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p r e s e n t :  John ;Neale., Chris 4allidayg Simone Colesq John Bos, 
C l i v e  Henderson, Tony Tugnutt. 

a p o l o g i e s :  PaU14 
~ne Baker,:, Hugli Cullum. 

At  t h e i r  meet ing on 9 t h  January 1995 the  A d v i s o r y  Committee made the 
following comments on the apolications Ponsidered after the Chairman 
had welcomed John- Bos 'a:F!. a ~ representative of CGCAz 

9401775 Coram Foundation for Children 4Q Brunswick Square 
At t h i s  `orelimihary,stage. the' Committee wished. to highlight a number 
of concerns. -;rhey were unhappy about, the proposal to move the statue 
.and remove the railings w-6ich they considered complimented- the listed 
building and "the character,'of the conservation area. They were 
concerned at the DroDosal to move the entrance to the under 8 Is 
facility onto., the public footpath which was very restricted and fel,t 
this could- lead to'inconveniience. Concern was a l so  expressed that 
the three oversailino- features could be intimidating and could be 
seen as the Foundation colonising the, footpath which is a much used 
l o c a l  amen i t y .  While they did not necessarily object to the proposed 
siting of the new block at right angles to No 40, they were disturbed 
by its architectural-, expression, and considered that this as-oect 
reauired further, thought. They were also worried about the -proposal 
.for car parking..P-djacent to the listed terrace on the eastern end of 
-the site and questioned the desirability of creating such a formalised 
entrance.-. Here, it was felt that the opportunity. should be, taken to 
make a clear distinction between the foot-oath and Foundation "territory.pe 
'The impact of any new building'on the trees was a matter of concern 
so to was the continued, use of the site for the, care of children which 
could be traced,back ~to' the beginning of the_ Foundation which was of 
g r e a t  h i s t o r i c  im-pottance f o r  the  area.  The 'Committee would like an 
opportunity of discussing these and o t h e r  i s s u e s  xi th the applicant 
at an a7propriate stage. 

9401009 6-17 Tottenham Cour t  Road 
The -Committee were frankly appalled by these l a t e s t  pro-oosals f o r  this-. 
site. They were cc-)nderned a b o u t , t h 6  proposed setback on Tottenham Court 
Road. They were informed t h a t  t h a t  the Virgin site in ~elestminster.was'. 
being refurbished ratlier . than redeveloned.  Drawings were n o t  available 
t o  . show~ the relationsh'i-o between the pavements in the two boroughs- on 
this f r on t age . 

The.7.reigarded the formg scale, architectural character 
and q u a l i t y  t o  be wholey i n a p p r o p r i a t e  f o r  t h i s  s i t e . w h i c h  i n  urban 
design terms offered a great o-ozortunity. They were a lso  dismayed a t  th 
the, buildings to- the, rear and ps -pec ia l l y  t he  s e r v i c i n -  p r o v i s i o n  when 
one was being provided on t h e  main s t r e e t  f r a n t a g a .  They hoped t h a t  the 
developer would. have,, a r a d i c a l r e t h i n k  and p rov ide  a diffferent.briefl. 

9401868 40 Great Rus sell. Street 
Phe Committee were most concerned about this propos-ml. 1", would s e t  a 
vigl-y unfo rt unate' prec ed.ent, as noz,ie'of the surrounding l i s t e d  and:unlist.ed 
buildings 


