
Bloomsbury Conservatism Area Advisory Committee 
6 ill Judd Street. London Wt !if vryr 

5th June. 2013 

Deer Mr McEinerum 

CartadgId Gordon Student Halls redevelopment 
2013/15(10/P 2013/175TC 

The Bloomsbury Coneervedon Area Advisory Coombse would like to register 
ris Nang objection to Nis praposa The holding ts loo high. too bulky 11110 
altogether loo aggresaire and muscularly nmellilve. II would severely damage 
No unique ening of Cartwright Gardens and the Wed Georgian buildings that 
form the Creetelll. 
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We have f o l d  over the o h n e  of toning v i n e  and need on the outline of 
building. It Is belayed as being absolutely enormous Compered 

even t e a m  MI alone Buttons cmu.ent N does not 'speak of 
residences In a Quietly elegem free Of 13100Msbury but 01 a 

hugely ovengreedy development looking mom i n  a hotel or coremann 
cents. Even v i e  the sop 2 storeys tnrjiidod wohin a monsaid roof, the 
p i n n e d  building is a t  storeys high. along the entire s t e r n  side of the 
omens This Is 5 a m e n  higher than the Georg an aeacent opposite. 

The proposal directly contrannes Me following Camden Manning manned In 
respect of the listed W h i m s  of the crescent - 

In OP 25.15 Camden dates t h o r n s  setting eta listed Swum° is of greaf 
importeoce end should nor be hanned by unsympathetic nephboodng 
deUel0Pueet..- The value ole  M e d  butting can be greasy diminished If 

deviNtipMeel elitelthera henna b appearance or as 
h a n t i o t t a  reiellOrWes WIM Its surioundonge 

Policy DP 25 lb) states that _ I !  new building a n t  the Conservation 
Area- should 'preserve and enhance the clissernr mid appearance' of 
that area which this proposelsignolly falls to do. II Is also stated in 
DP25(g) that Camden will net permit develop:nen that Would cause harm 
to No setting of a listed bidding'. 

The siegent crescent of Burton's geled bulidIngs on C a r t e r  gardens Is a 
uniquely n e a t e n  l e n d  atevival of Georgian t r i m  S e i m  Its setting and 
appreciation Is extremely senslthre to the e n s  aid hypect of anthem 
proposed along the mut aide. Additionally on Leigh Street and Sandwich 



Street (a W e i  residential street to the emit Moro are listed Georgian buildings 
the t imed° ,  of whose setting and residential amenity would be severely 
Warned by the °mealy Insensitive scale of the proposal, 

atoollkaalaillmilandealida 
We vesy a t m *  resist the loss of Canterbury F S .  Not onty IS II a thel build® 
flits o w  right ( N W  as a last  COratibutOr) bid Is  retention could perform a 
vital Welkin in breaking Sown Me m o o n l i t  character of the new propose/ 
We do not accept that It is %inviable' to refurbish or at least to retain the facade. 
We have so often seen tom experts can. when there Is an economic 
Imperallm. make die case for the necessity or demolition and such assertions 
are of courte dillies:ft to Ma ionge Without the mob:Mallon of I r e  and 
M o u t o n  which are w e l  b e y o n d  either Camden Cooed Or the SCAAC. The 
facade of Canterbury Hall. with lie ao deco features. upper Waves& stone 
rusticaled base and ground lbw render. dimly responds appropriately tome 
Geonglan CrefiCent buildings opposite 

OP 25.6 sties that Nten a Nuking m a n t l e &  or no c o a t t a i l  I ,  the 
character and appearance al a conservalibn area any replacement Wading 

The conservalen wee h a l t  appnielablygreeter (our bold) 
Sissy then the existing bat ing:  In e t  C a b l e  have the proposed 
demolltbn ole balding which is steady aged as aloost comrbutof aid  Ii 
replacement with a beading which. as we have demonstrated above. wand 
cause w a t  damage to the chamfer and alWeersness of the Conservalon 
Area. 

While the bullegrips along the east side or Cartwright Gardens are not listed as 
contrMulors to the Conservation Area Me tact Mat they ass separate buildings. 
With heights varying between 5. 7 and 14 storeys and vdth some blocks placed 
weN back from the pavement leaving an open space in front, has made the 
buildings a relatively unobtrusive presence in the neighbourhood. Their 
replacement a t  a building of the bulk and neediest Character of the 
proposal would be wry much to the detriment of the Conservation Area. 

