From: Roger Myddelton

Sent: 20 August 2014 15:55

To: Planning; Oliver.nelson@camden.gov.uk; Madlani, Rishi (Councillor); Harrison, Adam
(Councillor)

Subject: St Giles Hotel/Hudson®s House 2014/4639/P

Re: 5t Giles Hotel/Hudson’s House 2014/4639/P

My wife and | are writing to object to the above application, which we understand is in part a retrospective
application.

We live on the third floor of Block D of Bedford Court Mansions, in a flat with a bay window overlooking
Bedford Avenue from which the St Giles Hotel/Hudson's House premises are easily visible.

We believe that this application needs to be considered in the light of other applications relating to the St
Giles Hotel/Hudson's House premises, particularly for the Tables & Chairs Application APP\PREMISES-
VARY\000820 for the space immediately outside the window (refused), and for the Application for
advertisement consent: 2014/3894/A, which, | understand, has recently been granted although it seems
extraordinary that it was not considered at the same time as this application as it is so closely related to it.

The proposed timber cladding is, in our view, inappropriate to the immediate suroundings and out of
keeping with other finishes used on the St Giles Hotel building and neighbouring buildings.

We believe the proposed fixed canopy is a development that is highly likely to encourage the use of the
pavement space beneath the canopy and adjoining to be used as part of the Hudson's House licensed
premises. Such use was rejected when the hotel's Premises Licence was considered under the Licensing
Act (PREM-LIC\2443) in December 2013. The status of the folding glass doors allowing access from the
Hudson's House premises to the highway is also something that should be considered — though we are not
planning experts we believe that this development has never received the planning permission required for
such a change.

We also feel strongly that the proposed LED illuminations at the E and W ends of the proposed fixed
canopy structure would be completely out of place in the immediate environment, in a predominantly
residential sfreet. No mention is made of luminosity, but if they are similar to those currently used on the
sign just within the premises, their brightness would make them far more visible and intrusive than the
much more traditional illuminated signs for the St Giles Hotel.

It seeems clear fo us that the canopy, with its proposed advertising, is one more example of the continuing
efforts of St Giles Hotel/Hudson's House to bring into the surrounding streets commercial activities that
properly belong within the confines of the hotel building (which is already a massive development of the
site considering its proximity to Bedford Square, one of the most architecturally important squares in
London, and to the conservation area around it). There is a substantial residential community opposite and
adjacent to the premises in question, and Hudson's House should not be permitted to encroach on public
spaces.

Please keep us informed of developments relating to this application.
Yours faithfully

Roger and Bridget Myddelton

111 Bedford Court Mansions

Bedford Avenue
London WC1B 3AG
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20 August 2014
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ST GILES HOTEL
12 BEDFORD AVENUE, LONDON WC1B 3GH

INSTALLATION OF TIMBER CLADDING TO GROUND FLOOR ENTRANCE IN CONNECTION WITH
HOTEL USE

Application for planning permission: 2014/4639/P

Application for advertisement consent: 2014/3894/A

17 August 2014

The Bloomsbury Association objects to this application and wishes to make the following comments.

1. Background

There is an existing steel and timber canopy structure over the entrance to the bar on Bedford
Avenue called "Hudson’s House'. This seems to be a separate business and separate A3/A4
use, with a separate address to the St Giles Hotel, but nevertheless exploiting its supposed
status as 'ancillary to the hotel use'. It was erected together with 2-storey high external fimber
cladding to the facade of the hotel without planning permission in 2013 and enforcement action
was taken against the breach of planning control (EN13-0622). Internally illuminated signs were
removed immediately and the hotel was required to remove the canopy and cladding. The hotel
appealed against this and the enforcement action was upheld with the proviso that it be
remowved by the end of July 2014. We understand that Camden Council decided to take no
further legal action until this application is determined as it involves the reuse of, and effectively
retrospective consent for parts of the illegal canopy.

