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Communication
c.2300 flyers distributed around the site
3 Mailchimp e-newsletter to 90 contacts
Feedback forms distributed to users of the centres by Brent

Participation
Approx. 35 attendees to the Dedicated Public Consultation (1st September/SK Studios)
Approx. 55 attendees to the 2nd Masterplan Review Public Exhibition that displayed a 
dedicated board on the site (13th September/SK Studios)
80+ post-it notes (on boards / mix of uses for Carlton & Granville Centres site)
84 dedicated forms completed (63 paper + 21 online survey)
660+ comments in total
165+ people engaged

> Note / Some might have taken several times the survey as there are a lot of anonym participants
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Where do they come from?
(24 postcodes) 
 
1.    Within SK area (10 – 42 %)
2.    Living elsewhere (10 – 42%)
3.    Within 1 minute walk of SK (4 – 17 %)			
What gender?
(information about 49 people) 
 
1. Female (33 – 67%)
2. Male (16 – 33%)	
Ref. Kilburn census 2011: Female (50.4%) / Male (49.6%)	
		
What ethnicity?
(information about 38 people) 
 
1. White (22 - 58%)
2. Other (8 - 21%)
3. Black (3 – 8%)
4. Asian (3 – 8%)
5. Mixed (1 -  3%)

What is the link of the participants to SK?
(information from 32 people) 
 
1.    Council tenant (11)
2.    Employee / worker (8)
3.    Visitor (5)
4.    Volunteer (4)
5.    Private tenant (3)
6.    Local organisation representative (3)
3. Private leaseholder (2)
4. Landowner (2)
7. Housing association tenant (1)				
What age?
(information about 18 people) 
 
1. 45-64 (8 – 44%)
2. 25-44 (4 – 22%)
3. 65+ (3 – 17%
4. 16-24 (3 –  17%)
5. 0-9 (0)
6. 10-15 (0)	

		
	 

1. 25-44 (35.6%)
2. 45-64 (21.1%)
3. 0-9 (13.2%)
4. 16-24 (12.5%)
5. 65+ (10.6%)
6. 10-15 (7%)

1. White (50%)
2. Black (24.6%)
3. Asian (11.4%)
4. Other (7.1%)
5. Mixed (6.9%)

3	

Note:
51 participants participated through the 
Community Kitchen

Ref. Office for National Statistics
© Crown Copyright 2012

Census data for comparison against 
the Kilburn Ward in Brent

Census data for comparison against the Kilburn 
Ward in Brent

Ref. Office for National Statistics
© Crown Copyright 2012
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Comments nature
(information from max 76 participants) 

Top support
1.   More housing and community facilities and for the

community (9)
2.   Employment opportunities created by the Enterprise

Hub with a permanent location for SK Studios (5)
3.   Creation of a comprehensive community hub (5)

through the Enterprise Hub combined with other uses
such as an arts centre, live/work housing, education
facilities, a cafe, small shops and flexible community
spaces

Top concerns
1.   Mix of uses not clear neither seen as ideal (31)
2.   Demolition of a heritage building and community asset

such as the Nursery School (30)
3.   Biased consultation and unclear communication (24)

Top suggestions
1.   Including all current uses in the project especially the

Nursery School (21)
2.   Including affordable facilities and housing typologies

(19)
3.  Refurbishing the building instead of redeveloping it (19)

13% 

1% 

47% 4% 

34% 

1% 
1. Support

2. Neutral

3. Concern

4. Question

5. Suggestion

7. Information

General comments on the proposal 
 
The diagram above shows the nature of the 
comments on the proposal only, therefore 
the following comments are excluded: 
- Comments on the Analysis of the Existing 
(to find p.10) 
- Votes on Housing & Community Spaces 
typologies (to find p.11 & 12) 

57% 

1% 15%   2%     21%   4% 

Same comments excluding 
the ones of some directly 
impacted users on the 
proposal
 
To understand the influence 
of the 51 forms received via 
the Centres users, the 
diagram above shows the 
nature on the comments on 
the proposal excluding the 
responses from the 51 
directly impacted that 
responded. 
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0 20 40 60 80 100 

Name provided 

Anonymous

What do you generally think about this proposal for the
redevelopment of the Carlton & Granville Centres site?
(comments from 66 people including 17 anonymous) 
						

Grand Total

Great! It makes sense

It's OK, but could be improved

It's not good enough

 “ Please don't 
destroy our community 

  kitchen ” 

“ Please don't tear the 
building down 

because it is very important 
to us!” 

 

“To ruin this beautiful building is 
heartbreaking.” 

  
 “I and our local community will fight 

these changes.” 