NthOugh the University's proposal way have a coherence reciting in the 
Sating residential bloCkS, the design has a muScutedly. scale Isild 
repetitiveness that ovenmeens the gentle elegance of the crescent oppoelte 
and the low rise heritage buidings along Leigh Street and Sandwich 

We should Ike to point out that Georgian Novices. to Mach the proposal is 
tense  by the eirChilects. Mew in fundamental respects from the 01111301 
WOOS. 

Firstly the 'big composition* d a Georgian terrace IS made up of Indivxt1 
W A S S  each Of which hal I s  Oen Irtml steps. g a l e s .  & N Y S  e t c  This 

Immerliataly makett the whole much more domestic .n feeling there .s no 



sense  In larch this could be mistaken for a singe institution. This Is further 
reinkirced by the subtle variations of design ((snipes.  doorknockens 
between r e  individual houses r a t  make up the 

Wilat em have proposed here is an over-sized atsic building of an instimional 
n a s a .  completely inconsistent with the gentle curve of r e  C a d e  11 Mated tale 
Georgian tos trouses  opposite 

Betenged o f  the I n e s  tower block 

Desoto the University s :nsmience that Me Garden Halls are *corning to the 
end of Itielr design OW r e e d  a Questionable concept in a Conselvaten Neal 
the plans by Maccreanor t a m p o n  do not intend lo replace ALL the warm 
buildings - the 190201 t o r e  PM amain. This is &knout certairdy because the 
applicants w e  r a r e  that they would struggle to g a r  permission Ice a 
replacement of a MOW height (and therefore density) on the same tooter% 
Nonetheless the clainOtbn of the tower would be the one p o s e r s  g a r  for the 
Cerearvarel f l e a  *CM f t  proposed development and it nos not been taken 
up. This It °eremite,. regrettable. 

It l i p i d  also be noted that when the lower was NM. It was surrounded by 
open space or niladvely low Wm buildings al Its base (as town's iss.falhf were 
at that parte  - me auneurighig green apace being Seen as the benefit to he 
ginned from the height and d o w n  of Me Wier). In the °went  'repassl the 
new e r e  olgraY block matches right up to the beet  of the lower eradcalIng Me 
gap between the tamer and Its neighbour which had been pan of the original 
design 

The University is aslant) Camden for permission to demoted Canterbury Hat (a 
poelIiwe constitutor to the Cataivellen area) while retaining the 14 storey 
19030s Weer block t h e  Is NOT a positive COribibuter. Thls Inconsiteency of 
response t o r t e  of C,aundens policy documents. which is Intended to assist 
planning &debris  Within the borough. w e  set an unwelcome precedent 

The fact that English liertlage auspods His N I S %  Molication and wilcOMM 
an institutional butte** WM 'granter in this location seems to be parecularly 
erroneoat a s  this particular pan of Bloomsbury Is NOT an area dominated by 

inattubons. It Is that and foremost a resIdeneal w e e  the melody of 
peopie eve here. ether for a short ibne (Si hotel or student accomrnodatIon) or 
make I their e r m i n e s  home. 

Leral residents are rightly dismayed at the perceived attempt by the University 
to Whew Change the character ol the area by creating yet more centairad 
and institutional accommodadon for their students Met ignores the kWh& 
charade, or Me surrounding s t r e e t  Ifs fundaments. urr..an nature is We grain. 
The whole of Marchmont Street to die south and Le!gh Street to the Seel 
senses% of people living above small shops 



The proposal for a Single insfilutionar budding on the east sOe of Carhvngnt 
Gankne is Waf t  out of character with this early ninemenin century arm 
quartet The W e t s  w e  laid out in by James Burton as a residential 
enclave. does to the New Road. mow Euston Road) with open space and 
local amenities suds as shape and public houses. That is the spedic historic 
setting veinal when the redevelopment papooses should be considered. not 
the fact that the Unherreity bass tarp nurnber of Mettlutional buildings In the 
under Bloomsbury sees. 

Haunts 

We are told that the proposals accord nth national poky, as set out In the 
National Panning Poky Framework. 

One of the key Oknaligniggil lagnegggy Is protecting end enhancing our 
holorc onvironnient gal I S m b a  herbage asset through development 
Is setting is assessed against gm w e  pokles as for physical harm to the 
Significance el designated heritage assets gentratly. (p1321 So ham should be 
Judged annum the public benefits delivered by the proposal (p133 or (34) 

The redevelopmem the site may Increase the number of student bedrooms 
and M S  NPPF aspirations by providing OCen0MiC benefits lot the Unlversly 
and Its Invealment canner, but we do not see how the proposals produce 
'octal gains tor the area. Indeed we and local residents foresee additbrial 
emblems WM nobs and antleodel behavka often demonstrated by many first 
seer students. 

