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C a m d e n  T o w n  Hall 
Extens ion  Argyle Street 
London,  WC1118EQ 

1 4 M a y  2013 

Dear  M r  McEllistrona 

Re: C a r t w r i g h t  G a r d e n s  S t u d e n t  H a l l s  r e d e v e l o p m e n t  applications' 
2 0 1 3 / 1 5 9 1 3 / P  &2013/1787/C 

As a long t e r m  local res iden t ,  I w i s h  t o  object  l a t h e  Car twr igh t  Gardens 
r e d e v e l o p m e n t  p r o p o s a l s . ]  a m  a Commi t t ee  m e m b e r  of  t h e  Marchmont 
Assoc ia t ion  a n d  a m e m b e r  of  t h e  B l o o m s b u r y  Conserva t ion  Area  Advisory 
C o m m i t t e e  b u t  this is pe r sona l  r e s p o n s e  to the  appl ica t ions .  I a m  extremely 
c o n c e r n e d  a b o u t  the  negat ive  impac t  this p a r t i c u l a r  s c h e m e  will h a v e  on the 
c h a r a c t e r  of  t h e  n e i g h b o u r h o o d  in which  I h a v e l i v e d  s ince  1981. 

T h e r e  h a v e  b e e n  m a n y  ( m o s t l y  posi t ive)  changes  t o  this  p a r t  of  L o n d o n  since I 
m o v e d  to Judd  St ree t  in t h e  early 1980s ,  h u t  i t s  e s sen t i a l  chant  c t e r  h a s  remained 
intact .  This smal l  q u a r t e r  of  B l o o m s b u r y  h a s  r e t a i n e d  its 'village' quali ty,  with 
local s h o p p i n g  s t r e e t s  ( M a r c h m o n t  S t r ee t  a n d  Leigh Street)  a n d  a l a rge  n u m b e r  of 
peop le  w h o  k n o w  a n d  c o m m u n i c a t e  regu la r ly  wi th  each  other .  Desp i te  t h e  influx 
of  s t u d e n t s  a n d  tour i s t s  wi th  w h o m  re s iden t s  s h a r e  t h e  area,  it i s -  a n d  has 
a lways  b e e n  - a g e n e r a l l y  h a p p y  a n d  we l l -ba l anced  community. 

The  decis ion b y  t h e  Univers i ty  of London to r e d e v e l o p  the  e a s t  s ide  of  Cartwright 
Gardens  h a s  c a u s e d  a g r e a t  deal  of  c o n s t e r n a t i o n  a m o n g  local res iden ts ,  and 
a l though  t h e  Universi ty  h a s  i n d e e d  p rov ided  p l ans  for  p e o p l e  to "comment"  on, 
t h e r e  is a s e n s e  t h a t  the  op in ions  of  r e s iden t s  a re  of less  conce rn  t han  the overall 
object ive of  inc reas ing  t h e  qua l i ty  and q u a n t i t y  o f s t u d e n t  a c c o m m o d a t i o n  in the 

area. 

The  d e v e l o p m e n t  site l ies w i th in  the  B l o o m s b u r y  Conserva t ion  Area,  o n e  of 
London ' s  d is t inc t ive  h e r i t a g e  q u a r t e r s ,  and t h e  d a n g e r  of  de s t roy ing  its unique 
se t t i ng  is considerable. 



c a d e t s  Local Development Framework: Developmeat Peaky 25: 
assertsCamden*,  Heritage 

In DP 25.1 Camden acknowledges that the borough has 'Inherited e rich 
amhaeamei anent*  and thor Mese Marts and be l low add to the queltmelour 
Ayes by giving a sense of Meal discinafrthen. Identity and history.' 