The application comprises two parts: an lication for planning permission (2014/4639/P) and
an application for advertisement consent (2014/3894!A] The two are inexorably linked. The
statulnry site notice of these appli displayed outside the premises states that the Council
will receive comments within 21 days uf the date on the notice, which is 30 July 2014.
Perversely the application for advertisement consent was decided on 14 August 2014, before
the expiry of the period within which comments will be received and without consultation.
Importantly, it was also decided without reference to this application as, without planning
permission for the structure that supports them, the adverti; cannet be impl nted and
the consent is void

There is no legal cbligation to consult on applications for advertisement consent but 'A guide for
adveriisers’, by the Department for Communities and Local Government states that this is good
practice where matters of amenity and public safety are concerned, which Officers and
Members are clearly aware is the case here. Camden Council have a link to this guidance on
their planning web site. Although highly relevant, Good practice was ignored and the application
was decided well within the statutory 8-week consideration period. This was one day longer
than the minimum consideration period of two weeks. The case officer had previously been
made aware of the sensitivities of the application by e-mail on 9 August and, in a follow-up
telephone discussion on 11 August, advised that both applications would be open for further
comments to be made until 20 August in order to give sufficient time for those affected by the
proposal to comment.

In our discussion we stressed that a decision on either of these applications was likely to
provide a justification for challenging the outcome of last year's licensing review of the St Gile's
Hotel and for overturning the refusal of permission to place tables and chairs on the footway of
Bedford Avenue. The Officers acknowledged this




The Town and Country Planning (Control of Advertisermnents) (England) Regulations 2007
indicates that " cecioing WREREY IC SELICVE Yo SEGICENCE, the planning uWkchty may
CCRSIOEE Chly WC [SSUES, IRESE &rE NESCHEED I thE FUIES &5 IRE INIErEStS Cf BMERRy ano pUblc
SaTEly... I Craciice, 'amEniy*is USUE( URCErSiccaic mear ihe effect ugcr visual and aural
amenity I the IMMENEIE FEIGRECUIRCC CF QISEIaYING thE SOVENISEMERT, CF LUSING &1
SENERISEMER! SHE, WHENE FasSers-Ly, cf EECEIE IvInG there, Wil £ aWaE Cf the Goversemeri
Scir a55ES8ING GMERRY, the LIANNING GURFCHy will SMWaYS cCrsiner tRe looal characieristics cf
the reighkcwicca. The Council has not followed ta this protocol

For the Council to decide one of the application in advance, thereby depriving those who wish to
comment of their right to do so, seems not only to be contrary to recommended good practice
but may also be a breach of law. These were major decisions and it seems highly iresponsible
and, indeed, unprofessional for the officers to have acted inthis manner without consultation
with Members, particularly as there had been objections. They should at [east have resolved to
decide the planning application and the application for acvertisemnent consent together, as they
are so inter-related

Validity of the application

These are likely to be contentious applications. The Council will probably receive a ot of
comments so the applications should be correct. We have examined the material submitted with
thern and are of the view that neither should have been validated. Should they be determined
on this basis, the decision may be challenged through judicial review

a The application for advertisement consent is for the "Cisplay cf ar aoverisement awning
WRE 2 % luminaten LEC SIGRIC iR £a5t, WESt ano ner-iluminaten fascia sigh cr existing
awring..." There is no existing awning. The application for planning permission is for
"irstalisticn Cf timEer CIataing IC GIouna TICCr ERtrance i1 cChrectich Witk kCief Lse"
There is an existing canopy structure but it is illegal development. The applications are to
replace it not with a new zwning but another fixed canopy of the same dimensions
utilising parts of the existing, illegal canopy and to which iluminated signage is fixed.
Neither application seeks planning permission for this new canopy structure nor it does
not lawiully exist

b This 5 not 'in connection with hotel use'. It is not a functional part of the hotel, but a
structural canopy for a business that has a history of encroachment onto the public
highway, noise disturbance and unauthorised use of a public footpath. It is promoted by a
hotel that has shown litle regard for its neighbours, planning law or indeed the: Council