Opening up the private open space of Cartwright Gardens to the public could 
be seen as an enykonmental gain - but as anyone can play tennis Mere at the 
mismeM. this comunIty benefit Is M b  compensation lore new building that 
a t  provide a 9 storey W a v y  lo the gardens, reducing light to those silo 
with 10 eleer the HWY. The proposed remoral of Iwo tennis cowls may 
Provide Water lawn W K S  hot events and picnics, but due to the Stilted 
ellordeble sports Wanes o the locality. this is a significant lass to members of 
the community who Use the courts. 

So what am the real benefits for the local community when weighed against 
the threed of an over-large scheme and Me snivel al 187 more students m an 
already densely Inhabited area of London? 

The l e i s  from W i s h  Heritage to Camden recommends approval of the 
University's edema because. in MOO view. -The hams caused to the 
conservation area by ihe loss ot Canterbury Hall has lobe balanced agar& 
the potential public benefits denying from the redeveloprnent• TNs pudic 
benefit is described as -enhancement to the appearance of the conservation 
area gpm ihnughilte design elYnoech that responds to Ifs context." 

We contend that the actual 'public benefits" of the W e n *  for the surrounding 
community are very slight when weighed against the actual N M I  il would 



c a m e .  English Heritage make the aeSer110.1 that this is a thoughtful nesign 
approach that m o o n &  to Its context'. Setting aside Me niceties of the 
ettiCulebOtt and M a l a g a  Of the prOpOeal. SiMply its bulk and height are 
fluffldialt to Make this assertion cOrripletsly kidefensible 

M siternedve Medan aoremech M a t t e d  because of KS/11IIMIC 
bmanthas 
7114 application documents include a Canterbtay Hail Analyse; 
Document. This detailed Featilbialy Study clearly articulates that to respect its 
scale a s  a 'design driver would limit the OppOrtunItial to 'density the she' 
(page 41). T i t  WW1 One to Conclude that financial vianiiily IS taking 
precedent over heritage concerns. even though the site lies in an liripOrlent 

f l a t  YetairlIng the letede provides ample opporbantly to remodel 

. but acknordedges that this would constrain the 
opportunitles to redevelop the endre sate and would ' t a t e  theta sender scale 
of building s e e m s  and shutters w g  be required. (p45) 

Surety I t  kind of 'design driver" would tulle the Obligations c i t e  University 
and its development partner to respect  rather that, 'steam-roue( their 
asphstions over the historic context of the site. Ira new budding is only 
acceptable to Camden I It enhances the conservation arse, then it should be 
of an appropriate height and bulk to do just that - it should enhance not harm 
the essertal character ot the conservation area. 

The Analysts Document :Mors that Me retention oil Canterbury Hail would 
mean Mat the new building would needle  tie Of 'a eerier K a l e  to that whiCh 
exists already and would thus be 'al odds with modem beet prectIce." Ste Vey 
should the scale ot soaces and structure be s o  much bigger In a new building? 
This ts orecisely trio argument Inal is being MOS by thOee of tie who gene 
the s e a t  and density O t t o  proposed new student accorornodellon.ft le 
simply far too big. 

The University Mats% that the existing student MOCOIIMOttiltiOn M e e  net meet 
current needs or expectations. which may be true, but the application also 
increases by 18? the number of student r o a r s  Ultimately. k seems thel the 
overdarge 'institutional' structure heti bean designed to satisfy financial 
imperatives and attract an 18% increase of students to Ova ki Cartwright 
Gardens. 

In the statement provided to Camden in reestbn lo the recent Site AMOCO 
Document consultation lot See 2 (the Town S i  Extension). English Heritage 
Li clearly concerned that "the argualent for • site's viability for 
redevelopment may Inappropriately o v e n , *  the policy context 
concerning conserving its heritage interest and that of its 
surroundings." 



It seems to the Co 
Gardens. 

C o n c l u s i o n :  

ee that this Is exactly what  happening in C 

W e  strongly urge Camden Council to refuse the University's application for 
consent to demolish Canterbury Hall and replace this, and the other 
dernolished buildings, with an "institutional" building of  such damaging height 
and bulk. To grant permission to this proposal would be completely counter to 
Camden 's  own policy on Conservat ion Areas and would severely undermine 
the credibility of  its avowed intention to preserve and enhance them. 

Yours sincerely, 

Hugh Cullum 

Bloomsbury Conservat ion Area Advisory Committee 
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