 12:19:48 300.7° 202.3m Canon 5D mK II 24mm ts/e 72.2° Better than 1m Inclusion of local context

VP20 st Richard's Ce Primary school 516976 , 172198.5 24mm 31/01/2022, 14:44:06 62.2° 199.1m Canon 5D mK II 24mm ts/e 72.2° Better than 1m Inclusion of local context

VP21 ashburnham Road, between mowbray Rd. & sheridan 

Rd.

517134.7 , 172240 24mm 17/02/2022, 09:29:08 266.4° 100.2m Canon 5D mK II 24mm ts/e 72.2° Better than 1m Inclusion of local context

VP22 Woodville Road, looking south-west 517091.6 , 172419.8 24mm 17/02/2022, 09:49:12 228.5° 85m Canon 5D mK II 24mm ts/e 72.2° Better than 1m Inclusion of local context

technical methodology
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23  taBle: lIst oF CUmUlatIVe sCHemes

Project Name Model source Reference

Name Rock Hunter model based on Pa drawings Pa/1234/Fa
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24 CameRa loCatIoNs
24.1 top row: 

VP01 Ham Common, looking north-west 
VP02 Ham street & evelyn Road 
VP03 Ham street & evelyn Road

24.2 second row: 
VP04 mowbray Road, looking north 
VP05 mowbray Road, looking north 
VP06 ashburnham Road & Broughton avenue 

24.3 third row: 
VP07 Croft Way & Rushmead, looking east 
VP08 Woodville Road, looking north-east 
VP09 Woodville Road, looking north-east 

24.4 Fourth row: 
VP10 stuart Road, looking south 
VP11 murray Road & stretton Road, looking south 
VP12 Ham House Garden, looking south-west 
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24.5 top row: 
VP13 sandy lane & Ham street, looking south-west 
VP14 Ham street, Grey Court school, looking west 
VP15 Ham street, Grey Court school, looking west 

24.6 second row: 
VP16 Richmond Hill, looking south-west 
VP17 Wiggins lane 
VP18 Woodville Road and Wiggins lane 
 

24.7 third row: 
VP19 Back lane 
VP20 st Richard’s Ce Primary school 
VP21 ashburnham Road, between mowbray Rd. & 
sheridan Rd. 

24.8 Fourth row: 
VP22 Woodville Road, looking south-west 
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Appendix 2. Listed Building Descriptions

1. Ham House 

Statutory address: Ham House, Richmond 
Grade: I
List UID: 1080832
Date first listed: 10th January 1950

1610	 and	 1672-1675.	 Important	 Jacobean	 Mansion,	 3	
storey	 brick.	 Originally	 H-plan.	 North	 (river)	 front	 with	
entrance	mainly	original.	Space	between	wings	on	south	
front	built	 in	1672-1675,	when	hipped	 roof	and	modillion	
cornice	were	 substituted	 for	 original	 gables.	 Full-	 height	
splayed	bays	were	also	added	to	the	ends	of	the	wings	on	
the	north	front,	and	niches	with	lead	busts	inserted	along	
this	front	at	the	first	floor.	Very	fine	and	sumptuous	unspoilt	
interior	with	 furniture	 fittings	 etc.	Historical	Associations.	
“Cabal	Room”.	Originally	built	 for	Sir	Thomas	VaVasour.	
Date	1610	carved	on	door.	Passed	 to	Elizabeth	Murray,	
who	 became	 Countess	 of	 Dysart	 and	 later	 Duchess	 of	
Launderdale,	 and	who	was	 responsible	 for	 the	 late	C17	
alterations.	 Has	 since	 remained	 in	 the	 Dysart	 family.	
Approached	from	Petersham	and	Ham	along	fine	avenues	
of	 trees	 through	 park.	Side	walls	 to	 forecourt	 decorated	
with	busts	in	niches.

2. Entrance, Gates and Railings of Forecourt to Ham 
House

Statutory address: Ham House, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1358078
Date first listed: 25th June 1983

Railings	with	stone	piers	at	intervals	supporting	12	Coade	
Stone	 pineapples,	 signed	 Coade	 and	 Sealy	 1800.	 To	
either	side	of	main	entrance	 to	Ham	House.	 Ironwork	of	
entrance	gates	C17.	Very	simple.

3. Forecourt of Ham House

Statutory address: Ham House, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1192685
Date first listed: 25th June 1983

1775.	 John	 Bacon	 RA.	 Coade	 stone	 figure	 of	 Father	
Thames.	 Nude	 male	 figure,	 bearded	 and	 wreathed,	
reclining	on	rock,	while	pouring	water	 from	vessel	under	
his	arm.

4. Garden Walls and Gate-piers to south of House

Statutory address: Ham House, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1080833
Date first listed: 25th June 1983

Later	C17	or	early	 to	mid	C18.	Three	pairs	of	gatepiers.	
Rusticated	 stone,	 topped	 by	 vases.	 The	 largest	 at	 end	
of	garden	 to	south	of	house,	others	 to	east	and	west	of	
garden.

