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Rob Krzyszowski, Assistant Director of Planning irlna!
LONDOM

ROK Enterprises One Ltd Date: 09/10/2024

55 Princes Gate, Direct dial: 020 8489 1479
London,

United Kingdom, Email: acv@haringey.gov.uk
SW7 2PG

Dear Evgenia Kotsyuba,

ASSETS OF COMMUNITY VALUE - NOTICE OF LISTING

Pursuant to Section 91 of the Localism Act 2011, | am writing to inform you that Cascade
Avenue tennis courts, clubhouse and associated land, formerly the Grove Tennis Club,
Cascade Avenue, London, N10 3PT as shown edged on the plan attached, has been listed
by the London Borough of Haringey as being an Asset of Community Value.

On 26/08/2024, The Chine and Cascade Residents Association submitted a community
nomination for the listing of the land as an asset of community value. A panel of officers
appointed by the Council’s Cabinet assessed the nomination in accordance with section 90
of the Localism Act and found that the land is in the authority’s area and is of community
value. Accordingly, the building has now been added to the Council’s list of assets of
community value. The asset will remain listed for a period of five years.

Inclusion of the land on the list requires that if you, the owner wishes to dispose of the listed
asset, you must inform the local authority in writing of this. A disposal of listed land is
ineffective if it contravenes Section 95(1) of the Localism Act.

This means that when the asset is put up for sale a moratorium period will be triggered,
during which the asset cannot be disposed of. An initial interim moratorium period will run for
six weeks. If the local authority receives during that period, from any community group, a
written request for that group to be treated as a potential bidder in relation to the land, a full
moratorium period of six months will be triggered, during which time the asset cannot be
disposed of unless it is to a community interest group. Following completion of the six-month
moratorium period, you as the owner will be free to dispose of the asset to whomever you
wish. If no such written request is received during the initial interim six-week moratorium
period, you will be free to dispose of the asset. Disposals that are not covered by these
procedures are listed in Section 95(5) of the Localism Act and Schedule 3 to the Assets of
Community Value (England) Regulations 2012.

Section 92 of the Localism Act affords you as owner the right to ask for review of the listing.
You may, before the end of a period of eight weeks from receipt of a letter notifying you of



the listing, make a written request asking the Council to review its decision to include the
land in the list.

If such a request is made, the Council will review its decision pursuant to the procedure
prescribed in Schedule 2 to the Assets of Community Value (England) Regulations 2012.
There is also a further right of appeal to the First-Tier Tribunal against the decision on a
listing review in respect of the land.

Further information regarding Assets of Community Value can be found on the Council’s
website: www.haringey.gov.uk/assets-of-community-value. Please note that the listing is
time-limited and will expire after 5 years.

Yours sincerely,

Philip Crowther

Chair of the Assessment Panel
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Localism Act 2011
The Assets of Community Value (England) Regulations 2012

Assets of Community Value

Cascade Avenue tennis courts, clubhouse and associated land, formerly the Grove
Tennis Club, Cascade Avenue, London, N10 3PT
Decision upon Community Nomination

1. Haringey Council received a community nomination made by The Chine and
Cascade Avenue Residents Association seeking the listing of The Cascade
Avenue tennis courts, clubhouse and associated land, formerly the Grove
Tennis Club, Cascade Avenue, London, N10 3PT as an Asset of Community
Value. The nomination was validated by the Council on 27" August 2024.

2. Pursuant to Section 90 of the Localism Act 2011 (‘the Act’) a Cabinet
appointed Assessment Panel - comprising Philip Crowther, Principal Planning
Officer (Chair), the nominee of the Director of Housing, Regeneration, and
Planning, Justin Farley, Planning and Regeneration Specialist Lawyer, the
nominee of the Assistant Director Corporate Governance, and Claire
McCarthy, Assistant Director of Strategy, Communications and Collaboration,
the third nominee of Haringey Council —on 2" October 2024 considered and
determined the aforementioned community nomination.

3. Outcomes of the meeting are set out below having regard to the key
considerations informing the final decision.



10.

11.

12.

13.