c The canopy constitutes development under Section 55 of the Town and Country Planning
Act 19590, Section 55 of the Act defines 'development,' as *..tfe carrping Cut cf Euliaing,
ERGIREENING, MINING CF CIFEr CREMANCHS I, CF, CVEX o URDE! Jahey CF the making cf any
maieal CRARGE I the USE cf any Eulaings cr ClRer lana
FCrthe pUECSes of this Ac “Euliaing coeraticns” Incluees -

(&) cEmCiicr cf Euiiings;

(&) ieEuaing,

(c) StrUCtLral aheraichs cf or analticns tc Eulioings; ana

(o1} Cther CEeralicns rormally UROEnaNer By & FEFSCE CarryInG of EUSINESS &5 & Luiloer."

d Therefore the structural canopy 15 development and planning permission must be sought
for its replacement. This means that, under planning legislation, the application for
avertisement consent cannat do this s advertising control is not intended to contral
structural alterations and additions that materially affect the exterior of a building
Therefore we look to this application for planning permission to do this. From the
description of the proposal, it is not clear that it does and we therefore question whether
the application is legally valid

e Application form Section 3 - This statemert is incorrect. Building work has already
commenced and this is, in part, a retrospective application cortaining completed
elements that are subject to enforcement action. ¥what is shown on accompanying
documents as 'existing' may be in existence bt is not legal development. We would have
expected 'existing' to describe the building prior 1o unauthorised development taking
place




Application form Section 4 - This statement is incorrect. The address ‘72 5t Glies Aciel,
Bedfcro Averug®does not exist, nor does 12 Bedford Avenue

Application form Section 6 - This statemert is incorrect, The proposal is seeking
retrospective consent for forming a new pedestrian access from the public highway
through a fully openable, folding glass wall that is new and was installed without planning
permission at the same time as the original canopy that has been the subject of
enforcement action.

Application form Section 7 - An extensive commercial use such as this should not be
accepted unless it includes proposals for the storage and collection of waste in
accordance with LDF Palicy DP26. Mismanagement of waste storage and collection has
resulted in enforcement action being taken in the past

Servicing of the entire building is restricted by the permission for development (dated 30
Septemnber 1975, reference P138:A:20545) granted under the Town and Courtry
Planning Act 1971. Condition 5 of the permission states: "No loading or unloading of
goods, including fuel, by vehicles arriving at or departing from the premises shall be
carried out otherwise than within the curlilage of the building.” The reasons for imposition
of the condition are given as: " To avoid ohstruction of the surrounding streets and to
safeguard amenities to adjiacent premises”. This condition is still highly relevant and often
breached. It must be enforced.

Application form Section 14 - Existing use is incorrect. This is an atternpt to seek change
of established use from hotel to Use Class A3iA4

Application form Section 20 - This statemert is incorrect. Hours of opening are known
and were set at last year's formal review of the St Giles Hotel's Premises Licence:

Application form Section 21 - This statement is incorrect as is the site location plan
accompartying the application. The application site boundaries and all land necessary to
carry out the proposed development need to be outlined in red and any other land owned
oy the applicant that is close to or adjoining the site needs to be outlined in blue. The
proposed structural canopy extends beyond the red line boundary that is shown on
drawing number E100

Application form Section 22 - This statement is incorrect. A large kitchen extract has
recertly been installed externally at street level on Adeline Place without planning
permission being sought. 1ts noise and smoke emissions have beerthe subject of many
complaints by local residerts and the situation is ongoing. It 1s again subject to
entorcement action

Application form Section 24 - There is no mention of the existing internally iluminated
Hudson's House advertisement that has been installed without planning permission being
sought or of existing 'A' boards obstructing the public highvay

Application form Section 30; Certificate B - This statement is incomrect. The applicant has
not given notice of the application to the freeholder of to those other parties with an
interest in the land, including the 5t Giles Hotel Ltd, the YMCA, Londan Central YMCA
Lt and Criterion Capital Ltd

Comments on the proposal

a.

