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Structure 

 

Initial thoughts on the ‘value’ of design guidance 

Framework for calculating / reviewing the value of design 

guidance 

Review of recent (low cost – high value) planning guidance 

•Cranleigh, Surrey 

•Saffron Gardens, Leicester 

•Middlehaven, Middlesbrough 

•North Harbour, Copenhagen 

Summary / discussion 



Initial thoughts on ill-defined guidance 
(value is some factor of client / commissioner, author, target audience, purpose, format, statutory status and cost ) 

 

 





Client / 

Commissioner 

Who initiated the guidance? Who thought it was necessary? 

Author Who actually did the work? Was this in partnership? 

Purpose What is the point of the guidance? Does it have a clear purpose or is it 

confused? Is it about drawing a political manifesto and full of big ideas? 

Is it about re-branding an area – re-visioning places with stigma / selling 

a new identify (even the cult of personality)? Is it simply collecting a 

range of stakeholder views? Is it single-headed and does it integrate 

ideas and simplify complex client views? Is it economically driven 

(spoilers from land owners / about challenging constraints)? Is it simply 

about going through the professional hoops as a requirement for 

funding? Is it about delivery and intended to give some confidence over 

costs (attracting speculative development / inward investment)? Is it a 

necessity in securing planning consent, setting out development 

quantum / mix and supporting land assembly? Or is it a live document 

providing management and procedural guidance? 

Target Audience Who is it intended for? How numerous and / or significant is this 

intended target group? 

Format What is the scope of the guidance and how is it presented? 

Status Does it have any legal significance? Does it need any? 

Cost (estimated) How expensive and time consuming was it to produce? 

Review Did it do what it intended to do? Was it worth the investment of time 

and money? 



Saffron Gardens, Leicester 
Site Layout from; Saffron Resource Centre / Whittier Road Allotments Straw Bale Self-Build Housing, REDMAK 

 



Saffron Gardens, Leicester 
Image extracts from; Saffron Resource Centre / Whittier Road Allotments Straw Bale Self-Build Housing, REDMAK 

 



Saffron Sustainability Framework 
Images: WYG, DMU, Studio UrbanArea LLP, Saffron resource Centre 

 

 



Client / 

Commissioner 

Saffron Resource Centre (Community Charity) / OPUN 

Regional Architecture Centre for the East Midlands & Arts 

Council for England 

Author REDMAK Architecture + Urban Design LLP (Consultancy) 

Purpose Guide for development proposals / delivery models; Promotion 

of self-build and sustainable homes 

Target 

Audience 

Limited number of local Registered Providers (something to 

place in from of them at meetings) and local authority 

Format 5 page illustrated ‘vision’ document providing indicitative layout, 

development plots, precedents for straw bale housing 

Status Non-statutory guidance 

Cost 

(estimated) 

£ 

Review Effective in gaining RSL / partner interest and support from 

statutory planning around innovative ideas of self-build, straw 

bale construction and wider estate sustainability 



Cranleigh Design Statement, Surrey 
(Cranleigh Parish Council, April 2008) 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Cranleigh Consortium Framework 
Image: Studio UrbanArea LLP 

 

 



Client / 

Commissioner 

Cranleigh Parish Council 

Author Cranleigh Parish Council (Community) with limited support 

from Waverley Borough Council 

Purpose Guidance on design  / appearance of new development plus 

guidance on public open space, sustainable drainage and 

landscaping 

Target 

Audience 

Clearly identified as all small and large scale developers in the 

village 

Format Short text based report providing advice 

Status Treated as a material consideration. 

Cost 

(estimated) 

£ 

Review Effective point of contact for on-going dialogue with number of 

land owners and potential developers. Clear impact on scope 

of considerations in layout, form and design. Limited around 

identification of specific preferred development site(s) 



Middlehaven, Middlesbrough 
Image from; Urban Initiatives (2013) Middlehaven Development Framework Final Report (Middlesbrough Council & HCA). 

 



Middlehaven, Middlesbrough 
Images from; Urban Initiatives (2013) Middlehaven Development Framework Design Codes (Middlesbrough Council & HCA). 

 



Middlehaven, Middlesbrough 
Extract from; Studio Urban Area LLP (2012) Middlehaven ‘Urban Pioneers’ Report on Soft Market Testing (HCA). 

 



Client / 

Commissioner 

Greater Middlehaven Partnership comprising Homes and 

Communities Agency / Middlesbrough Council 

Author Urban Initiatives (Consultancy) 

Purpose Review development strategy following liquidation of single 

preferred developer; provide guidance for multiple small-scale 

developers; provide long-term confidence for investors / 

custom-builders 

Target 

Audience 

Large number (600+) of custom-builders and potential urban 

pioneers 

Format Extensive 2 volume report comprising framework plan / delivery 

strategy and design code 

Status Currently non-statutory guidance but with proposal for adoption 

by Middlesbrough Council 

Cost 

(estimated) 

££ 

Review Remaining concerns evident over long-term confidence / 

commitment from statutory bodies and land owners. Unknown 

level of ‘real’ interest. Lack of sustainability assessment. 



North Harbour, Copenhagen 
Image: COBE, SLETH MODERNISM, Polyform and Rambøll 

 

, 



North Harbour, Copenhagen 
Zero energy strategy meeting quantum of differing building uses. COBE, Rambøll, Teesside University 

 



Client / 

Commissioner 

Copenhagen City Council, City Port and Copenhagen Energy. 

Author COBE, SLETH MODERNISM, Polyform and Rambøll 

(Consultancy / Developer Partnership) 

Purpose Zero carbon development of new city quarter on partially 

reclaimed land over 50 year period. 

Target 

Audience 

Institutional investors, statutory bodies, especially those with 

shared interests in land ownership, infrastructure provision and 

management responsibilities. 

Format Competition entry transformed into multi-volume development 

guidance with scope on ‘deep structure’ of land, infrastructure 

and services connections.  

Status Statutory guidance supporting investment funding 

Cost 

(estimated) 

£££ 

Review Long-term commitment requiring consideration of resilience, 

adaptability, flexibility and phasing of infrastructure. Emphasis 

on underlying sustainability values. 



Summary 

 

Clarity of purpose as well as guidance 

Removing  inconsistencies between stakeholders 

Bespoke and specific as possible 

Statutory ‘enough’ to be influential 

Integrated (deliverable and sustainable) 

Understood as part of a dynamic process and requiring 

change through working in partnership / externalities 

On the desk and in the workshop (not on the shelf) 

 



Thank you 
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