Is the application a community nhomination?

The Assessment Panel is satisfied that The Chine and Cascade Avenue
Residents Association is a voluntary or community body pursuant to
Regulation 5 of the Assets of Community Value (England) Regulations 2012
(‘the Regulations’).

The Panel is satisfied that the requirement for a “local connection” as set out
in the Regulations is met by virtue of The Chine and Cascade Avenue
Residents Association operating within the London Borough of Haringey with
the aim of providing a service for the public benefit.

Does the community nomination address the relevant matters?

The Assessment Panel is also satisfied that the community nomination
contains the information required by Regulation 6.

In accordance with Regulation 6(c) the nominee submitted a statement
setting out the reasons for thinking the Council should consider the building is
of community value.

Evidence was also provided to demonstrate that the nominee was eligible to
make a community nomination in line with Regulation 6(d).

Is the land of community value?

The Assessment Panel is able to conclude that The Winchester Tavern, 206
Archway Road, N6 5BA constitutes land of community value for the purposes
Section 88 of the Act.

The Assessment Panel decided that the current (non-ancillary) use of the
building meets the requirements of Section 88 (1)(a) for the following reasons:

i.  The use of the Tennis Courts and Clubhouse furthered community
cohesion in this area of the Borough by providing sports facilities for
the local community to use and socialise at.

ii. The facilities were used for sporting activities and community use until
2011 by residents of Haringey

ii.  Since 2011 the community has consistently sought to access the land
and clubhouse for sporting and community use and no other uses or
planning permission for alternative uses has been granted

iv.  Itis therefore reasonable to believe these uses could continue and
there is clear evidence of a demand for such sporting facilities

Accordingly, the Assessment Panel considered that the requirements of
Section 88(1)(a) were satisfied.

The Assessment Panel also gave consideration to Section 88(1)(b) and
whether it is realistic to think that there can continue to be non-ancillary use of
the building and land which will further (whether or not in the same way) the
social wellbeing or social interests of the local community.

The Assessment Panel decided it is realistic to think that there can continue
to be non-ancillary use of the building which will further the social wellbeing or
social interests of the local community for the following reasons:



The community nomination provided details of the recent demand for
use of the tennis courts and clubhouse by the community

The community nomination provided details of the evident demand for
such facilities from the local community and interested tennis and
leisure providers indicating that it is realistic to think that this could
continue.

14. Accordingly, the Assessment Panel considered that the requirements of
Section 88(1)(b) were satisfied.

DECISION

15. Pursuant to Section 90 of the Localism Act 2011, the Assessment Panel has
determined:

(@)

(b)

That the land nominated, being The Cascade Avenue tennis courts,
clubhouse and associated land, formerly the Grove Tennis Club, Cascade
Avenue, London, N10 3PT is in the authority’s area; and

Is of community value.

Accordingly, the Council accepts the community nomination and includes the
land in the Council’s list of assets of community value

Philip Crowther

Chair of the Assessment Panel

09/10/2024

NOTE

1.

The Council will now progress to give Notice of Inclusion in the List of
Assets of Community Value to the owner of the land as required by
Section 91 of the Localism Act.

The owner may before the end of a period of eight weeks beginning on
the day on which written notice of inclusion was given by the Council
make a written request asking the Council to review its decision to include
the land in the list and if such a request is made the Council must review
its decision pursuant to the procedure prescribed in Schedule 2 to the
Assets of Community Value (England) Regulations 2012.

The List of Assets of Community Value will be published on the Council’s
website and will be available for inspection free of charge at the Council
offices. A free copy of the list will be provided to any person who requests
a copy.
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relation to suburban development
into the early 20th century. This was
cause professional accreditation for
s was limited before 1914 and registra-
t became a legal requirement in 1931.
gory, ‘architect-surveyors', rooted in the
dustry and property development,
particularly associated with the mid-
er end of the private housing market.!1°
ybrid role, which encompassed the
ouses, laying out building estates and
surveying, was finally undermined in
W the imposition of restrictions on the use
farchitect.!2

er-status suburbs architects were
called upon to supply a gloss to a
heme. The Burhill Estates Company,
1926 to oversee the development of
ped by Lord Iveagh at Walton on
urrey, employed G. Blair Imrie to
@ an exclusive new residential area,
jd Park. As well as planning the layout of
Imrie supplied the designs for the
the prospective owners could either use
builders or have the company con-
.2t Sometimes the developer liked to
main role. In his memoirs, George
ibed the pleasure he took in laying
ons Park Estate, Edgware, in 1926—
ed to mention that he also used the
bf an architect, A. J. Butcher.’* But in