5. Ham House Stables 

Statutory address: Ham House, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1080790
Date first listed: 10th January 1950

Built	in	1610	as	stable	block	to	Ham	House	and	enlarged	
at	 rear	 in	1787.	A	3-part	 range	of	buildings:	 the	flanking	
wings	 being	 single	 storey	 beneath	 a	 tiled	 pitched	 roof	
and	a	central	2-storey	carriage	entrance/gatehouse.	The	
Ham	Street	frontage	all	 in	red	brick	with	 lighter	red	brick	
dressings.	Centre	crowned	by	small	ogee-domed	cupola.

6. Ice House

Statutory address: Ham House, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1358079
Date first listed: 25th June 1983

Probably	 C18.	 Rendered	 brick.	 Domed	 cylinder	 with	
access	 passage	 to	 west.	 Fine	 “headerbond”	 brickwork	
visible	inside,	which	is	lit	by	tiny	oculi.

7. Service Yard Entrance to West of House

Statutory address: Ham House, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1358096
Date first listed: 10th January 1950

Probably	 later	C17.	Two	 lodges	with	gatepiers	between.	
Plum	brick	with	 red	dressings,	 tiled	hipped	 roof.	Each	2	
windows	wide	with	central	door.	Single	storeyed.	Windows	
2-light,	 with	 timber	 mullions	 and	 transoms.	 Cornice	 to	
eaves.	Later	extensions	to	outer	sides	of	each.	Pair	of	fine	
rubbed brick rusticated gatepiers between, with portland 
stone	bases,	cornices	and	pineapples.

8. Tea Room

Statutory address: Ham House, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1192746
Date first listed: 25th June 1983

Probably	 later	 C17.	 Former	 orangery	 and	 laundry,	 now	
tearoom.	 Long	 red	 brick	 building,	 tiled	 hipped	 roof.	 Six	
double	doors	wide	on	south	facade	with	windows	between.	

Square	 headed	 windows	 and	 doors,	 with	 gauged	 brick.	
Two	 light	windows	with	wooden	mullions	 and	 transoms.	
Moulded	 cornice	 to	 eaves.	 North	 elevation	 has	 central	
advanced	wing,	stucco	quoins	and	similar	windows.

9.  Manor House
Grade: II*
List UID: 1358099
Date first listed: 10th January 1950

10. Stables to Manor House
Grade: II
List UID: 1080792
Date first listed: 2nd September 1952

Early	 to	 mid	 C18,	 3-storey	 building	 with	 attic.	 Brown	
brick	 and	 red	 dressings.	 Principal	 part,	 5	windows	wide	
with pedimented entrance porch with Doric columns and 
pilasters: a modillion cornice with a pediment containing 
an	oculus	above	 the	central	3-window	bays.	To	 the	 rear	
and	extending	either	side	modern	or	reconstructed	wings	
designed	in	keeping	with	the	principal	part.	Garden	front	
door	has	a	porch	with	bowed	hood,	possibly	modern.

Range	of	brick	built	parapeted	2-storey	stables,	set	along	
Ham	Street	to	north	of	house.	Wing	at	either	end	projecting	
towards	the	house.

11. Beaufort House

Statutory address: Ham Street, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1080788
Date first listed: 25th June 1983

C18.	Brick.	 Three	 storeys.	 Five	windows	wide.	Covered	
way	to	front	door	which	has	a	Doric	porch.	Garden	front	
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and	side	walls	are	of	earlier	brick	and	the	garden	front	has	
a	rusticated	door	surround	with	pediment.

12. Beaufort Cottages

Statutory address: Ham Common, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1080789
Date first listed: 10th January 1950

C18.	Contemporary	with	Beaufort	House.	Attached	to	the	
north	of	Beaufort	House	a	2-storey	brick	stable	wing	now	
in	residential	use.

13. Boundary Wall to Beaufort House

Statutory address: Ham Street, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1080791
Date first listed: 25th June 1983

C18	red	brick.	Westward	extension	incorporates	quoined	
gatepiers	with	pineapple	finials.

14. Boundary Wall on East Side of Ham Street between 
Ham House Stables and the Manor House

Statutory address: Ham House, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1358098
Date first listed: 25th June 1983

C18	 red	 brick.	 In	 part	 finished	 with	 cogged	 cornice,	
skewed course and brick on-edge coping and with quoined 
buttresses.

15. Orford Hall St. Michaels Convent 

Statutory address: Ham Common, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1080828
Date first listed: 10th January 1950

IEarly C18. Main Block: 3-storeys; 5 windows; brown brick, 
red dressings. Later Wings: to left C18. Three storeys and 
to right early C19. Two storeys. To right of this large C20 
wing, of no interest.

16 & 17. Avenue Cottage(s)

Statutory address: Ham Common, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1080826 [&] 1192609
Date first listed: 10th January 1950

C17	origins.	Gable	later.	Forms	a	pair	with	Avenue	Lodge	
Cottage	which	stand	either	side	of	 its	avenue	 leading	 to	
Ham	House.	 Two	 storeys.	 Brick	 built	 with	 tiled	 roof	 and	
brick	modillion	cornice	table	to	eaves.	Three	windows	wide	
with central window and hooded entrance set in advanced 
bay	with	Dutch	gable.	Oak	roof	inside.