' is my understanding (Torn this milky documentdistCamden wIN &My Dem* 
development within conservation areas that praireenend enhances the 
character and appearance ri the area DP 25(b) and that Camden will not permit 
development that It considers would calor harm to the setting of a listed 
building DP 25(g) 

In DP 2515 Camden Slane that 'The setting of a listed budding is of great 
importance and should not be harmed by tuasympathetk nelghbourtha 
development... TM value of a Hued betiding can begreadydhnIntshed 
011.9,01patheik development elsewhere harms Its appianance or Its Acrimonious 
teloclenship with Its rsurroundIngs-In 

DP 258 we leant that' When a b a l m  makes little or nos:anneal:don to the the 
character and eppetwance consenutton arm ems replacement b a l k *  saoemid 
enhance Me consennaton one man appredebtagreater(my bold) extant than 
the exalting Milldam' 

The Garden MIL< Ile on the east side of mheGeotgian Square that retains Me 
original crescent of dwellings on the western side. They were built as smdem 
accommodation in three separate phases (lame 1930s. early and late 1960s) so 
there Isan inevitable discrepancy of deskut. But the fact they are separate 
buildings, with heightsvarying between 5.7 and 19 storeys and with some blocks 
placed well back from the pavement. leaving an open space in front has made the 
buildings (if not the students who occupy them) a relatively unobintswe presence 
in the neighbourhood. 

Although the University's proposal may have a cohmence lacking in the existing 
residential bloats. the design seriously overwhelms the gentle elegance of the 
crescent opposite and the low rise heritage buildings along Leigh Street and 
Sanchvich Street. The view from Upper March mom Street will be Man owl-sired 
civic building Man institutional nature. completely inconsistent with the gentle 
curve of the Grade II listed late Georgian townhouses opposite. 

I would argue that the proposals do now comply with Camden's Local 
Development Framework (DP 25) and should he retemett. 

• The replacement building, due its calms)l bulk, does not enhance the 
conservation area to an appreciably peeler asent that the existing building 

• The most COMINC11011t triSling ekment (the 14 storey 1960s tower) Is being 
retained in its entirety - emphasizing t h e t w e e ,  current Inconprulry 
within a heritage a reNscape 



• The proposal for a 9 storey Solid blode along the whole of the eastern side of 
Cammght Gardens is wally unsympathetic within the contort of the 
Georgian creswni oppositeand the other early 194 century houses within the 
nelghbounng strews. 

• 11w proposed development. by virtue Wits excesshre bulk and height. will 
cause harm to he sot mg of • brge ntmther of listed buildings in the 
Immediate vicinity. 

Emillab Marline's sappon K .  proposals 
English Heritage's letter of recommendation (dated 26 Aprl 2012) acicnowledges 
the issue gimped% Wermwse their scale and design the new proposals nen hove 
an Sport on the consenatIon area and settings of nearbyShoed bultdlows* Their 
support of the Unlyerskys scheme appears robe based on the fart that who it 
proposed is considered, In their opinion. to be T e n e t  than the current mix of 
buildings on the east Ode of the square, rather than takinginto consideration the 
e a s t  of thls impact. i.e. how much the height arid bulk of the planned strucAre 
MN impact on the surrounding streemope composed in the most part of four 
storey Georgian townhouses. 

lam also concerned that there is an uncomfortably dose connection between the 
University of London arid whose in English Heritage who are ultimately 
responsible (or ranking decisionsabout development pmposals inconservation 
areas. I now that among the 54 Associate Fellows ci the University ol Londcors 
I nsi lime ol Historical Research. 23 in these Fellows list aconnection with English 
Heritage. This includes Dr Edward honey who is English Heritage's Director of 
Heritage Pnwtection and Planning and regularly mends London Advisory 
Committee meetings. I suppose H is hardly surprising that he. and other Associate 
Fellows. migRi be in support orthe University ci London's development plans. I 
understand from Melo& Dunn's letter to Camden (26.4.13) Out the proposals 
were considered aw English Ilerirages London Casework Conference. Although 
Michael Dunn is himsell not a Fellow of the Universtry, perhaps others who 
disclosed the proposals had a more ambiguous connection 

Retention oldie 1960s tower block 
Despite the University's insistence that the Garden Halls are 'coming to the end of 
their design kW. the plans by Maccreanor Covington do not imend to replace ALL 
the existing budding' -the 1960s tower will remain. 

I have recently learned (from a planning folt<11113111 to the SIdnners• Company) 
thwo current planninglegislationand viewing corridors would not permit a 14 
storey structure to be bulk in ibis local ion today. To demolish the tower block 
would therefore result in a loss of student roans that could not be replaced. This 
would have a dramatic impact on The quantity of student accommodation in 
Camvright Gardens. I would argue that the decision ordain the tower is not the 
result ol any aesthetic or design Me expiry consideration. 