Creating suburbs

some instances the architect made a major con-
tribution. William Collins, and his sons Herbert
and William, undertook the successful develop-
ment of the Rookfield Estate, Muswell Hill in
north London in the 1900s and 1910s.'* The
family then moved to Southampton where they
executed several developments designed by
Herbert, who trained as an architect (Fig. 2.22).
One of these, the Uplands Estate, built between
1922 and 1936, was later described as ‘the best
piece of suburbia’ in the city.24

Some operators prepared their own architec-
tural drawings, but for medium-sized firms an
in-house service was not unusual. In the 1920s
Edwin Bradley and his sons might well spend
their evenings ‘drawing up plans for Bradley
houses’, but they also maintained a drawing
office headed by a local architect.!? In the larger
companies the amount of architectural work
could be quite considerable. In the 1930s the
firm of John Laing & Sons Ltd were marketing
at least 40 different designs of house, for which
they used a staff architect. But, more unusually,
they also incorporated the results of a competi-
tion for new house designs held by the
Architectural Association in 1933 (see
Fig. 1.27).126

Initiatives such as architectural competitions
were occasionally promoted as a way of demon-
strating the advantage of architect-designed
houses to the speculative building industry. A

for his own occupation; the

Fig.2.22

No. 38 Brookvale Road,
Southampton, built in the
1930s by Herbert Collins

architect was subsequently
commemorated by an
English Heritage blue
plaque.

[Derek Kendall © Historic
England Archive,
DP370271]




and Charles Murray Hennell. One particularly
well realised scheme was the Uplands Estate,
Southampton, a speculative development by the
Collins family begun in 1922. Here Herbert
Collins designed a mixture of houses and flats
for leasehold sale and private rental in a
‘Georgian cottage style’, positioned in a mixture
of formal and informal groupings in a carefully
designed landscape (see Fig. 6.17).112 &

In some developments it was possible to see
traces of pre-war planning approaches. The resi-
dential area created around Duckmoor Road,
Bedminster, from 1924 by Bristol Housing
Limited, had back lanes between the houses,
although these mainly comprised semi-detached
pairs.'' But there was also a willingness to try
new layouts or diversify the housing types. In
1926 William E. Sanders aimed to introduce
variety into house planning and remove the
- ‘draughty ... passageways of houses built side by

- side’ through his design for a Y-shaped arrange-
ment of three houses joined around a shared
Service core.* A small development using the
triplet form was built at Homestead Park, Dollis
- Hill in north-west London. Other novelties

. included Horton Gardens, an area of the Chase
] in Epsom, designed around 1920 by

~ William Howard Seth-Smith and William
st Monro as a shallow crescent with two
of flat-roofed houses flanking a central
‘with pitched roofs and a bell tower set

| 'behind a green, and Fairfield Park Estate,

Tunbridge Wells, builtin 1935—6 ona polygonal
road layout wrapped around a cul-de-sac, with
closes extending from two of the angles, some-
what reminiscent of a hexagonal block plan that
had been favoured by Parker and the Canadian
planner Noulan Cauchon.!*®