C17	origins	with	C18	or	C19	work.	Two	storeys.	Brick	built	
with	tiled	roof	and	brick	modillion	cornice	table	to	eaves.	
Three windows wide with central window and hooded 
entrance	set	in	advanced	bay	with	Dutch	gable.	Oak	roof	
inside.

18. Avenue Lodge 

Statutory address: Ham Common, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1358073
Date first listed: 25th June 1983

C18	 or	 C19	 house.	 Two	 storeys,	 5	 windows.	 Rendered	
with	wide	eaves	and	slate	roof.	Entrance	on	west	side.

19. Ensleigh Lodge  

Statutory address: Ham Common, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1358076
Date first listed: 25th June 1983

Circa	 1800.	 Three	 storeys.	 Two	 windows.	 With	 slightly	
recessed	 wings	 of	 one	 storey	 and	 one	 window	 wide	
sweeping	up	to	parapet	of	centre	element.	Wing	windows	
each	with	fluted	stucco	tympanum.

20. Gordon House

Statutory address: Ham Common, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1192647
Date first listed: 10th January 1950

C18	or	C19.	Brick	built	house.	Two	storeys.	Five	windows.	
With	 central	 3	 window	 bay	 slightly	 advanced	 and	
pedimented.	Flat	porch	with	Tuscan	columns.	The	sides	
of	 the	 house	 have	 3	 window	 splayed	 bays.	 First	 floor	
Venetian	window	on	south	side.

21. Newman House

Statutory address: Ham Common, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1358075
Date first listed: 25th June 1950

Late	C18.	Three	storeys,	five	windows.	Brown	brick	with	
parapet	 above	 cornice.	 Slate	 roof.	 Central	 pedimented	
porch.	The	childhood	house	of	Cardinal	Newman.

22. Selby House

Statutory address: Ham Common, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1358075
Date first listed: 25th June 1983

Early	C18.	Refaced	and	altered	C19.	Three	storeys.	Five	
windows.	 Brick.	 Stucco	 band	 at	 first	 floor	 window	 level.	
Early	 C19	 flat	 porch	 with	 thin	 columns.	 Ground	 floor	
windows	 arched,	 upper	 square	 headed.	 Flush	 framed	
sash	windows	retaining	glazing	bars.

23. The Little House

Statutory address: Ham Common, Richmond 
Grade: II
List UID: 1080831
Date first listed: 25th June 1983

C18	house.	Two	storeys	and	basement.	Three	windows	
wide.	Brick.	Stucco	front	to	street.	C19	2-storey	porch	on	
left	 flank.	Modern	wing	 to	 right	 of	 back	 is	 not	 of	 special	
interest.

1. Registered Park and Garden Ham House 

Grade: II*
List UID: 1000282
Date first listed: 1st October 1987

Ham House comprises a seventeenth century park and 
garden, with later eighteenth and nineteenth century 
alterations surrounding the seventeenth century Ham 
House. The grounds were restored during the late twentieth 
century to illustrate the original early modern pleasure 
garden encompassed by surrounding parkland and 
‘alley-ways’ to the south and east. The listing description 
summary is produced below, and the full list description 
may be accessed here: https://historicengland.org.uk/
listing/the-list/list-entry/1000282?section=official-list-entry 

Gardens	and	pleasure	grounds	attached	to	a	C17	house.	
The	grounds	were	restored	in	late	C17	style	in	1975-6.
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1. Introduction

Figure 1.1: Aerial photograph showing the location of the site, outlined in red.
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Ashburnham Rd
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1.1 Savills Heritage and Townscape (hereafter ‘the consultants’) 
produced a heritage and townscape note (issued in 
December 2021) to support pre-application discussions on 
behalf of Hill Residential (hereafter ‘the applicant’) outlining 
the key heritage ,townscape and visual considerations for 
the redevelopment of the site of Ham Close, in the London 
Borough of Richmond (LBR) Upon Thames (hereafter ‘the 
proposed development’). This report is an addendum to 
the heritage and townscape note issued to the council in 
December 2021. Figure 1.1 illustrates the approximate site 
boundary. 

1.2 This addendum note has been prepared in response to the 
LBR’s Scoping Opinion (6th of January) , and specifically to 
section 5.5.1 of the Scoping opinion (Built Heritage, Townscape 
and Visual). This addendum identifies the relevant heritage 
context to be considered for the final HTVIA assessment in 
Chapter 2, and Chapter 3 presents a views study addressing 
the comments on page 29 of the scoping report, where 
requests for additional views have been made. The views 
study was conducted using the emerging designs and 
identifying selected candidate viewpoints for assessments 
with a 3D model imported into the Vu.City platform. Four of 
the suggested views in the Scoping Opinion are proposed 
by the consultants to be included in the HTVIA, with the 
remainder scoped out. 

1.3 The consultants are collaborating with BPTW (hereafter ‘the 
architects’) for the residential phase and  WR-AP(hereafter 
‘the architects’) for the community centre and Richmond 
Maker Lab facility, through the design development process 
by providing design feedback from a heritage, townscape and 
visual impact perspective. This is done in an iterative manner, 
using historical research, site analysis and 3D computer 
models of the proposed development within its existing and 
emerging context.  

