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Design Critique Summary 

 
The proposal is inanely polite, but not in a positive or sensitive way.  It takes precedent from a 
limited set of surrounding buildings and not much reference to slightly more prominent or 
interesting buildings such as the converted chapel opposite, or the variety and good mannered 
buildings within the local street scene which give the conservation area its character – not easy to 
do as there is little real precedent except fairly simple and small built forms in a variety of styles 
or just very simple buildings. The issue here is the scale and simple detailing, which does not 
come through in the submitted proposal.  Precedents put forward for the scheme include other 
McCarthy and Stone developments locally, some trying to be a bit better, or the Clover Leaf Court 
development by the same architects which is a typically detailed ‘any town’ development. 
  
There appears to be a weak site analysis, area analysis, character analysis.  There is nothing to 
justify why they have done what they are doing, or how this analysis has resulted in the proposal 
that has been submitted.  The elevations are misleading in that they hide the ground 
floor/basement storey built within the existing bowl on the site, and the orientation of some 
units is poor but was justified with the comment that some older people do not want to be in 
sunlight.  The bulk, mass and scale of the proposals in the context of the surroundings is too 
much. 

  
We have concerns about: 

 The quality of detailing – roof edge details, verges, gables, dormers, all heavy and not as 
refined as the traditional details they try to replicate.  Window detailing, reveals - the 
design statement indicates materials and details that are not particularly sensitive to the 
location. 

 Bulk, mass and scale in terms of the surrounding area of small and very simple buildings 
which contribute to the character of the location. 

 Material choices  - no consistency in the materials through the scheme, no in-depth 
analysis of the local materials and why they were used, cheap and not sufficient quality 
materials – cheap bricks, tiles, reconstituted slates.  The materials are basically a wall 
paper of approximation – a bit of brick here, and bit of render here, a bit of stone here 
and some quoins for good measure. 

 No townscape analysis – where are the important views, where are the spaces that 
contribute to townscape, where are there areas that can be private and enclosed, where 
are the little views of delight glimpsing in to the site, where are the connections, how 
does the scheme relate to the aggressive road side aspect, where is the gateway to the 
High Street? 

 No specific site analysis – the site has the advantage (or disadvantage) of the significant 
change in level in the site, existing trees, the opportunity to provide connections, views, 
end stops to surrounding areas and roads such as the potential gateway, the road 
opposite, the roundabout, the curving road around the site.  The parking is just a car park 
– why not be part of the public/private realm relating to the scheme. 

  
Clearly the proposal should have had sufficient time invested to produce something that can 
remain polite and simple and delightful, that enhances the townscape and conservation area 
character and produces a nice place to live.  The local planning authority ought to have at their 
disposal the tools to make sure that the standards of design and materials are appropriate, such 
as a design review or design workshops process, which bring out the failings of the scheme and 
ways to improve the proposals, which are not necessarily clear to the officers and members. 
 

 The Alton Society         April 2020 
 

 