Retention oldie 1960s Hughes Party Hall tOMer. hot/mt.provides mend 
OM MCA !it'll bra  much higher building along the whole ci ili«Asi side of the 
square. 



Even Aviihthe top storeys included wlihin a mansard rod. the proposed 
building is nib 9 storeys blgb. along the entire eastern side of the square. This 
Is 5 strays higher than the Georgian crescent opposite. 

The lagade design. in particular, has an unamacdve and uniform imanmeni that 
imposts Vs mg inugnincam bob on the whole surrounding area. 

Institutional versus residentiel 
The Ina ihai English Ped la r  supports the planning applicai ion and welcomes an 
insniunonal wi l l rgravI ta i  in this location seems lobe part kularly 
erroneous- as Mb particular part of Bloomsbury is NOT An area dominated by 
academic institutions. It is Orst and foremost a residential area: die majority of 
people live here, either for a short ilme (in hoitl or mudem accommodation) or 
make it their permaneni home. 

I know many local residents who are dismayed at the perceived anemia by the 
Univemliy io change he clutrader of ibe area by amiing accommodal ion for 
their mudems dui ignores d u  intrinsic characier ol the surmunding si recs. us 
hindamernal urban nailfre is line grain. The whole of Marchmoni Sweet oils. 
south and Leigh Street to the east consists of people living Above small shops. as 
they have done for centuries. The Edwardian mansion blocks in Sandwich and 
Tlunet Sweet are MD of long term local residenis. Likewise. Queen Alexander 
mansions and jewel House in judd Sireei.abng with ihose of i s  wholly* in the 
ew remaining Georgian houses on the wtsi skit of Wad Street. 

Althourfh the University of London hos acquired a Id  ol properly nib. 
nelghbouthood. It does not control hall. Consequenily the pmposal for an 
"Insiiwunortal* Wilding on the easw side of CanwrigloCardens is 'orally out of 
character with MN early nineteenth moony urban crooner. The meets were laid 
mu in NY lames Burton as a m10.80911 soden. close ro the New goat (now 
Elusion Road) wii h open space and local amenifies such as shops and public 
houses. That is the specific hismoc setting apAirm which the redevelopmeni 
proposals should be considered, now the (ad 'hat the University has a large 
number of innimional buildings in the wider Bloomsbury area. 

National Planning Polley Framesvorli 
We are rokt thaw the proposals accord *Nth national policy. as set out in the 
National Planning Policy Framework 

Une of ihe lay dimensions of sustaimbillly is mooning and enhancing our 
historic environment [ p i  Nam to a heritage Assn throw!' developmem within 
Osstorm is assessed against the Salllt policies as for physical harm in the 
significance of designmed henoge a n i s  generally. Ip132) So harm should be 
lodged monsi the public henelbs delivered by i he proposal. lp 133 or 139) 

The redevelopment of whe she may increase the number of snider'u bedrooms and 
fulfill NITS aspiranons by providing economic benefits for the University and its 
Imes' men! runner UM. Nu I do now see how the proposals produce social gains 



(or !heart& other than additional problems with noise and am asocial behaWor 
often dentomrrathat by many first year students. 

Opening up the private open space ol Cartwright Gardens to the public amid be 
seen as an envImnmenial gain bui as Anyone can play tennis there at the 
moment whocommunity benefit is l i n k  compensation for a nerebuldIng the MN 
provide a 9 storey backdrop mike wirders. reducing lighi To whose who vAsh to 
enjoy the facillry. The proposed removal of Iwo wenn)s courts may provide greater 
lawn space for evems and plagia. burr due lathe !Wired affontahle sport 
ladlifies Mille locality. It is is • siwdfloM loss to members of ihecommuMly 
who use the courts. 

So what are the real bowfin for the local community when weighed against the 
ihreai ciao over-large scheme and the arrival of 187 more sordenis In an already 
densely inhabited area a( London? 