1.4  This note is provided to aid discussions with London Borough 
of Richmond Upon Thames and  finalise the selection of 
viewpoints to be assessed, as well as the proposed render 
and wireline split. The final output of the consultants’ work 
will be a Heritage, Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment 
(HTVIA), which will form part of the Environmental Statement 
(ES).
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2. Heritage Context for assessment

Heritage asset
List 
Num-
ber

Grade Reason For Scoping Out 

Langham House II

Distance. Site does not 
form part of asset’s 
setting. Intervening built 
form.

1-18 Langham 
House Close II*

Vegetated boundary and 
intervening built form; 
lack of intervisibility.

19-24 Langham 
House Close II*

Vegetated boundary and 
intervening built form; 
lack of intervisibility.

25-30 Langham 
House Close II*

Vegetated boundary and 
intervening built form; 
lack of intervisibility.

The Cassel Hos-
pital II

Distance. Site does not 
form part of asset’s 
setting. Intervening built 
form.

Fox House, gate 
and railings II

Distance. Site does not 
form part of asset’s 
setting. Intervening built 
form.

The Cottage II

Distance. Site does not 
form part of asset’s 
setting. Intervening built 
form.

Hardwicke House II

Distance. Site does not 
form part of asset’s 
setting. Intervening built 
form.

South Lodge II

Distance. Site does not 
form part of asset’s 
setting. Intervening built 
form.

Stafford Cottages II

Distance. Site does not 
form part of asset’s 
setting. Intervening built 
form.

The New Inn 
Public House II

Distance. Site does not 
form part of asset’s 
setting. Intervening built 
form.

Sudbrook Lodge II*

Distance. Site does not 
form part of asset’s 
setting. Intervening built 
form.

Cottage to Sud-
brook Lodge and 
Wall

II

Distance. Site does not 
form part of asset’s 
setting. Intervening built 
form.

Figure 2.1: Table presenting the heritage assets that are 
scoped out from the final assessments.

Figure 2.2: Map illustrating the heritage assets around the site.
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Heritage asset List Number Grade

Ham House 1080832 I

Entrance, Gates and Railings of Forecourt 
to Ham House 1358078 II

Forecourt of Ham House 1192685 II

Garden Walls and Gatepiers to south of 
House 1080833 II

Ham House Stables 1080790 II

Ice House 1358079 II

Service Yard Entrance to Ham House 1358096 II

Tea Room 1192746 II

Manor House 1358099 II*

Stables to Manor House 1080792 II

Beaufort House 1080788 II

Beaufort Cottages 1080789 II

Boundary Wall to Beaufort House 1080791 II

Boundary Wall on East Side of Ham Street 
between Ham House Stables and the 
Manor House

1358098 II

Orford Hall St. Michaels Convent 1080828 II

Avenue Cottage 1080826 II

Avenue Cottage 1192609 II

Avenue Lodge 1358073 II

Ensleigh Lodge 1358076 II

Newman House 1358097 II

Gordon House 1192647 II

Selby House 1358075 II

The Little House 1080831

Ham House Conservation Area - Conservation Area

Ham Common Conservation Area - Conservation Area

Ham House 1000282 Registered Park and 
Garden

St. Richard’s Church 09/00001/BTM Non-designated 
heritage asset

Old Ham Lodge 83/02188/BTM Non-designated 
heritage asset

The Garden House 83/02186/BTM Non-designated 
heritage asset

209 Ham Street 83/02099/BTM Non-designated 
heritage asset

1-5 Wiggins Cottages 83/-----/BTM Non-designated 
heritage asset

1-6 Pointers Cottages 83/-----/BTM Non-designated 
heritage asset

199 Ham Street 83/02088/BTM Non-designated 
heritage asset

52 Ham Street and The Royal Oak 83/02186/BTM 
83/02186/BTM

Non-designated 
heritage asset

Tollemarche Almshouses 83/-----/BTM Non-designated 
heritage asset

40-46 Ham Street 83/-----/BTM Non-designated 
heritage asset

1-18 Evelyn Road 04/-----/BTM 
83/-----/BTM

Non-designated 
heritage asset

Stokes House and Bench House 83/02237/BTM 
09/0008/BTM

Non-designated 
heritage asset

12-38 Ham Street 83/-----/BTM Non-designated 
heritage asset

Catholic Church of St. Thomas Aquinas 83/02244/BTM Non-designated 
heritage asset

1-9 Ham Street 83/-----/BTM Non-designated 
heritage asset

1 Lock Road 83/02326/BTM Non-designated 
heritage asset

26 Ham Common 83/02231/BTM Non-designated 
heritage asset

22 Ham Common 09/00004/BTM Non-designated 
heritage asset

Phoenix Cottage 83/02195/BTM Non-designated 
heritage asset

1-7 New Ham Road 83/-----/BTM Non-designated 
heritage asset

Flax Cottage 83/02567/BTM Non-designated 
heritage asset

45-49 Ham Common 83/-----/BTM Non-designated 
heritage asset

Vine Cottage 83/02189/BTM Non-designated 
heritage asset

Watergate 12/00028/BTM Non-designated 
heritage asset

Pond House 12/00027/BTM Non-designated 
heritage asset

Figure 2.3: Table 1 presenting the heritage assets for assessment in the final ES 
HTVIA.