Consideration has to be given to why the Hudson's House bar requires a fully open
frontage and a weatherproof canopy that extends 2.85m over the footway. A tables and
chairs licence (201%5157/TC) proposed placing five additional tables, each suitable for
accommodating four or more people on Bedford Avenue by reducing the pavernent width
to 1.8m. This was refused on 13 August 2013

Inthe review of the hotel's Premises Licence (PREM-LIC'2443) held under the Licensing
Act 2003 in December 2013, use of the public highway as an extension to the bar's
business was again prohibited. This was because of concerns for obstruction of the
publlic right of way, public safety, public realm management and the impact on public and
residential amenity. These concems still stand and are a reason for our ohjection tothe
current proposal.

Although this application is not within the (extended) Seven Dials SPA it is within one




block of the SP4 Northern Boundary. Wee regard this area as 'sensitive’ and subject to
overflow pressures from both the Covent Garden and Soho late-night ertertainment
business

Two blocks of Bedford Court Mansions face the application site. Together, they contain
approximately 60 homes, Public nuisance, noise and disturbance generated by the
drunken behavior of users of the tables and chairs placed on the ‘private forecourt’
outside Hudson's House is already a problem . The Police intervened on 19 July 2013 -
the night that the bar reopened after its forced closure by the Council - and visit the hotel
regularty

There are already five lables with chairs outside the unauthorised folding doors of the
bar, seating approximately 20 people. Adding more people, sitting or standing, on the
footway will create 3 group of such magnitude that it would be inevitable that noise,
disturbance and public nuisance would increase from the current high level if permission
were granted, LDF Policy DP26 states: "The Counoll will prciedt the guality of ife cf
COEUGIENS &1 REIGRECWNS Ey CHly Granting REFMISSICH fCr GEVEICRMENt that aces ral
GEUSE Rarm IC &MERRy. THE faGlCrs we will cCrsiger inciuoe

&) visusl privacy &no cvericoking,

£) cvershaacwing ana culfcchk,

&) SURIGH, daylichi ana artificial fight Jevels,

@) Koise &ha vitraticr Jevels;

€) COCLl, TUmEs &ha aust

1) micrcelimate;

G) the Inclusicr Cf SLEICENatE ttenUatcr MEasLIEs."

All the footpaths on Bedford Avenue were carefully relayed in 2006 as part of the
Council's flagship Boulevard Project and have cometo be regarded as exemplary. Prigr
tothat, the width of the footpath narrowed at this point to less than 1 metre to allow taxis
t0 park outside the hotel. The Council considered that this was an ill-judged prigrity and
determined to return the space to the public realm for pedestrian use. This is doubly
important in view of the objectives of the Council's West End Project. The hotel has macde
several illegal attempts to appropriate this newly created public space for their private
commercial use, as they have already donein parking cars on the fodtpath of Adeline
Place.

People standing or placing tables and chairs on the public footway will cause obstruction
tothe public's right 1o free passage, including the arrival and departure of hotel guests
and their luggage from coaches and taxis. YWith the British Museun, Cxford Street and
Tottenham Court Road station close by, this is an area of high footfall with, on average,
10 coaches per day and sometimes up t0 6 coaches at any one time, each setting down
40-60 passengers

Al present, smokers from the bar stand or sitin the area of the existing canopy. I there is
aweatherproof canopy, even without tables, smokers will gather beneath biocking
pedesirian access on the remaining free area of pavement

Camden's General Guidelines state that there should be a minimum clear width of 1.8m
between the edge of tables and chairs and the kerb. Clear width is the wicth available to
pedesirians either on a footway or @ shared surface between the area being used for
tables and chairs and any other obstructions. The proposal will not provice a clear width
of 1.8m because fixed street furniture (parking ticket machine, signpost and waste hins)
reduces the space available.