For mass speculative housing estates, mar-

|| keted at the middling and lower-income families,

the commercial imperative necessitated simple
layouts primarily concerned with fitting the
dwellings into the available space. The signifier
of private development was often the provision
of bay windows and a range of house types in a
choice of architectural styles (Fig. 4.27). When it
came to residential types, semi-detached pairs
predominated, even for the cheaper end of the
market, although short rows were not uncom-
mon, along with bungalows,'® Larger-scale
initiatives include Harrow Garden Village, the
flagship residential development by the
Metropolitan Railway Country Estates Ltd,
planned from 1928 and largely constructed
between 1929 and 1934. The company estab-
lished the site plan and laid out the roads, but
the housing was constructed by multiple build-
ers. In attempting to promote a ‘popular and
pleasant suburb’, the scheme did include a mod-
est number of closes, a simple circus and shallow
setbacks between small greens on the longer
strests.'” Development of the company’s Weller




illusion of rusticity, as happened at Woldingham,
4 suburb of Caterham. This was under develop-
ment from the late 19th century, with building
plots hidden away in wooded, steep-sided val-
leys and was marketed as ‘the English
Switzerland', and in the early 20th century an
estate was laid out at Abbotsbrook, Bourne End,
Buckinghamshire, around a trout stream in the
grounds of a former Benedictine Priory, with
most plots having access to the water or river
frontages.™
One of the tenets of the garden city move-
ment was a respect for existing landscapes and
the preservation of natural or semi-natural fea-
fures. Around the turn of the 20th century, as
l{mde] settlements and co-operative housing ini-
fiatives were cross fertilised by garden city
planning, this sensibility began to inform some
lower-middle class and working-class suburban
landscapes. At Port Sunlight and Bournville,
efforts were directed towards the preservation of
Exsting features, while at Moor Pool, Harborne,
; ﬂ’?"l.“)"’“t was partly determined by a natural
ke and the gently undulating landscape. In the
§ Iter-war years, the inclusion of inherited fea-
. 1Ures reached a new level of sophistication. In
. lBenchi]l area of Wythenshawe, begun in
7 mamm to retain or respond to the exist-
i e informed a layout that
farm tracks, used field boundaries

Y T = < o

for road aligni !
and tree groups Named after the farm whose
site it occupied, many of Benchill's roads also

had agricultural allusions.” Similarly, a private
development by the Collins family, Uplands
Estate, Southampton, undertaken between 1922
and 1936, set out the housing around a carefully
designed landscape of greensward and retained

parkland trees, spinneys, an orchard and stream '+

(Fig. 6.17).77

During the 20th century the retention of trees
and hedges has come to be a standard feature of
suburban planning. Previously the norm had
been for existing trees to be felled and the timber
sold as a prelude to development. There were
some notable exceptions. At Bedford Park, built
on land previously held by Dr John Lindley, an
eminent horticulturalist who had established a
fine collection of trees, the retention of certain
specimens was said to have influenced the posi-
tioning of the houses.™ Preserving ‘sound trees’
might suggest an enlightened planning sensibil-
ity, but it also helped to mitigate the inevitable
rawness of new building.” At Letchworth, it was
claimed that only one tree had to be sacrificed to
its development.® And in a commuter suburb at
Rothley, Leicestershire, initiated by the German-
born cotton merchant Frederick Merttens
around 1899, a small traffic island on one of the
roads was included to allow for the preservation

y wall green off Urcnard
Way, Southampton, part of
the carefully designed
landscape of the Uplands
Estate that allowed for the
preservation of trees and
other features.

[Derek Kendall © Historic
England Archive,
DP370258]



- garden first’ principle for his estate, Uppe
Woodcote Village at Purley (see Fig, 6.1), where

~ trees and hedges were established before the
were let for house building.""* During the

20th century it became widely accepted that
informal planting of groups of trees in open
spaces could enhance new residential arcas "
Such areas of woodland sometimes took the
form of shelter belts to reduce wind on exposed
sites, or as copses and spinneys to provide 'vis-
ual background and pleasant places to walk’.""”
Swathes of trees have also been used as screens

