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New homes and street frontage New communal green open space New shared surface streets

New communal open space New communal green roof amenity New landscaped parking area

New spacious homes New spacious homes with private 
amenity

New spacious homes

New homes with private amenity New communal green roof gardens New communal green open spaces

Emerging options
Option 6: Full redevelopment 
Precedent images

0
existing homes 

retained 

72
existing homes 

reprovided 

202
additional new 

homes 

274
total number of 

homes 

59%
affordable 

housing 

Accommodation schedule

Summary of assessment results

1. Residents’ Brief
• In this option the residents of all blocks would get 

new homes which meet their housing need.  The new 
homes would be of a better quality than the current 
homes and all would have a balcony, terrace or 
garden.

• The communal outdoor space and car park area 
would be totally redesigned and improved.

• 202 new homes would be built of which 104 would 
be affordable housing – this would help to meet the 
housing need of the local area.

Assessment: 76/110

2. Financial viability
• Overall, this option makes a financial loss of -£24.6 

million.
• In this option 202 new homes are being built (98 

for sale) which brings in some cash to pay for the 
construction and improvement works.

• If this option is popular with residents, as there are 
new blocks being constructed there is opportunity 
to investigate increasing the heights of the new 
blocks or changing the layout so that we can provide 
more new homes and help improve the financial 
performance.

• As there are new homes being constructed this 
option may be able to receive grant funding from 
the Government which could also help improve the 
financial performance.

Assessment: Completely unviable

3. Economic benefits
• As there are new homes being built the Council 

would require a financial contribution for community 
benefits and improvements, which is estimated at 
£2,850,000.

• 29 local people are estimated to be employed for 
completing this option.

Assessment:

4. Implementation
• Residents of Winch House would move away from 

the estate temporarily for around 20 months so that it 
can be demolished and a new building constructed.  
This new building would have enough homes for all 
the Winch House residents to return to, and almost all 
Kedge House residents could also move straight into 
this new block without having to move away from the 
estate at all.

• Kedge House can then be demolished and the new 
buildings constructed which residents from Starboard 
Way can move into.

• Only a few temporary homes off-site would be 
needed which can be achieved.  Most households 
will only need to move once, which will be straight 
into their new home.

• All new homes and blocks would require planning 
permission from the Council.

Assessment:
Phasing        Programme        Buildability        Planning

Emerging options
Option 6: Full redevelopment 
Assessment of option
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Assessment  
criteria

Residents’  
Brief

Financial  
viability

Economic  
benefit

Implementation

Overall  
assessmentPhasing

Program
m

e

Buildability

Planning

Business as usual 40 Completely 
unviable

Open space 
improvements 61 Completely 

unviable

Refurbishment 51 Completely 
unviable

Infill 60 Completely 
unviable

Partial redevelopment 
(Scenario 1) 76 Potentially 

viable

Partial redevelopment 
(Scenario 2) 87 Potentially 

viable

Partial redevelopment 
(Scenario 3) 78 Potentially 

viable

Partial redevelopment 
(Scenario 4) 76 Completely 

unviable

Full redevelopment 100 Potentially 
viable

Scoring summary
The table below summarises the scoring of the options 
as undertaken by consultants at SQW.  Overall five of the 
options scored a ‘red’ overall, which meant they did not 
demonstrate enough scope for improvement to turn into a 
‘green’.

However four of the options scored an ‘amber’ overall, 
meaning they demonstrated potential to score a ‘green’, 
subject to further refinement and viability testing.  

Emerging options
Assessment of options
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Final options

Following feedback from the third exhibition and a 
detailed review of the assessment results, a number of 
options were set aside and were not taken forward. This is 
because they were either not supported by the community, 
performed poorly on the assessments or a combination of 
both.  The options that have not been taken forward are as 
follows:

• Option 1: Business as usual
• Option 2: Open space improvements
• Option 3: Refurbishment
• Option 4: Infill
• Option 5: Partial redevelopment (Scenario 1)
• Option 5: Partial redevelopment Scenario 3)
• Option 5: Partial redevelopment (Scenario 4)

The two options that were brought forward for further 
consideration in the final exhibition were:

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

The period between the third and final exhibitions allowed 
the two options to undergo further refinement in order 
to improve their viability and deliverability positions.  The 
following pages offer a summary of the option designs and 
present updated assessments.

Early engagement

Initial options

Emerging options

Final options

Preferred option

This was the final stage of design development where 
the aim was to select the final options to take forward and 
refined before selecting the preferred option(s).  