Figure 2.4: Table 1 continued.
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3. Views Study for additional/suggested views

Figure 3.1: Bird’s eye view of the proposed development in VU.CITY. The proposed buildings are highlighted in light pink.

3.1 A Views Study has been prepared for the current 
designs proposed for the site, following the Scoping 
Opinion issued by LBR on the 6th of January 2022. The 
objective of this study is to identify which, if any, of 
the proposed additional views in the Scoping Opinion 
should be included in the HTVIA. 

3.2 The ZTV image at figure 3.1 illustrates a height and 
visibility spectrum within a 500m radius of the site. This 
division is based on the visibility of different sections/
heights of the proposed building. It should be noted 
that due to limitation of VUCITY, the current ZTV 
does not reflect occlusion from trees and surrounding 
landscape of the site, which in many cases will reduce 
the visibility towards the proposed development. The 
VUCITY ZTV has been used as guidance and the final 
selection has been based on site visits and VUCITY 
studies of specific viewpoints. 

3.3 The map at figure 3.2 shows the proposed candidate 
viewpoints for visual impact assessment which was 
initially suggested in the scoping report and the 
Heritage and Townscape Note (December 2022). This 
map extends to a maximum distance of 1.5km (King 
Henry the VIII Mound)  from the centre of the site. 
The map also illustrates the designated and non-
designated heritage assets within a 500m radius of 
the site. These viewpoints have been selected by 
the consultants to represent ‘maximum exposure/
maximum conjunction’. Maximum exposure means 
that it should not be possible to find potential 
alternative viewpoints which allow a more open 
viewpoint of the proposed development. Maximum 
conjunction refers to the intention of showing the 
proposed development together with important 
elements of the surrounding townscape, including the 
setting of nearby heritage assets. The viewpoint map 
has also been included as part of the scoping report 
that was submitted for the proposed development.

3.4 The table and the map at figures 3.3 and 3.4, presents 
the suggested viewpoints in the Scoping Report and 
Heritage and Townscape Note (December 2022), 
shown as numbers, and the additional viewpoints 
requested in the Scoping Opinion (January 2022) by 
LBR, shown as letters, respectively.
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Figure 3.2: ZTV conducted in VUCITY. The VUCITY ZTV does not account for occlusions by trees. It can be used as an aid but is not 
accurate enough for a views study to be based solely on. 

3.5 The views are illustrated in the following pages, each 
showing the existing condition of the view represented 
in an extracted Vu.City model-shot and an extracted 
Vu.City model-shot of the proposed condition, both 
matching the same position marked on the map. 

3.6 The views are presented as large model-shots of 
the existing and proposed condition in winter time 
(trees without leaf), showing the site at its most 
visible. In addition the views also show small model-
shot / thumbnails of the proposed development in 
summer condition (trees with leaf) where available 
the model-shots are replaced with the summertime 
existing images taken during initial site visit. For ease 
in reading and understanding the model-shots, the 
proposed building is highlighted in light pink.

3.7 In this instance, the risk and limitation of using VUCITY 
as a tool, is that the trees density and numbers are 
not very accurate. In the case of this study, there are 
certain views (e.g. View F and Views J1-J12) where the 
tree coverage is not shown to a realistic extend, giving 
the impression of increased visibility, where there is 
likely to be minimal or no visibility. The AVRs in the 
HTVIA will show a true representation of the existing 
and proposed effects of the proposed development. 

3.7 For reference, all views are also accompanied by 
thumbnail location maps. This is done so that the 
exact view location can be identified and the view 
replicated by a professional photographer and a 
surveyor to produce verified views and Accurate 
Visual Representations (AVRs) for the HTVIA.
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Figure 3.3: Views map included in the scoping report and the Heritage and Townscape Note (December 2021), showing 16 viewpoints 
proposed as part of the initial set.
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Figure 3.5: Views map with the viewpoints suggested by the  London Borough of Richmond Scoping Opinion.  Views A- J12 reflect views specifically identidies 
in the Scoping Opinion. Views J1-J12 represent a kinetic views study along the two identified vistas of Ham House.

Comments by the officers 
regarding additional views

Relevant reference on the 
views map

Viewpoint from the cluster of 
LBs around the Manor House & 
stables a little further up Ham 
Street.  

View C

From the school OOLTI to the 
west of the site; and represen-
tative view from Woodville & 
Ashburnham Roads. 

Views E and 

I

Couple of additional ones which 
may be beneficial in terms of 
assessing impact on heritage 
assets – to be agreed with LPA 
– Beaufort House and the Al-
gernon Tollemache Almshouses 

Views D,

E , 

 G

From the road adjacent to the 
Palm Centre and Ham House 
stables. 

Views A and B

A number of key view corridors 
are defined both close into the 
site and from further afield. It 
may be worth checking to en-
sure these are comprehensive 
and sufficiently account for 
vistas around the site (e.g. it 
might be appropriate to seek 
an additional view assessment 
further north on Ham Street, 
the northern equivalent of the 
long view denoted by the View 
1 arrow in Appendix 2).