~ between residential and industrial  areas
(Fig, 6.27). From the 1960s new woodland belts
became elements of wider landscape strategies
~ supporting urban renewal, such as Brenda
Colvin's master plan for Aldershot. The new
- town programme also stimulated innovative
- “pproaches to green landscapes. For example,
Warrington, which occupied the site of a former
Royal Ordnance Factory site, was planned with
woodlands and natural spaces. Here the

of the housing to ensure ‘a sheltered
nment for early residents’."'* But perhaps
 striking example was Milton Keynes,
a' in a forest’.""* Here the

them |

Playing in the suburbs:
recreational spaces, sports
grounds and golf courses

The lack of public gardens, small local parks and
recreational spaces in densely populated work-
ing-class districts was a particular concern in the
late Victorian period. As a consequence,
Manchester Corporation Parks and Cemeteries
Committee decided to seek out vacant plots to
use for recreational spaces from the 1870s. The
Kyrle Society, founded in 1877 to ‘bring beauty
home to the people’, also promoted better gar-
den provision in poor neighbourhoods. Similar
campaigns were launched by the Metropolitan
Public Gardens, Boulevard and Playground
Association (later the Metropolitan Public
Gardens Association), established in 1882'%
The argument for an increased provision of
urban recreational space was given further
impetus by the publication of a Report on
Physical Deterioration in 1904 and medical evi-
dence from the poor standard of recruits for the
Boer War and First World War.'#

Ensuring that space was provided for recrea-
tion or play became a local government
responsibility in the late 19th century, reinforced
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Fig.6.27

Kimms Belt, an area of
retained trees acting as a
buffer zone between
housing and factories at the
Barnham Cross Estate,
Thetford. The housing and
industrial zone were built
by the LCC between 1957
and 1965 under an
expanded town agreement.
[© London Metropolitan
Archives (City of London),
SC/PHL/02/0707/61/586,
record no. 245913]

by the Open Spaces Act 1906 and the Physical
Training and Recreation Act 1937. This led to
the establishment of National Advisory Councils,
and grants were provided for the purchase of
playing fields, recreation grounds and swim-

ming pools.’2* But a major contribution to the |

provision of suburban recreational space was
made by voluntary organisations. The National
Playing Fields Association (NPFA) was launched

' in 1925 with the slogan ‘More Playing Fields for
" the People’. The association promoted an open

244

space standard of six acres per 1,000 population,
with four acres for team games and the rest for
children’s playgrounds.'?* Raymond Unwin rec-
ommended an increase to 7 acres, and by 1939
this was said to have been ‘semi-officially
adopted'.> The NPFA received additional sup-
port from 1936 when the King George V

| ' Memorial Fund was set up to acquire land for

\

[

|

recreation. Once purchased, the sites were
passed to the NPFA to maintain. The fund's first

playing field was at Pound Lane, Sonning, and |

by the time it was dissolved in 1965 some 472
memorial fields had been created across Britain
(Fig. 6.28).12

The creation of local recreational space was
also helped in the inter-war years by the move
towards looser, lower-density garden suburb
layouts, allowing for play spaces and other

" |amenities to be placed within the residential
|| blocks. This approach was recommended by the
| 1918 Tudor Walters Report for the impending
national housing programme, and an illustrative
|layout was provided.!?” The more open land-
scape of municipal suburban schemes after
1945, whether as high-rise blocks set in green-
sward or as green expanses flowing around
Radburn layouts, also provided space for recrea-
tional facilities (Fig. 6.29). The design
playgrounds was revolutionised by th
landscape architects such as Mary Mitcl
worked for Birmingham City Couneil {
to the mid-1960s on schemes suchas
Farm Moat Estate, Longbridge, whi
rated a children’s play sculpture
Bridgman.!?® Other innovations in p!
have included adventure playgroun
that on the GLC'’s Abbey Farm Estat
built in the form of a wooden stocka
moat.'??
For wealthier suburbanites it was
'accommodate some sports facili
own property. For the middle classes,
activities were usually done in privi
Before the 1870s the choice was U
to bowling greens and cricket

‘Clhereafter_rla%ﬂr_ﬁw ain
| | particulafly through the medi




Sometimes developers set aside ground for
sports in their plans, as happened with the
National Liberal Land Company in the 1880s
when they made provision for tennis courts and
a cricket ground at their Horsell Grange Estate,
Woking, and Bitterne Estate, Southampton.’ 1
The relationship between a sports ground and

resiaent aeveiopr nt might evel
planning. This happened at Dean Fark in
3ournemouth, where the late 19th-century
phase of development was dominated by a
cricket ground around which the residential
road circled (Fig. 6.30). A generous grid layout
might allow for private sports grounds to be