Overview
Final options
Design overview

49%
affordable 

housing 

46%
affordable 

housing 

Westferry Printworks 
Development Site 

(PA/18/01877)

Starboard Way

Tiller Road

Tiller Leisure 
Centre

Omega Close

Westferry Printworks 
Development Site 

(PA/18/01877)

Tiller Road

Tiller Leisure 
Centre

190
total number of 

homes 

280
total number of 

homes 

118
additional new 

homes 

208
additional new 

homes 

 
52

existing homes 
demolished 
and rebuilt 

 
72

existing homes 
demolished 
and rebuilt 

20
existing homes 

kept and 
refurbished 

0
existing homes 

kept and 
refurbished 

Option 5: Partial redevelopment (Scenario 2)

Option 6: Full redevelopment

Westferry Printworks 
Development Site 

(PA/18/01877)

Tiller Road

Omega Close
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1. Residents’ Brief
• In this option the residents of Kedge House and 

Winch House would get new homes which meet 
their housing need.  The new homes would be of a 
better quality than their current flat and would have a 
balcony, terrace or garden.

• Residents of Starboard Way would retain their 
current home and so their housing needs will not be 
addressed if they are overcrowded, but their homes 
would be refurbished to deal with issues raised by 
residents like better insulation, new kitchens and 
bathrooms and damp proofing.

• There are improvements to the communal outdoor 
space and car park area which is something residents 
have asked for. 

• 118 new homes would be built of which 38 would 
be affordable housing – this would help to meet the 
housing need of the local area. 

Assessment: 90/110

2. Financial viability
• Overall, this option now makes a financial surplus of 

+£1.1 million.
• Previously, this Option made a final loss of -£9.1 million 

so the financial position is now significantly better.
• The financial performance of the scheme has been 

improved through revising the layouts and mix of 
the private homes for sale, increasing the number 
of homes for sale, including an allowance for 
funding from the Mayor which is available to support 
affordable housing, and reducing the number of new, 
additional affordable homes but still complying with 
policy requirements.

• In this option 118 new homes are being built (86 
for sale) which brings in some cash to pay for the 
construction and improvement works, including the 
refurbishment of Starboard Way. 

Assessment: +£1.1m

3. Economic benefits
• As there are new homes being built the Council 

would require a financial contribution for community 
benefits and improvements, which is estimated at 
£2,350,000.

• 19 local people are estimated to be employed during 
construction of this option 

Assessment:

4. Implementation
• Demolition and construction of a new block on the 

site of Kedge House will be simpler and quicker than 
refurbishing the existing building.

• Residents of Winch House would need to move away 
from the estate temporarily for around 20-32 months 
so that it can be demolished and a new building 
constructed.

• This new building would have enough homes for all 
the Winch House residents to return to, and Kedge 
House residents could move straight into this new 
block without having to move away from the estate at 
all.

• Starboard Way residents would be able to move 
temporarily into some of the new blocks for 6 months 
whilst their own homes are refurbished, before 
returning without having to move away from the 
estate

• The other new homes along the Starboard Way 
access road are estimated to take 12 months to build.

• All new homes and blocks would require planning 
permission from the Council 

Phasing        Programme        Buildability        Planning
Assessment:  

Final options
Option 5: Partial redevelopment (Scenario 2)
Updated summary of assessment results

1. Residents’ Brief
• In this option the residents of all blocks would get 

new homes which meet their housing need.  The new 
homes would be of a better quality than the current 
homes and all would have a balcony, terrace or 
garden. 

• The communal outdoor space and car park area 
would be totally redesigned and improved.

• 208 new homes would be built, of which 71 would 
be affordable housing – this would help to meet the 
housing need of the local area 

Assessment: 100/110

2. Financial viability
• Overall, this option now makes a marginal financial 

loss of -£0.35 million.
• Previously, this Option made a final loss of -£24.6 

million so the financial position is now significantly 
better.

• The financial performance of the scheme has been 
improved through revising the layouts and mix of 
the private homes for sale, increasing the number 
of homes for sale, including an allowance for 
funding from the Mayor which is available to support 
affordable housing, and reducing the number of new, 
additional affordable homes but still complying with 
policy requirements

• In this option 208 new homes are being built (147 
for sale) which brings in some cash to pay for the 
construction and improvement works.

Assessment: -£0.35m

3. Economic benefits
• As there are new homes being built the Council 

would require a financial contribution for community 
benefits and improvements, which is estimated at 
£3,850,000. 

• 27 local people are estimated to be employed for 
completing this option. 

Assessment:

4. Implementation
• Residents of Winch House would move away from the 

estate temporarily for around 20-32 months so that it 
can be demolished and a new building constructed.  