Views A-J12

Metropolitan Open Land at 
Grey Court 

View F

From Ham House vista Kinetic Views J1-J12
Back Lane – looking towards 
the community centre

View H

Figure 3.4:  Table presenting the suggested/additional views according to 
the comments received by the officers. The letters in this table shows the 
viewson the map at figure 3.4.
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Viewpoint map

Summertime condition

Winter condition

View A - EXISTING: Ham House Stables, Ham Street, looking south-west
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Summertime condition

Winter condition

V.A

View A - PROPOSED: Ham House Stables, Ham Street, looking south-west

Location of model illustrated with red arrow owing to occlusion. 

Due to minimal Vis-
ibility, distance to the 
site and occlusion by 
built structures and 
landscape features 
this view is scoped 
out
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Viewpoint map

Summertime condition

Winter condition

View B - EXISTING: Road adjacent to the Palm Centre and Ham Street, looking south-west
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Summertime condition

Winter condition

V.B

View B - PROPOSED: Road adjacent to the Palm Centre and Ham Street, looking south-west

Due to no Visibility, 
distance to the site 
this view is scoped 
out

Location of model illustrated with red arrow owing to occlusion. 
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Viewpoint map

Summertime condition

Winter condition

View C - EXISTING: Ham Street, looking south-west
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Summertime condition

Winter condition

V.C

View C - PROPOSED: Ham Street, looking south-west

Due to no Visibility, 
distance to the site 
this view is scoped 
out

Location of model illustrated with red arrow owing to occlusion. 
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Viewpoint map

Summertime condition

Winter condition

View D - EXISTING: Wiggins Lane, in front of No.1, looking south-west
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Summertime condition

Winter condition

V.D

View D - PROPOSED: Wiggins Lane, in front of No.1, looking south-west

This view will be in-
cluded within the 
main set, as view 17
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Viewpoint map

Summertime condition

Winter condition

View E - EXISTING: Woodville Road and Wiggins Lane, looking south-west
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Summertime condition

Winter condition

V.E

View E - PROPOSED: Woodville Road and Wiggins Lane, looking south-west

This view will be in-
cluded within the 
main set, as view 18
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Viewpoint map

Summertime condition

Winter condition

View F - EXISTING: Grey Court School’s playing fields, looking west
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Summertime condition

Winter condition

V.F

View F - PROPOSED: Grey Court School’s playing fields, looking west

Due to minimal Vis-
ibility, distance to the 
site and occlusion by 
built structures and 
landscape features 
this view is scoped 
out

Location of model illustrated with red arrow owing to occlusion. 
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Viewpoint map

Summertime condition

Winter condition

View G - EXISTING: Ham Street (The Algernon Tollemache Almshouses), looking north-west
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Summertime condition

Winter condition

V.G

View G - PROPOSED: Ham Street (The Algernon Tollemache Almshouses), looking north-west

Due to minimal 
visibility, this 
view is scoped 
out

Location of model illustrated with red arrow owing to occlusion. 
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Viewpoint map

Summertime condition

Winter condition

View H - EXISTING: Back Lane, looking north-west
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Summertime condition

Winter condition

V.H

View H - PROPOSED: Back Lane, looking north-west

This view will be in-
cluded within the 
main set, as view 19
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Viewpoint map

Summertime condition

Winter condition

View I - EXISTING: St Richard’s CE primary School grounds, looking east
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Summertime condition

Winter condition

V.I

View I - PROPOSED: St Richard’s CE primary School grounds, looking east

This view will be 
included within 
the main set, as 
view 20. 
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Kinetic Views Study of the Ham House local Vistas
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Figure 3.7:  Aerial Image of the Site and surrounding indication the two local vistas of Ham House. Views J1-J12 represents a kinetic views study on the two vistas. Ham Close development 
site is outlined in red. As it is evident from the above figure the pathways on these two vistas are narrow and are heavily shaped by the plants, mature trees and hedges/vegetation, thus the 
views along these pathways are very limited and are occluded by their landscape features.

Site

Two local Vistas of Ham House

Proposed suggested views (kinet-
ic study)

Figure 3.6: Zoomed in Map for the kinetic views study (views J1-J12).
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Ham Close Estate, Richmond Upon Thames

Viewpoint map

Summertime condition

Winter condition

View J1 - EXISTING: Ham House Vista
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Summertime condition

Winter condition

V.J1

View J1 - PROPOSED: Ham House Vista

Due to no visibility, 
distance to the site 
this view is scoped 
out
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Ham Close Estate, Richmond Upon Thames

Viewpoint map

Summertime condition

Winter condition

View J2 - EXISTING: Ham House Vista
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Summertime condition

Winter condition

V.J2

View J2 - PROPOSED: Ham House Vista

Due to no visibility, 
distance to the site 
this view is scoped 
out
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Ham Close Estate, Richmond Upon Thames

Viewpoint map

Summertime condition

Winter condition

View J3 - EXISTING: Ham House Vista
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Summertime condition

Winter condition

V.J3

View J3 - PROPOSED: Ham House Vista

Due to no visibility, 
distance to the site 
this view is scoped 
out
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Ham Close Estate, Richmond Upon Thames

Viewpoint map

Summertime condition

Winter condition

View J4 - EXISTING: Ham House Vista
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Summertime condition