Suburban landscapes

Fig. 6.28

The entrance to King
George's Field, Lower
Boston Road, Hanwell,
Lonidon Borough of Ealing.
The brick piers bear two
plaques with carved reliefs
denoting that the play area
was provided by the King
George V Memorial Fund
[Stella Fitzgerald ©

Historic England Archive,

Fig.6.29
A children’s play area set
within a residential
development at Andover,
Hampshire, built by the
Greater London Council
under an expanded town
agreement. Photographed in
1973.

[® London Metropolitan
Archives (City of London),
SC/PHL/02/0684/73/7783,
record no. 240477]
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Fig. 6.30

Dean Park, Bournemouth,
in 1927, with its cricket
ground just visible on the
lfﬂ and the e
with substantial houses and

ireling roads

leafy gardens.

{© Historic England
Archive, Aerofilms
Collection, EPW018151]
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discreetly positioned behind the houses with
only a gate or narrow access road to advertise its
presence. As might be expected, before 1918 the
provision of sports facilities in working-class
areas was largely limited to model industrial set-
tlements and co-partnership garden suburbs
where the tennis courts and bowling greens
could be situated within the blocks to avoid
wasting valuable frontages (Fig. 6.31).

Another sport closely associated with the
urban periphery is golf, which has even gener-
ated its own subcategory of suburb. The number
of courses in Britain grew rapidly from a handful
in the mid-19th century to over 1,000 in 1914132
While the association was with middle-class lei-
sure, the burgeoning enthusiasm for golf also led
to the creation of public courses by local authori-
ties, often within municipal parks, allowing for
wider social participation. Nonetheless, by the
1920s and 1930s proximity to a golf course was
considered almost essential for a high-status
suburb. Until 1900 golf was usually played on
links courses, which favoured rough grassy
coastal terrain, but thereafter inland locations
became increasingly popular. Such courses often
utilised marginal areas or lower-value agricul-
tural land, but their establishment tended to
have a beneficial effect on adjacent land values
for residential development, or the rental values

of existing houses. This encouraged the develop-
ment of a ten-mile stretch of coastal sand dunes
in Lancashire between Bootle and Southport as
prime golfing country interspersed with middle-
class suburbs served by a railway line.™* The
line had been promoted by local landowners in
the 1840s to link Liverpool to the middle-class
resort of Southport, in the hope of opening up
the intervening area to building. As residential
development got underway so did the golf
courses, beginning in 1873 with the West
Lancashire Golf Club, Blundellsands. The land-
owner developers tended not to build the
courses, but encouraged their creation near to
their building estates (Fig. 6.32). In the inter-
war years, something similar was attempted by
the local authority in Southport, when they pro=
moted a residential development associdt
with a course.1?

In the heathland areas around London &
slightly different model of integrated golf cours®
and residential development took off at the €0
of the 19th century. One early example Was the
high-status building estate and golf coursé
developed from the mid-1890s at Hook Heatt
Woking, on land owned by the London
Necropolis Company (see Fig. 6.4) AnothB;'
scheme was at Sunningdale, Berkshire, wher; ;
scheme for a golf course and leasehold plots 10
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Chorlton, Greater

good-quality housing was suggested by T. A.
Roberts to the landowners, St John's College,
Cambridge.'*® But perhaps the most successful
golfing suburbs were those of the builder-devel-
oper W. G. Tarrant, responsible for S(J\'Cl';}l
houses at Hook Heath, who initiated St Georges
Hill Estate, Weybridge, in 1911, and Wentworth
Estate, Virginia Water, in 1923.'"7 Here the
houses were buried within the landscape, some
giving out directly onto the courses. This was
also the case with the Burhill Estate Company’s
development at Walton on Thames, where the
King’s House, designed for the Silver Jubilee of
George Vin 1935 by Charles Beresford Marshall,
sat beside the tenth tee.!*