This canopy must be seen as being intended for the same purpose that is described
here: effecting a previously unauthorised use. The Council can therefore regard it as the
first step in & process {o overturn previous decisions by the precedent it could set. No
indication is givenin the applications as to the purpose of the part of the public highway
enclosed by the canopy and, again we guestion whether the application is legally valid,
as it is not adeguately describing the change of usethat it infers, The Council has already
deemed the cladding and canopy as unacceptable and ilegal

Should the proposal be approved, there would be three structural canopies on the
Bedford Avenue frontage to the St Giles Hotel, each of a difterent design and the timber




cladding proposed to be retained inthe recess would add to the visual incoherence,
contrary tothe high design quality sought for commiercial frontages by LDF Policies DP24
and DP30. This would adversely impact on the architectural expression of the original
building, the streetscape of Bedford Avenue and on the adjacent Bloomsbury
Conseration Area, contrary to LDF Policies DP24 and DP 25

The proposed lighting would be visible from homes in Bedford Court Mansions that are
directly opposite and would impact adversely on residential amenity, cortrary to LDF
Policy DP26. The lighting would also be visible from Bloomsbury Street and from Bedford
Souare and would adversely impact on the Bloomshbury Conservation Area and the
setting of Grade 1 listed buildings in the Sguare, contrary to LDF Policy DP24.

A kilchen extract has already been installed at street level on Adeline Place without
planning permission being sought. It is located external to the building, is visible from the
street and can be considered to materially affect the appearance of the building. It has a
damaging visual, olfactory and aural impact, contrary to LDF Palicies DP26, DP28 and
DP32, and must be considered with the application.

The Association supports good guality design that will enhance Bloomshury's streetscape, which this
clearly does not. With such a demonstrable breach of the Council's planning policy and of its
supplementary planning guidance, we look (o the Council to refuse this application and to use its
erforcement powers to ensure reinstatement.

e would be grateful if you would [et us know of arty further modification to the application;, the
decision, if it is to be decided under delegated powers, or the meeting date if it is t0 be decided by

Committeg.

Stephen Heath
On behalf of The Bloomsbury Association

Ceples i

Councillor Sabrina Francis, London Borough of Camden
Councillor Adarn Harrison, London Borough of Camden
Councillor Rishi Madiani, London Borough of Camden

Hannah Parker, London Borough of Carnden

Olivier Nelson, London Borough of Camnden
Bloomsbury Conservation Area Advisory Committee
Steward, Becford Estate

Local residents

Chair, Bedford Court Mansions

Chair, Bloomsbury Association




51 Bedford Court Mansions Bedford Avenue London WC1B 3AA

London Borough of Camden 19 August 2014
Regeneration and Planning

2nd Floor, 5 Pancras Square

/o Town Hall, Judd Street

London WC1H 9JE

Dear Sirs

Planning application for permanent canopy above pavement outside St Giles' Hotel
[Application 2014/4639/P]

During last year the St Giles' Hotel and the operator of the bar within the hotel made a series of
unauthorised changes to the St Giles' Hotel with a view to opening the previously internal bar
onto the pavement of Bedford Avenue. The site is unsuitable for such use as it is directly opposite
a residential building and obstructs a public pavement that leads from Tottenham Court Road into
the Bloomsbury Conservation Area and the British Museum. These changes were strangly
opposed by local residents and after various consuliations we understood that the attempts to
retrospectively legitimise these incursions had been rejected by the various Council agencies. We
further understand that a planning enforcement action had resulted in a direction to have the
current illegal canopy erected by the St Giles’ Hotel / Hudson's House removed.

