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Go Vocal Summary Strout's Place - Round 2

This summary captures the conversations we have
had with the community and stakeholders in the
second round of community conversations. Your
feedback is invaluable.

Stout’s Place - Resident Feedback Summary
Overview

Feedback for the Strout's Place proposals generated
a relatively small but engaged level of participation
from residents and stakeholders. While attendance
at sessions was low, attendees provided constructive
and detailed feedback on the emerging proposals.

Overall, residents were broadly supportive of the
ambition to improve the area and deliver affordable
housing, but raised important concerns regarding
building heights, impacts on neighbouring homes,
infrastructure capacity, and the need for a stronger
sense of local identity and placemaking.

What residents welcomed

Residents and stakeholders responded positively to
several aspects of the proposals, including:

- Delivery of affordable housing onsite
- Provision of larger family homes
- General ambition to improve the area

- Enhanced landscaping and public realm
improvements

- Opportunities for public art and local artist
involvement

- Better pedestrian routes and public spaces
+ More community-led design input

- Improved connectivity between areas of the site

There was also positive support for:;
- richer landscaping,

* greener streets,

- decorative lighting and paving,

- and more engaging public spaces.

Residents particularly welcomed ideas that could
create a stronger identity for the neighbourhood and
improve the visual quality of the estate environment.

Key questions and concerns raised

The main concerns raised during consultation focused
on the following areas:

Height, massing & daylight

Residents questioned:

- the scale and height of proposed buildings,
+ potential overshadowing,

- loss of daylight and sunlight to neighbouring homes,
- and impacts on existing residents’ amenity.
Infrastructure capacity

Concerns were raised regarding pressure on:
+ schools,

- GP surgeries,

- roads and traffic,

- and wider local infrastructure.

Identity & design quality

Residents expressed concern that the development
could feel:



- ‘generic,

- insufficiently connected to local identity,
- and lacking creativity or distinctive character.
Public realm & landscaping

Residents requested:

- planting within parking areas,

+ improved paving and lighting,

- enhanced landscaping,

- and more engaging green spaces.
Relocation & community impact
Questions were raised regarding;

- relocation impacts for temporary accommodation
residents,

- and wider effects on existing communities and
neighbourhood character.

Sentiment summary

Positive: Affordable housing support, family housing
provision, improved landscaping and public spaces,
community led palcemaking, artist involvement and
creativity

“Play on the way" concepts,
wider estate improvements. site connectivity and
movement, future public realm details

Negative: Building heights and scale, daylight

and overshadowing impacts, pressure on local
infrastructure, generic design concerns, impacts on
existing residents.

You said, we heard
You said: The development should not feel generic

\We heard: There is a strong desire for a scheme with
local indentity, character and community influence.

You said: Could we have more interesting pavement
conditions and LED lights?

WWe heard: TResidents want safer, more engaging and
visually attractive streets and walkways.

You said: Concerns about schools, GP;s and roads

Residents want assurance that local infrastructure can
support future growth.

You said: Concerns about height and daylight
impacts.

We heard: Building massing and neighbour amenity
will requre caraeful consideration and explanation.

You said: Interest in local artist involvement.

We heard: Residents support community-led design
input and locally inspired placemaking.