Suburban greens

A feature of many suburban landscapes are
smaller parcels of green space, usually left to
grass and sometimes planted with trees and
hedged. These can vary in extent and may be
formally planned, laid out as rectangles, circles,
semi-circles and triangles, or more irregularly or
naturally shaped. Such spaces are often defined

K

by “.)“d.s 5111d generally overlooked by hOUsing
they may act as the focus of a street layoug or
be fringed by public buildings, A]though tznd
have urban forerunners in town Squares ang &)
cathedral greens, college quadrangles ap, dal n
house complexes, the more commopn assoc g
is usually made with their rural antecede
lage greens. In some cases these s
spaces might be genuine historical greeng pe
haps a survival from an engulfed settlemen't orr-
remnant of common land, such as Tookes Greena
Pinner, The Green, Kings Norton, Birmingham'
and Chorlton Green, Manchester (Fig, 6.33).13;

thers are creations made for the suburb, like
that at Upper Woodcote Village, laid out in 1903
as a fully realised village green complete with
blacksmith’s shop, whipping post, stocks ang
pond with geese.!® Over the last century or g
the term has also been loosely and evocatively
applied to a range of green spaces by planners
and developers and is perhaps one of the best
illustrations of the potency of village imagery in
suburban design.

From the turn of the 20th century the incor-
poration of these kinds of neighbourly greens

iation
Its, vil-
Uburbay




ced by model settlements and garden
quburbs: One of the models for planning hous-
"8 around an open space was the ‘village green
ut, devised around 1898 by Barry Parker
4 Raymond Unw1:n and published in The Art
of puilding @ Home in 1901.'*! Here the proper-
ies an-ange‘d mform.ally on three sides
with 2 community building at one corner
% (Fig 6.34), and versions of it were built at New
ick and at Wwillifield Green, Hampstead
en Suburb. For Unwin, the village repre-
sented the expression of ‘a small corporate life in
which all the different units were personally in
| jouch with each other’ and communitarian and
} tive ideals informed his planning !4
‘ Communal greens also featured in many inter-
i war municipal cottage estates, their forms often
derived from their geometric layouts, although
some took a more picturesque arrangement, like
the elongated example on the Moulescoomb
Estate, Brighton, which drew upon the tradition
of valley greens in Sussex villages.'** Sometimes
tive developments also included spaces
described as ‘village greens’. In R. C. Sherriffs
novel Greengates, the author suggests the
motive of a developer in sacrificing ‘three acres
e land’ to create ‘an old world village
ng to set the correct tone toa ‘mod-
ate’ and to indicate that it was a place
in’.1# Real-life equivalents figured
ments of Laing Properties Ltd and
Railways Country Estates Ltd,
The proliferation of these kinds of
also contributed to what has been
s a ‘countrification of the English
arly 20th century.'**
the reincarnation of village
‘context became a notable
reconstruction and neigh-
o The architect and planner
promoting his ideas of
ke the petals of a flower
building, the modern
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interpreted the idea literally, with neighbour-

hoods planned around actual greens, notably  fom parker and Unwin's

Plymouth and Coventry. Such grassy areas usu-
ally had the local shops and public buildings
loosely arranged around them. For municipal
schemes, government recommendations that
‘every house overlooks an open space’ and for
the inclusion of greens varying in size from 1/4
acre to 2 acres also encouraged their
provision.'*®

In the 1960s and 1970s substantial greens
were sometimes used to provide a communal
focus in large-scale suburban developments.
Examples of this include Studland Park,
Newmarket, and Noak Bridge, Basildon.'*
Since the late 20th century, the planning of town
or city extensions and new settlements has con-
tinued to draw upon nostalgic evocations of
rural life in pursuit of the goal of socially mixed,
integrated communities. Among the instances of
developments with new village greens are

‘Cambourne, Cambridgeshire (Fig. 6.35), and
‘Buckshaw Village, Euxton.

Fig. 6.34
The ‘village green layout’

190! publication.

[Mark Box/Cambridge
University Library, A.61.9
(Plate 11)]