• This new building would have enough homes for 
some the Winch House residents to return to. One 
household from Starboard Way, and all of the Kedge 
House residents could also move straight into this 
new block without having to move away from the 
estate at all. 

• Kedge House can then be demolished and the new 
buildings constructed which residents from Starboard 
Way can move into, along with some of the Winch 
House residents.

• Only a few temporary homes off-site would be 
needed which can be achieved.  

• Most households will only need to move once, which 
will be straight into their new home. 

• All new homes and blocks would require planning 
permission from the Council. 

Phasing        Programme        Buildability        Planning
Assessment:  

Final options
Option 6: Full redevelopment 
Updated summary of assessment results
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Full redevelopment

Early engagement

Initial options

Emerging options

Final options

Preferred option

This was the final stage of the Options Appraisal where a 
preferred option has been selected to move forwards with.    

Following extensive resident engagement and rigorous 
testing, the initial six options and nine scenarios have been 
narrowed down and a preferred option selected.  This 
option is the full redevelopment scenario, which includes 
demolition of all buildings on site and construction of 280 
new homes with car parking, bicycle storage, landscaping, 
open space and play features. 
This option consistently gained support from the majority 
of residents across the estate throughout all engagement 
events, with only a few residents mentioning that they were 
not in support of it.  Throughout the Options Appraisal 
process, the feedback highlights that over 75% of residents 
supported the full redevelopment option across all events.   
Notwithstanding general support from the residents, a 
thorough selection process was undertaken, detailed 
below.  

Selecting the Preferred Option
Identifying the Preferred Option to take forward to a 
resident ballot has involved a number of considerations. 
Most importantly, the long-list and short-list sifting process 
has been subject to rigorous, independent scrutiny and 
testing to provide both residents and One Housing Group 
with the information needed to support the decision-
making process.
Resident choice 
Residents have selected their preferred option, informed 
by the results of the independent appraisals conducted 
by SQW. These appraisals considered financial viability, 
economic benefits, resident objectives and implementation 
issues at a high-level to provide an overall ‘score’ for each 
option, although it was up to residents to then select their 
own preferences.
Financial considerations 
In parallel, One Housing has considered the financial 
viability aspects carefully as it is important that the 
preferred option can be funded and delivered. This was 
considered at a high-level in SQW’s financial viability 
appraisals, and One Housing have looked at these results 
even more closely in the context of their own financial 
resources.
Planning risk 
During the options appraisal process, an independent 
planning expert has worked closely with the team to 
provide expertise in shaping each option to ensure 
where possible an option is in accordance with planning 
policy, and identifying where there is a risk that planning 
permission might not be granted for an option. Now that 
a preferred option has been identified, an important 
step before progressing to a resident ballot is to discuss 
this with LB Tower Hamlets Planning Officers to more 
formally seek the planning authority’s view on the potential 
acceptability of the scheme.
The output of these processes has been the selection of a 
preferred option which performs best across all categories: 
the final preferred option scored the best of all options 
in the independent options appraisal; it was the option 
preferred by residents; One Housing consider that from a 
financial perspective there is strong potential the scheme 
could be affordable and deliverable; and the planning 
authority support the key principles of development.
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This section provides a detailed summary of the options 
assessments for comparison.  The summary is split into 
two parts to mirror the way in which the detailed options 
assessments were carried out.
The first part summarises the assessment of the emerging 
options, which comprised all nine scenarios under the 
umbrella six options: 

• Option 1: Business as usual
• Option 2: Environmental improvements
• Option 3: Refurbishment
• Option 4: Infill
• Option 5: Partial redevelopment (Scenario 1)
• Option 5: Partial redevelopment (Scenario 2)
• Option 5: Partial redevelopment (Scenario 3)
• Option 5: Partial redevelopment (Scenario 4)
• Option 6: Full redevelopment

Overview

The second part summarises the assessment of the final 
options, which comprised two scenarios which were 
selected following a combination of resident feedback and 
performance in the previous assessment.  These options 
are:

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

This section provides a detailed summary of the 
assessments, however the complete appraisals can be 
found in the appendices of this document.

This section summarises the assessments of the emerging 
options.  It is split into four parts as per the structure of the 
assessments: 

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

An overall performance summary table follows the 
summaries of the individual assessment criteria. 

Social appraisal
The table below summarises the social appraisal for all 
options.

Emerging options

Criteria

Housing

Environment

Accessibility

Well-being
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Financial viability
The table below summarises the financial viability appraisal 
outputs for all options.
The table highlights the significant cost of the ‘business as 
usual’ option resulting from the costs of refurbishing Kedge 
House. These costs are carried by all options which retain 
Kedge House.
As well as reporting on the viability funding gap generated 
by each option, this funding gap is analysed in relation 
to the number of additional homes proposed. This 
figure highlights the scale of the gap relative to the new 
development proposed; the greater the net additional 
development, the greater the opportunity to potentially 
close the viability gap through scheme improvements and 
optimisation.
The table identifies where an option is either definitively 
not viable, or potentially viable and where is potential 
scope for improvement.