Economical Quality - Inclusivity & Affordability (vs gentrification)  

Economical Quality - Catalysts & Flows Distribution (vs congestions or no man's lands)

Environmental Quality - Flexibility (vs mono-purpose and unflexible design)

Economical Quality - Uses Consolidation & Clustering (vs incompatibilities and fragmentation)

Social Quality - Walkability & Permeability & Accessibility for All                  

Economical Quality - Relevant Landuse (vs underutilised space)

Cultural Quality - Distinctiveness & Innovation (vs generic or lukewarm design)

Cultural Quality - Room for local initiatives (vs only top-down development)

Social Quality - Places to Meet & Exchange (vs ‘gated’ design)

Economical Quality - Balanced Mix of Uses (vs gaps in the programme)

Economical Quality - Viability & Management (vs undeliverable & unmanageable)

Cultural Quality - Integration with Existing & Heritage-enhancement (vs alienation)

 

Comments on the high-level idea of redeveloping the site – details & grand total
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0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 

Analysis of the comments about the redevelopment of the site
(comments from 54 respondents) 
	
Why such a result?
1.   No good integration in the plan of the current community buildings and heritage elements that represent the C&G Centres
2.   Understanding that the Council is selling common ground and partly renovated and awarded community buildings to make profit
3.   No clear inclusion of the current diverse uses and users in the plan
4.   Destruction of a South Kilburn significant and historic hub / place to meet where there is local support and inclusion to find
5.   Disappointment regarding the consultation especially how current users haven’t been approached beforehand 	

1. Support

2. Neutral

3. Concern

4. Question

5. Suggestion

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
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12 

4 

17 

6 

2 

1 

3 

63 

28 

39 

4 

11 

4 

2 

6 

5 

1 

15 

10 

58 

8 

15 

3 

188 

1 

2 

A. Analysis of the Existing  12131 

B. Redevelopment Idea

C. Consultation & Process

D. Programming

E. Urban design

F. Architecture

G. Feasibility

1. Support 
2. Neutral 
3. Concern 
4. Question 
5. Suggestion 
7. Information 

(information from max 76 participants) 
	
Top comments
• Analysis of the Existing: Lots of participants expressed their satisfaction and strong need in the current uses in the centres especially the multi-
uses Granville Nursery School and Community Kitchen
• Redevelopment Idea: Many are worried of loosing Education, Health and Community assets for always more housing.
• Consultation & Design Process: Origin and purpose of the redevelopment idea not understood by many.
• Programming: agreement on the need of reproviding space to the SK Trust & Studios somewhere and on the need of improving, multiplying and
diversifying community facilities in South Kilburn, but not to the detriment of the current Carlton & Granville Centres uses and buildings.
• Urban Design: Some people would like the accessibility to the Centres improved and the open spaces within and around the Centres better
designed. Some like the idea of opening up Granville Road and creating a street along the new building.
• Architecture: Many suggest to keep the low-rise characterful historic buildings and at minimum (part of) their facades.
• Feasibility: Some people believe that is it a pity to spend taxpayer money in such a project.

5. Comments by process steps 

Comments sorted by process step to understand which step to work on before going further in the design process 
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About the consultation
(information from 35 people) 
	
Top support
1.  Visibility (1)
2.  Organisation (1)
3.  Community input within the plan (1)

Top concerns
1. Community not taken in consideration (ref. 1st  South Kilburn 
Masterplan Review Exhibition- results on the opportunity sites) (12)
2. Directly impacted users not approached and informed beforehand 
(also short consultation & during holidays) (6)
3. Unclear redevelopment idea and origin and no option including 
keeping the buildings and all uses (4)

Top questions
1. Why no more options? (5)
2. Why no workshops and focus groups? (2)
3. Why Carlton & Granville Centres not in original Masterplan? (1)	
Top suggestions
1. Co-creation of options with the Carlton & Granville users (4)
2. Consultation more accessible (location, form, language) (2)
3. More time for participation and studies (2)

7% 
6% 

11% 

22% 

2% 

1. Support 
4. Question 

2. Neutral 
5. Suggestion 

52%       
 3. Concern 
 7. Information 

Comments on the public consultation



Low-rise 

Central Hub 
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Comment analysis by design quality
(comments from max 52 participants) 

-20 -10 0 10 20 30 40 50 

Economical Quality - Balanced Mix of Uses (vs gaps in the programme)

Social Quality - Places to Meet & Exchange (vs individualist design)       

Cultural Quality - Integration with Existing & Heritage-enhancement

Social Quality - Security (vs crime, dark or unwelcoming spaces)

Social Quality - Calm (vs noise)

Social Quality - People's Safety (vs traffic - ambiguious street classification)

Environmental Quality - Flexibility (vs mono-purpose and unflexible design)    

Social Quality - Places to Experience, Slow Down & Rest (vs only functional)    

