
Street Consultation
Your Priorities

Your top 5 priorites were...

5 / Open Space
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By far, the most re-occurring concern regarding 
the architectural style of the Chelsea Barracks 
development is that it will be sympathetic with the 
local area, opinion as to the best method to achieved 
this is varied. Responses included, ‘It should not be 
too modern’, ‘A mix of traditional and modern’, ‘don’t 
mind modern’, ‘purely-traditional style’ and ‘modern 
and contemporary’. However, the most overwhelming 
number of responses lay in the middle-ground of this 
range, it was clear that the traditional building style of 
the area needs to be a major consideration, it was also 
apparent that the majority seem to be happy for some 
modern aspects to be incorporated into the style, 
providing they enhance and refl ect the local area.

1 / Architectural style

2 / Green space

3 / Height

4 / Community facilities

Other comments received during the street 
consultations included that the designs should be 
‘comfortable and of a human, friendly scale’, ‘unique to 
the area – innovative’ and generally a desire for good 
quality design. It was also very clear that materiality 
is very important, concerns were raised over use of 
glass and steel and there were also suggestions that 
traditional materials should be used. Both the Royal 
Hospital Chelsea Infi rmary and Duke of York Square 
were raised as examples of good local architecture 
that could be suitable. 

Height is an overwhelming concern regarding the 
Chelsea Barracks Development. All but one person 
who listed height in their top 3 priorities were keen 
that the development should not be too high. The 
majority of these people suggested heights should be 
in relation to the surrounding buildings, many were 
concerned about the potential loss of light and views 
as a result of any inappropriately high buildings. There 
were also remarks that it should be of a comfortable, 
human scale. 

Some examples were given of maximum building 
heights, these ranged from 4 to 10 storeys, the average 
maximum height suggested was approx 6 storeys. 
There were also several remarks that there should be 
a series of varied building heights within the Chelsea 
Barracks development.

There is a general request for more local green 
space especially if there is to be an increase in local 
population due to the Chelsea Barracks development. 
There were also comments that there is currently not 
enough green space in the area. Interestingly Ranelagh 
Gardens were referred to as a good example of local 
green space, and it brings up many questions that 
there is a perceived lack of green space in the area 
despite the close proximity of Ranelagh Gardens.

There is an overwhelming request for public access to 
new green space, however there were a notable number 
of people suggesting local priority or residents’ only 
green spaces in addition to publicly accessible areas. 
Other comments included ‘community use’, ‘for use by 
children’ and that the form of these spaces could be as 
local squares, small parks or gardens. There were also 
a small number of requests for more trees.

Community facilities attracted a different level of 
interest to the top 3 priorities, nevertheless, highly 
signifi cant. It seems there is a perceived lack of 
community facilities in the locality and youth facilities 
were the most frequently suggested, closely followed 
by the need for local sports facilities. The accessibility 
and success of existing facilities needs to be 
considered as part of this feedback. In addition to 
youth and sports, there was an awareness of ‘facilities 
for all’ and not over-provision for certain groups.

Accessibility and affordability was a big concern, 
many would like to see inclusive and ‘enjoyable’ 
facilities in a ‘not-gated’ community. There was a high 
level of requests for practical and affordable local 
shops. Other suggestions included medical and dental 
facilities, community hall and a library.

Small-scale, local open spaces that allow a ‘space 
to breathe’ were a high priority for many. Within this 
topic, there are many cross references with some of 
the other top priorities. Concern that there should 
be public access to these potential open spaces 
was the most frequent comment, and again, some 
suggestions of a mix between private and public.

The desire for children to be able to ‘play out’ in 
outdoor open spaces was high, and there were also 
some ideas for potential community uses. Additional 
concerns included the safety of outdoor open spaces 
and that they should be in fi lling with the local 
context.