Emerging options

Viability Funding Gap

Funding gap per 
additional home

SUMMARY
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Economic benefits
The table below summarises the economic benefits 
appraisal for all options.

Criteria

Gross Jobs (FTE)

S106 Planning Obligation: 
local construction jobs target

S106 Planning Obligation: 
financial contribution to 
construction phase skills and 
training (£)

Gross GVA for the 
construction phase (£)

CIL estimate (£)

S106 estimate (£)
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Implementation appraisal
The table below summarises the financial viability appraisal 
for all options.

Emerging options

Phasing
Programme
Buildability
Planning

SUMMARY • The refur-
bishment of 
Kedge House 
would be 
structurally 
complex and 
difficult to 
build.

• All residents 
of Kedge 
House would 
need to be 
temporarily 
relocated for 
24+ months 
to allow its 
refurbishment

• Low risk of 
not securing 
planning 
permission, if 
needed at all
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difficult to 
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House would 
need to be 
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relocated for 
24+ months 
to allow its 
refurbishment
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Kedge House 
would be 
structurally 
complex 
and difficult 
to build, 
resulting in 
lower ceiling 
heights for all 
flats, although 
balconies 
added for all 
flats

• All residents 
of Kedge 
House would 
need to be 
temporarily 
relocated for 
24+ months 
to allow its 
refurbishment

• The new infill 
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• New build Kedge 
House simpler 
and quicker to 
construct than 
structural refurbish-
ment

• The new infill 
homes could be 
built in 12 months, 
ahead of an 
18-month period 
to redevelop Star-
board Way, with a 
further 20-month 
period to redevel-
op Kedge House 
and undertake 
the open space 
improvements (4-5 
year programme 
in total)

• All residents of 
Starboard Way 
would need to 
be temporarily 
relocated for 18+ 
months to allow 
its redevelopment 
before they could 
move back in to 
their new homes

• Once Starboard 
Way is redevel-
oped, all Kedge 
House residents 
would need 
to temporarily 
relocate for 20+ 
months to all for 
its redevelopment 
before they could 
move into their 
new homes 

• This option 
results in the 
fewest households 
needing to move 
off-site

• Relatively good 
prospects for 
securing planning 
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• New build 
Kedge House 
simpler to 
construct than 
structural refur-
bishment

• The new infill 
homes could 
be built in 12 
months, ahead 
of a 20-month 
period to 
redevelop 
Winch House, 
with a further 
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period to rede-
velop Kedge 
House and 
undertake the 
open space 
improvements

• All residents of 
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would need to 
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relocated for 
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allow its rede-
velopment. All 
Winch House 
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Kedge House 
residents 
could then 
move into the 
new block, 
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move off-site

• Good 
prospects 
for securing 
planning 
permission
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• The refurbish-
ment of Kedge 
House would 
be structurally 
complex and 
difficult to build, 
resulting in 
lower ceiling 
heights for all 
flats, although 
balconies add-
ed for all flats

• The new infill 
homes could 
be built in 
12 months, 
ahead of an 
18-month period 
to redevelop 
Starboard Way, 
with a further 
24-month peri-
od to refurbish 
Kedge House 
and undertake 
the open space 
improvements 
(4-5 years in 
total)

• All Starboard 
Way residents 
would need 
to relocate 
temporarily 
for 18-months 
whilst it is rede-
veloped, before 
returning

• Then, all 
residents of 
Kedge House 
would need to 
be temporarily 
relocated for 
24+ months 
to allow its 
refurbishment 
before returning

• Significant risk 
of not securing 
planning per-
mission
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• All existing homes 
would be redevel-
oped;

• It is quicker 
and simpler to 
redevelop Kedge 
House rather than a 
refurbishment

• The first phase 
would see Winch 
House residents 
temporarily relo-
cating off-site for 
20+ months, before 
being able to return 
to the new homes 

• The majority of 
Kedge House 
residents would 
then also be able to 
move straight into 
the redeveloped 
Winch House (aside 
from 7 households 
which would need 
to relocate tempo-
rarily off-site for the 
24+ months needed 
to construct the 2 
new blocks to be 
developed in place 
of Kedge House).

• Once Kedge 
House has been 
redeveloped. The 7 
households off-site, 
plus Starboard Way 
residents, would be 
able to move into 
the new homes

• Starboard Way 
could then be 
redeveloped.