Demolition of CanterburyHall 
According goCamden% Developmem Policy 25(a). theCouncil will rake account 
ol conservation area stmemems, appraisals and management plans when 
assessing applications within conservation areas. I therefore guest ion why 
Canterbury 11.111shoukt be demolished as - according to CamdeWs Conservation 
Area Appraisal (adopted 2011) - this lam 1930s building IS a positive 
conmbutor to the vmsentation area. The interior may be dated but use 
CamyrIght Gardens facade with In an deco (emigres, upper brickwork, none 
naficated base and ground Poor render, dearly responds approprimely in the 
Georgian crux-tot buildbigs uPPosfik 

The lever Irom English Heritageto Camden recommends approval ol the 
Unlverslfies schen,* because, hi their vlew."The ham inured go the conservation 
area by the loss of Cornentnny Thal has to be balanced against the potential walk 
benefits detente front she redevelopment This public benelk Ls described as 
-enhancement to the appearance o fthe consersation ono Irons a thoughtful design 
approach that responds t o contort" 

As a resident who is veryconcerned about the impact of this redevelopment on 
he local area. I question the anissl'publk benefits' ol ibis scheme for the 

surrounding commuMty. however thoughtful the design. 

The Universityis asIdag Camden for permission to demolish Camerhury HaN (a 
posh lye contrbutor to the comervadon area) while retaining the 14 smrey 1960. 
lower block that is NOT a posh we contributor. This inconsistency oh -espouse to 
one of Camdmis policy documents whIdi is intended to Assisi planning decisions 
within the borough, sall set an unwelcome precedent 

The planning applkag ion dommems include* Canterbury IWO Analysis 
Document This detailed FeasIbIlliy Sgudy clearly ankulmes uhau wo respecg Hs 
scale,,, a 'design driver' would limit whe opportunities in "densIfy ihe she (page 
91). This leads one in conclude that financial viability is taking precedem over 
heritage concerns, even though Ow she Iles In an Imponani conservation area. 



The Study woes "retaining the Mode provides ample oppon unity to remodel 
the internal environmem". but acknowledges that this would cono rain the 
opportunities in redevelop the entire site and would "Mame that a similar scale 
of MOW Ind spaces and swoop« vAll be required.- (p 45) 

Surely this kind of "dtilgn driver would AdMI the oblige. ions of the Unwersity 
and its development partner to respect. rather than 'steam-roiled their 
Aspirations Ova the historic context of die sire. If anew budding is Oilly 
acceptable to Camden 1( 11 enhances the conservation area. Men ii should be of an 
appropriate height and hulk to do Iwo that - K should affiance sot harm the 
essential chancier« die conservanon arca. 

The Analysis Document infers thaw die retention of Canterbury Hall would 'wan 
that the new building would need to be of 'a similar scale' tribal which *skis 
already and would thus be "at odds with modern best practice.' But why should 
the scale of spaces and mown.« he so much Mager in a new buiMing? This is 
precisely the argument that is being made by those otos who oppose the scale 
and density oldie proposed new:ardent accommodation. It issimply Dr Inc Mg. 

The University insists I to  the existing student accommodation does not meet 
current needs or expectations. which may be m i t  but the application also 
increases by 110 the number of student rooms. Ultimately. It seems that the over. 
large "Inv itutionar structure has been designed to m i l t  financial imperatives 
and anract an 18% increase of students to live in Cartwright Gardens. 

In die sotement provided to Camden it-elation to the recent She Allocations 
thwument consultation forSite 2 (theTom Hall Ex-tension). English Heritage is 
clearly concerned that 'the argemsent for •slte's viability for redevelopment 
may Inappropriately override the policy coldest concerning conserving Its 
heritage Interest and that of Its surranadlap." 

To my mint this is exactly what is happening in Cartwright Gardens. 

I urge Camden Council's Manning Department toreros, the Univershys 
application for consent to demolish Conterixoy lien and replace this and the 
other demolished building) with on Institutional building of sudthOght and 
bulk that is inconsistent with Camden's own policy on Conservation Area 

PICTS< notify me of the date of the Development Control Comminee at which 
these applicanons will be considered. 

YOH It sincerely 

Debbie Radcliffe 