It is theretore beggars belief that the Council would now agree to a fresh application to build a
much more substantial canopy in the same location, as it so clearly designed to establish private
occupation of the public pavement. The proposal describes a permanently deployed and
waterproof canopy that alsa contains illuminated advertising. Bizarrely, the Council appears to
have sanctioned this new advertising under application 2014/3894/A even though the structure to
which the signage would be attached is not consented.

We wish therefore to object to this new application on the strangest possible grounds. The history
of planning, highways and licencing applications by these organisations points to a sole objective
of establish permanent use of the public highway for unrestricted bar use. Even though each
previous application has been rejected, St Giles’ Hotel / Hudson’s House remain determined to try
to push through measures to achieve substantially the same ends. This present planning
application is more critical than many earlier attempts, in that it proposes to create a permanent
and waterproof enclosure above the pavement with signage to delimit the area beneath as private
rather than public space, further applications to colonise the space would no doubt follow.

To consent to this application would undermine the Council’s future authority in all planning
matters and be an unjustified derogation of its obligations to the local community.

Yours faithiully John Hare MA RIBA
Prof Lisa Jardine CBE



BEDFORD COURT MANSIONS

London Borough of Camden
Regeneration and Planning
2nd Floor, 5 Pancras Square
c/o Town Hall, Judd Street
London WCIH 9JE

19 August 2014
Dear Sirs

Planning application for permanent canopy above pavement & cladding on the
exterior of Hudsons House and St Giles Hotel

Application 2014/4639/P and associated 2014/3894/A

1 write as Chairman of the Board of Directors and on behalf of nearly 300 residents
here in Bedford Court Mansions. A residential block, with a wide demography of
residents, many of whom have lived here for a substantial period of time.

We are amazed that Camden and its officers consistently fail to take into
consideration the ongoing upset that is caused by the St Giles Hotel and its associated
businesses. It consistently plays the system to get what it wants, either by ignoring
any permissions that are required until it gets caught and then trying to legitimize it
by applying retrospectively.

This is a case in point.

Last year a canopy and the cladding were added to the exterior of the bar known as
Hudson House. Without any planning permission. When this was challenged they
then applied to put a number of tables and chairs beneath the canopy, on the public
footpath. This was refused

They were ordered to remove the tables and chairs and strict regulations on operating
times ete were enforced by a judicial revue.

They were ordered to remove the cladding and the canopy. They so far have ignored
this order.

So instead of complying with these decisions and encouraged by Camden not
enforcing them, Hudson House/St Giles Hotel now applies again....for basically the
same thing.

They are trying to privatize the footpath for their own commercial use. There
can be no other reason for such a large canopy over a footpath.

By stealth they are attempting to mark out an outside space for tables & chairs, and
more importantly their customers - blocking the right of way on the footpath.

This establishment is surrounded by residential buildings and is at the corner of the
Bloomsbury Conservation area. Why does Camden and its officers consistently fail to



BEDFORD COURT MANSIONS
take this into consideration?

Time and time again St Giles and its associated businesses make application that are
incorrect, is this in order that they will over time wear down the local residenis? They
don’t even have their own address correct on the application. So it will be withdrawn
no doubt and we shall have to be bothered again when they apply...but of course in
the meantime the illegal structures that have been ordered removed can stay.

Finally the proposed illuminated advertising.

It is proposed to be attached onto a new and substantial canopy for which no planning
application has yet been made.

But yet it appears that the officers at Camden have approved this illumination of our
residential street.

The advertising at either end of the canopy facing TCR and the residential building of
Bedford Court Mansions However, it is totally obscured from TCR by the canopy
over the entrance of the St Giles Hotel.

So what is the point of the illumination?

It will only blight the quiet enjoyment of this residential area by the local residents
here at Bedford Court Mansions

We strongly urge the planners and the officers of Camden to see this for what it is a
cynical attempt to circumvent previous decisions to get what they want and in doing
50 to over commercialize this area and ruin the lives of the many residents that live in
such close proximity to these establishments

Yours faithfully

Paul Spyker
Chairman
Bedford Court Mansions Ltd