• The whole re-de-
velopment process 
could take 5-6 
years in total

• This option would 
likely be able to 
secure planning 
permission
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This section summarises the assessment of the final 
options.
A similar method was applied to assessing the final options 
to ensure a consistent approach with the comparison of 
the emerging options at the previous stage.
The same four categories were appraised:

• Social appraisal
• Economic benefits
• Implementation
• Financial viability

As explained in Chapter 7, a      based approach to 
summarising the results of each category was undertaken 
to assist interpretation.

Social appraisal
The table below summarises the social appraisal for the 
two final options, comparing the updated scores with the 
‘emerging options’ stage to show how the option scores 
progressed when the designs were evolved.
Option 5(2) scores marginally better than it did in the 
previous stage arising from the benefits to Starboard 
Way residents from the inclusion of a programme of 
refurbishment to this retained block.
Option 6 scores as strongly as it did previously with minor 
adjustments to the scoring (although no overall impact on 
the total) arising from a more detailed understanding of the 
proposed resident relocation strategy.

Final options

Maximum 
possible score

Option 5(2) – 
April 2020

Option 5(2) – 
August 2020

Option 6 – April 
2020

Option 6 – 
August 2020

Housing 25 21 21.5 25 25

Environment 45 36 39 43 41

Accessibility 20 18 18 20 20

Wellbeing 20 12 11.5 12 14

TOTAL
110 87 90 100 100
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Economic benefits
The table below summarises the economic benefits for 
the final two final options, comparing the updated scores 
with the ‘emerging options’ stage to show how the option 
scores progressed when the designs were evolved.
The overall economic benefits arising from each Option 
remain broadly comparable following the design 
development process. 
The economic benefits are driven both by construction 
cost and proposed floorspace. 

Metric Option 5(2) – 
April 2020

Option 5(2) – 
August 2020

Option 6 – April 
2020

Option 6 – 
August 2020

Gross Jobs (FTE) 93 93 144 135

S106 Planning Obligation:  local 
construction jobs target 19 19 29 27

S106 Planning Obligation: financial 
contribution to construction phase 
skills and training (£)

£63,448 £63,448 £99,241 £97,726

Gross GVA for the construction 
phase (£) £10,089,037 £10,150,750 £15,682,661 £14,729,891

CIL estimate (£) £1,428,853 £2,038,148.40 £2,340,651 £3,299,412

S106 estimate £328,353 £324,536 £523,075 £534,530

SCORING

In respect of Option 5(2), the floorspace proposed remains 
the same, but the cost has increased slightly, resulting in a 
marginal increase in GVA. 
Regarding Option 6, the construction cost has been 
reduced, generating slightly lower GVA outputs; the 
floorspace has also reduced slightly resulting in slightly 
lower estimated construction jobs and associated benefits.
However, overall both Final Options will generate 
significant local economic benefits to the local area and 
community.

Implementation appraisal
The table below summarises the implementation 
considerations for the final two final options.

Option Summary appraisal Assessment results

Option 5(2)

PHASING – Relatively optimal approach; minimal possible number of 
temporary off-site relocations; some temporary relocations on-site also for 
Starboard Way residents.
PROGRAMME - Sequential nature of programme due to resident relocations 
means multi-phase programme is inevitable. Programme is relatively 
optimised due to minimising of off-site moves for existing residents.
BUILDABILITY - The proposed redevelopment of Kedge House, Winch 
House and new build infill are assumed not to raise the same buildability 
problems potentially generated by the alternative Kedge House refurbishment 
option. Some potential complexity with refurb of Starboard Way due to 
unknown existing structural condition etc.
PLANNING - This option does not optimise density, scale and potential 
planning outcomes BUT does still represent a credible design solution and 
could be supportable in planning terms.

Phasing
Programme
Buildability
Planning

Option 6

PHASING – This Option represents the optimal approach to phasing and 
reduces the number of residents requiring two moves. Only 11no. households 
will move twice (and off-site) compared with 27no. (split between off and on-
site double moves) in Option 5(2).
PROGRAMME - Sequential nature of programme due to resident relocations 
means multi-phase programme is inevitable. Programme is relatively 
optimised due to minimising of off-site moves for existing residents.
BUILDABILITY - On the basis that all existing blocks are to be demolished, 
the risks associated with retrofitting and refurbishing are removed. New build 
development is assumed to be a simpler proposition compared with other 
options.
PLANNING - This Option most likely to be supported / preferred by LBTH / 
GLA as it optimises additional new/re-provided homes and optimises density/
capacity etc

Phasing
Programme
Buildability
Planning




