
Objection to the Architecture 

 
I object to the poor standard of architecture in this application in terms of its design, appearance 

and materials, as well as overdevelopment of this restricted site in terms of excessive density, 

massing, poor layout, lack of public amenity space and a poor public realm. This generic 

development has nothing distinctive to Twickenham about it. It will not provide ‘a focal point for the 

town’ (a key outcome of The Barefoot Consultation, p.16), nor a destination of choice, a unique 

riverside destination and identity for central Twickenham which are consistent themes throughout 

the Barefoot Consultation and the TAAP, and which could only be provided by a whole site solution. 

It does nothing in terms of ‘reconnecting the town centre with the riverside…’ (TAAP item 3.4.3). 

There is simply no reason people would want to go there.  

I object to the proposed corner building fronting King Street and returning down Water Lane. It 

should represent a permeable ‘gateway’ to the Riverside from King Street, attracting people into a 

revitalised public space behind the King Street properties. It does exactly the opposite. Instead of 

providing a connection, its monolithic mass effectively creates an impermeable ‘wall’ that continues 

down the length of Water Lane. Not only would this ‘wall’ cut off any connection between King 

Street and the centre of the site (making it even more remote than at present), it would also remove 

any future opportunity to make a connection from King Street to a centralised public amenity space 

or town square - a key residents’ request throughout the Barefoot Consultation and echoed in the 

TAAP.  

Furthermore, this building gives no hint of the nearby Thames or indeed the public open space down 

to the Riverside at the centre of the site. People will continue to pass through Twickenham town 

centre, completely unaware of the nearby Thames, let alone any ‘unique riverside destination’ or a 

‘destination of choice’. The building is mediocre, overbearing and generic in design. It could be 

anywhere, bearing little contextual relationship to its surroundings. It does not meet the high 

standard and sensitivity of design expected of a key ‘gateway’ building in the Twickenham Riverside 

Conservation Area. It is unjustifiably higher and bulkier than its neighbour on King Street, with an 

unresolved connection between the two – simply a crude abutment.  

This building also reinforces the linear frontage along King Street instead of being set back as 

required in the TAAP Design Guidelines “Future redevelopment of 1, 1a and 1b King Street to include 

set back of building at junction with Water Lane to create enhanced public space (item 7.5.5.4), and 

the “creation of improved public civic space” at the King Street, Water Lane and Church Street 

junction (item 7.4.3.1) A primary motivation for the proposed demolition of the buildings on the 

corner of King Street and Water Lane was that this “would open up the line of site to the river…” 

(Barefoot Consultation; Results p.6) This requirement was subsequently reinforced in the TAAP with 

reference to this location “…. to create enhanced public space with views towards the river where 

possible.” (item 7.5.5.4).  

With no setback, and given the massive bulk of this building, an open aspect and views down Water 

Lane towards the Thames would be even more restricted than is currently the case. This contravenes 

the Results of the Barefoot Consultation in 2010 (pp.12-13) where a primary consensus was that 

‘residents would like access to the Riverside opened up from surrounding streets’, in particular King 

Street: “Open views to Thames from King Street” and “Open up King Street to provide river view and 

access”. It is entirely possible to meet these requirements as demonstrated in alternative proposals. 

As these core stipulations have been ignored, this application should be refused on these grounds 

alone. 



I object to the proposed buildings down Water Lane. The size, mass and scale of building should 

reduce down Water Lane as a secondary street frontage to the primary frontage along King Street. 

The proposed buildings down Water Lane continue the monolithic nature of the King Street 

frontage, overwhelm the scale of this street and are alien to their context. The derivation for their 

design and appearance is entirely obscure. They do not acknowledge in any way the well-designed 

domestic scale of buildings on the opposite side of Water Lane which clearly relate to the existing 

townscape beyond. This is specifically recognised in the TAAP Design Guidelines “Development on 

Water Lane frontage to complement existing residential Development ….” and “Design of new 

development to respect character of Conservation Area and to minimise impact on residential 

amenity” (item 7.5.5.4). 

Furthermore, other than in massing, bulk and height, there is no visual continuity with the proposed 
building on the corner with King Street. They are strange bedfellows indeed, with a completely 
different parentage, that sit very uncomfortably with one another. This disjuncture continues further 
along with the proposed riverside buildings presenting yet another complete change in style, again 
with no continuity from before. We are told in the Design and Access Statement that these are 
‘…..reminiscent of wharf buildings to reflect its waterside setting’ and ‘pick up on the materiality of 
the architecture opposite on Eel Pie Island.’ There is confusion here. This is the wrong part of the 
Thames. These buildings could possibly make reference to the large densely packed brick dockyard 
warehouses as evident in the London Docks (such as St Saviour’s Dock), but are out of scale and 
inappropriate to Twickenham Riverside. We have our own legacy of waterside structures so beloved 
in these environs which served different purposes and are entirely different in appearance as so 
clearly evident on Eel Pie Island.  Why are these Riverside buildings not informed by this delightful 
precedent? Why choose the London docks to inform one’s design proposals instead of the rich 
waterside heritage here in Twickenham? Like all the buildings in this proposal, they smack of a poor, 
rushed design solution. They are simply the wrong buildings in the wrong place and should be 
rejected. 

There is no design continuity between the grouping of buildings from King Street down Water Lane 
to the Riverside, nor indeed between the buildings that were presented in successive so-called 
public consultations by the Council. There was also no evident design evolution between the 
proposals presented at the successive so-called consultations. How can it be argued that the original 
faux-Regency proposals presented by Francis Terry Associates evolved into the pseudo-modern-
traditional mish-mash now presented? Indeed, the final proposals presented immediately prior to 
this planning application were produced by a different firm of architects from the first. How can this 
be permissible? On these grounds alone this application should be rejected. 

This concoction of buildings fails to respect the character of the Twickenham Riverside Conservation 
Area. The proposals show no urban design input, have no reference to a necessary whole site 
solution demanded of this important site, and requested by the majority of Twickenham residents. 
The proposals are out of scale, the architecture does not make a positive contribution to the 
townscape, riverside and the public realm and do not meet the design or quality standards a 
development of this importance demands. These proposals are contrary to primary requirements of 
the TAAP as set out above, are not fit for purpose, and should be rejected in their entirety. 
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