Social Quality - Human Scale (vs oppression or long distances)       

Cultural Quality - Visual Harmony (vs inconsistency)    

Economical Quality - Catalysts & Flows Distribution (vs no man’s land or congestion)    

Social Quality - Privacy (vs exposed or overlooked)    

Economical Quality - Ground Floor Liveliness & Activity (vs blind spots)    

Environmental Quality - Health (vs pollution, allergies and dirtiness)    

Cultural Quality - Wayfinding & Markers (vs disorientation)    

Strength

Weakness

Need more safety 

Lots of activities 
Historic building 

Hidden 

-1 
-1 
-1 
-1 
-2  
-2 
-2 
-1  

    
    

-1   
 

-9  
-1  

 
-1  

 
-1  

-10  
-8  
-1  

 
-1  
-2  

1 
1 
1 
1  
1 
3 
4 
4 
6 
6 
7 
7 
8 
14 
20 
23 
43 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Economical Quality - Viability & Management (vs undeliverable & manageable)       

Environmental Quality - Space & Air (vs suffocation and confinement)    

Environmental Quality - Climate (vs no bioclimatic design)      

Environmental Quality - Nature (vs mineral)    

Cultural Quality - Distinctiveness & Innovation (vs generic or lukewarm design)      

Economical Quality - Uses Consolidation & Clustering (vs incompatibilities)

Social Quality - Walkability & Permeability & Accessibility for All      

Economical Quality - Relevant Landuse (vs underutilised space)      

Economical Quality - Inclusivity & Affordability (vs gentrification)    

  Need better insulation Need better accessibility 
Need better designed open spaces 

Unstructured Need promotion 
Need maintenance Catalyst  Awarded  

  

 Trees   
Gardens 
   Landmark 

  

Well-used   Affordable / free events 
Centres to meet others 

Accessible 

Environment-friendly 

Comments on the existing situation
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Comment analysis / priority in terms of housing
(comments / types of housing / post-its notes and forms – from about 50 participants) 

Top 5
1.  Social rented (score 66)
2.  Private rented (score 45)
3.  Shared ownership (score 30)
4.  Live-work units (22)
5.  Co-living, co-ops & CLT

(Community Land Trusts) (20)

Note: the score has been calculated 
by multiplying the number of 
comments by the level of priority (1, 2 
or 3) chosen by the participants

0	 10	 20	 30	 40	 50	 60	 70	

Outright sale

Homes for disabled and elderly (ground floor)

Low rise buildings

Shared equity

Safer

For key workers and local workers

2-3 bedrooms units

Private for sale (including incentive for owner occupation)

First-time buyer deals and Right-to-buy

Artist homes

Affordable

Co-living, co-ops and CLT (Community Land Trust)

Live-work units

Shared  (or fractional) ownership

Private rented (with priority for locals)

Social rented

Scores on the types of housing favored by the community (for the Carlton & Granville Centres sites)
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	 	Comment analysis / priority in terms of community spaces
  (comments / types of community spaces/ post-its notes and forms – from about 50 participants
	 	 	 		 	 	 											

Top 5
1. Nursery School

(Score 80)
2.  Childcare (Score 57)
3.  Community Kitchen

(Score 41)
4.  Community Hall  

(Score 27)
5.  Community Area 

(Score 21)	

Health Hub
Shared IT facilities

Sustainable plan
Youth Space

Learning Space
Children protection

Current use
Grass root centre

Music Studios
South Kilburn TRUST

Retail & micro-commercial (incl community-managed)
Meeting Space
Exercise & gym

Disability support
Small Offices & workshops

Study Area
Community Café

Job shop & training
Culture and arts / Performance / studios

Community Garden & green spaces
Business Support & Startups space & hotdesk

Coworking
Community Area/Space

Large flexible space (to rent) / Community Hall
Community Kitchen

Childcare (incl creche & playspace)
Nursery School

Scores on the types of community spaces favored by the community for Carlton & Granville Centres sites 
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8. Consultation and communication tools
 

Flyer distributed to 436 addresses around the site on the 22nd of August 2016 
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Extract from the online survey (opened from 1 to 27 September 2016) Extract from the e-newsletter (sent on 8, 
20 & 26 September 2016) 



13	Exhibition board 1



14	Exhibition board 2



15	Exhibition board 3



16	Exhibition board 4



17	Exhibition board 5



19	Feedback form



This interim consultation report has been 
produced by:

Fluid 
148 Curtain Road
London EC2A 3AT
E | mail@fluidoffice.com   
W |  www.fluidoffice.com

Any queries should be referred to the 
South Kilburn Regeneration Team:
E |  jill.rennie@brent.gov.uk
T |  0208 937 2556
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