Winter condition

V.J4

View J4 - PROPOSED: Ham House Vista

Due to no visibility, 
distance to the site 
this view is scoped 
out
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Ham Close Estate, Richmond Upon Thames

Viewpoint map

Summertime condition

Winter condition

View J5 - EXISTING: Ham House Vista
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Summertime condition

Winter condition

V.J5

View J5 - PROPOSED: Ham House Vista

Due to no visibility, 
distance to the site 
this view is scoped 
out
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Ham Close Estate, Richmond Upon Thames

Viewpoint map

Summertime condition

Winter condition

View J6 - EXISTING: Ham House Vista
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Summertime condition

Winter condition

V.J6

View J6 - PROPOSED: Ham House Vista

Due to minimal visi-
bility, distance to the 
site and occlusion by 
built structures and 
landscape features 
this view is scoped 
out

Location of model illustrated with red arrow owing to occlusion. 
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Ham Close Estate, Richmond Upon Thames

Viewpoint map

Summertime condition

Winter condition

View J7 - EXISTING: Ham House Vista
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Summertime condition

Winter condition

V.J7

View J7 - PROPOSED: Ham House Vista

Due to minimal visi-
bility, distance to the 
site and occlusion by 
built structures and 
landscape features 
this view is scoped 
out

Location of model illustrated with red arrow owing to occlusion. 
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Ham Close Estate, Richmond Upon Thames

Viewpoint map

Summertime condition

Winter condition

View J8 - EXISTING: Ham House Vista
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Summertime condition

Winter condition

V.J8

View J8 - PROPOSED: Ham House Vista

Due to minimal visi-
bility, distance to the 
site and occlusion by 
built structures and 
landscape features 
this view is scoped 
out

Location of model illustrated with red arrow owing to occlusion. 
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Ham Close Estate, Richmond Upon Thames

Viewpoint map

Summertime condition

Winter condition

View J9 - EXISTING: Ham House Vista
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Summertime condition

Winter condition

V.J9

View J9 - PROPOSED: Ham House Vista

Due to minimal visi-
bility, distance to the 
site and occlusion by 
built structures and 
landscape features 
this view is scoped 
out
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Ham Close Estate, Richmond Upon Thames

Viewpoint map

Summertime condition

Winter condition

View J10 - EXISTING: Ham House Vista
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Summertime condition

Winter condition

V.J10

View J10 - PROPOSED: Ham House Vista

Due to no visibility, 
distance to the site 
this view is scoped 
out

Location of model illustrated with red arrow owing to occlusion. 
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Ham Close Estate, Richmond Upon Thames

Viewpoint map

Summertime condition

Winter condition

View J11 - EXISTING: Ham House Vista, Ham Common
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Summertime condition

Winter condition

V.J11

View J11 - PROPOSED: Ham House Vista, Ham Common

Due to no visibility, 
distance to the site 
this view is scoped 
out

Location of model illustrated with red arrow owing to occlusion. 
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Ham Close Estate, Richmond Upon Thames

Viewpoint map

Summertime condition

Winter condition

View J12 - EXISTING: Ham House Vista, Ham Common
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Summertime condition

Winter condition

V.J12

View J12 - PROPOSED: Ham House Vista, Ham Common

There is an alterna-
tive view from this 
location which gives 
better exposure to 
the site, that is View 1 
within the main views 
set.

Location of model illustrated with red arrow owing to occlusion. 
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Ham Close Estate, Richmond

Comments by the officers 
regarding additional views

Relevant reference on the 
views map

Further comments and Rea-
sons for scoping out

Viewpoint from the cluster of 
LBs around the Manor House & 
stables a little further up Ham 
Street.  

View C This view is scoped out.

From the Vu.City model-shots 
in this study it is evident that 
there is no to minimal visibil-
ity from this cluster on Ham 
Street. Thus due to limited vis-
ibility this view is scoped out.

From the school OOLTI to the 
west of the site; and represen-
tative view from Woodville & 
Ashburnham Roads. 

Views E and 

I

Both will remain within the 
main views set.

Couple of additional ones which 
may be beneficial in terms of 
assessing impact on heritage 
assets – to be agreed with LPA 
– Beaufort House and the Al-
gernon Tollemache Almshouses 

Views D,

E , 

 G

View E will remain in the main 
set.

View D and G are scoped out 
as there is a minimal visibility 
also there are other alterna-
tive views which give better 
exposure to the surrounding 
townscape of the site ( in this 
case views 3 and 13). 

Please see the relevant Vu.City 
model-shot

From the road adjacent to the 
Palm Centre and Ham House 
stables. 

Views A and B Both views are scoped out due 
to minimal/no visibility 

A number of key view corridors 
are defined both close into the 
site and from further afield. It 
may be worth checking to en-
sure these are comprehensive 
and sufficiently account for 
vistas around the site (e.g. it 
might be appropriate to seek 
an additional view assessment 
further north on Ham Street, 
the northern equivalent of the 
long view denoted by the View 
1 arrow in Appendix 2).

Views A-J12

Metropolitan Open Land at 
Grey Court 

View F Will remain

From Ham House vista Views J1-J12 Please refer to the kinetic 
views J1-J12 these views are 
scoped out as there is no visi-
bility to very limited visibility.

Back Lane – looking towards 
the community centre

View H Will remain in the main set

 The 16 viewpoints included in the initial  preliminary set of views are listed below:

View 1: Ham Common, looking north-west. - Wireline
View 2: Ham Street & Evelyn Road , looking north-west. - Wireline
View 3: Ashburnham Road, Ham Library, looking west. – Render 
View 4: Mowbray Road, looking north. – Render
View 5: Ashburnham Road, Ham Children’s Centre, looking north-east. – Render
View 6: Ashburnham Road & Broughton Avenue, looking north-east. - Wireline
View 7: Croft Way & Rushmead, looking east. - Wireline
View 8: Woodville Road, looking north-east. - Wireline
View 9: Woodville Road, looking north-east. – Render
View 10: Stuart Road, looking south. – Render
View 11: Murray Road & Stretton Road, looking south. - Wireline
View 12: Ham House Garden, looking south-west. - Wireline
View 13: Sandy Lane & Ham Street, looking south-west. - Wireline 
View 14: Ham Street, Grey Court School, looking west. – Render
View 15: Richmond Park View (King Henry VIII’s Mound), looking south-west. - Wireline
View 16: Richmond Hill, looking south-west. - Wireline

As mentioned before, this study has considered the location of all the additional/suggested views in chapter 3. The 
views study presented in chapter 3 was based on the latest iteration of the 3D model in VUCITY. It is evident that there 
is a very limited scope/no visibility in most of the views suggested by the local authorities. The justification for scoping 
out these views is presented in table 3.8. From Views A-J12 (suggested views by the officers at LBR) only views D, 
E, H and I will be included in the main list presented above, which will be assessed later in ES HTVIA. Therefore the 
total number of proposed views to be included within the assessment chapter of the ES HTVIA report is 20. The four 
additional views include:

View 17: Wiggins Lane, in front of No.1, looking south-west (View D of the suggested views). - Wireline
View 18: Woodville Road and Wiggins Lane, looking south-west (View E of the suggested views). – Render
View 19: Back Lane, looking north-west (View H of the suggested views). – Render
View 20: St Richard’s CE primary School grounds, looking East (View I of the suggested views). – Render (Access to 
viewpoint 20 will depend on the visualisers gaining the right permits, as this is not a publicly accessible location). 

Preliminary visual observations:

 Following the assessment of the Vu.City images/model-shots from the selected viewpoint locations presented in this 
section, it is our preliminary observations that: 

•	 the visual effects and changes on medium and long range/distance views (1, 2, 7, 12, 15, and 16) are likely to be 
minimal;

•	 the visual effects and changes are very localized and mainly limited to locations that directly face the site  (in 
particular for short range views 3, 4, 5, , 9, 10, 11, 13 and 14, 17, 18, 19, 20); 

•	 where visible, the iterative process of the design, which takes surrounding heritage, townscape and visual effects 
into consideration, will mitigate against any adverse effects through further detailing and refinement of the 
architecture and materiality. 

Figure 3.8: Table presenting justification and further comments regarding scopping out or including the 
suggested views.
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Comments by the officers 
regarding additional views

Relevant reference on the 
views map

Further comments and Rea-
sons for scoping out

Viewpoint from the cluster of 
LBs around the Manor House & 
stables a little further up Ham 
Street.  

View C This view is scoped out.

From the Vu.City model-shots 
in this study it is evident that 
there is no to minimal visibil-
ity from this cluster on Ham 
Street. Thus due to limited vis-
ibility this view is scoped out.

From the school OOLTI to the 
west of the site; and represen-
tative view from Woodville & 
Ashburnham Roads. 

Views E and 

I

Both will remain within the 
main views set.

Couple of additional ones which 
may be beneficial in terms of 
assessing impact on heritage 
assets – to be agreed with LPA 
– Beaufort House and the Al-
gernon Tollemache Almshouses 

Views D,

E , 

 G

View E will remain in the main 
set.

View D and G are scoped out 
as there is a minimal visibility 
also there are other alterna-
tive views which give better 
exposure to the surrounding 
townscape of the site ( in this 
case views 3 and 13). 

Please see the relevant Vu.City 
model-shot

From the road adjacent to the 
Palm Centre and Ham House 
stables. 

Views A and B Both views are scoped out due 
to minimal/no visibility 

A number of key view corridors 
are defined both close into the 
site and from further afield. It 
may be worth checking to en-
sure these are comprehensive 
and sufficiently account for 
vistas around the site (e.g. it 
might be appropriate to seek 
an additional view assessment 
further north on Ham Street, 
the northern equivalent of the 
long view denoted by the View 
1 arrow in Appendix 2).

Views A-J12

Metropolitan Open Land at 
Grey Court 

View F Will remain

From Ham House vista Views J1-J12 Please refer to the kinetic 
views J1-J12 these views are 
scoped out as there is no visi-
bility to very limited visibility.

Back Lane – looking towards 
the community centre

View H Will remain in the main set

Figure 3.9: Final views map proposed for the HTVIA,  including the initial 16 viewpoints (includded in the scoping report) as well as the 
4 additional viewpoints suggested by LBR (Views 17, 18, 19 and 20).




