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From: Peter Schmitt 
Date: Wed, Feb 11, 2015 at 4:57 PM 
Subject: Maggie's Centre Revisions, St Bartholomew's Hospital (ref 14/01281/LBC and 14/01283/FULL) 
To: "Delves, Gemma" 

Dear Gemma,  

Ref. Application under Section 73 to make modifications to the Maggie's Centre granted Approval on 17th 
July 2014, including internal modifications to lift, stair and toilets and external modifications to extend the 
Centre by 400mm. 
My email of Objection dated 30 January 2015 
Your email of reply dated 6 February 2015 
Your reference: 14/01281/LBC and 14/01283/FULL 

Statement of Objection 

I am writing to reiterate my objection to the design by Steven Holl, which has been resubmitted for the third 
time but in the identical fluorescent glass envelope, which remains an aesthetic disgrace to the Smithfield 
Conservation Area and causes substantial harm to the neighbouring Listed buildings, in particular, James 
Gibbs's Grade-1 Listed North Wing.  

I have looked at the contents of your email of 6 February 2015 and understand from the attached Joint 
Media Statement, dated 4 December 2014, that agreement has been reached to incorporate the functional 
essentials of lift, stair and toilets within the Maggie's Centre at the east end of the North Wing, which will 
enable the Great Hall 'to survive and flourish', according to the joint wording. The amended plans bear this 
out, having to increase the width of the new extension by 400mm. Laura Leeof Maggie's is quoted as saying
"I am absolutely delighted that we have found a solution that works for all parties..." She it was who failed 
to grasp the intrusion of Holl's design from the outset. 

But does it really work? And at what cost?  In truth, the 'joint' solution is only half a solution. One would 
never fathom by looking at Holl's elevations that there had been any functional changes inside. Holl's 
appendage, even larger now, is still faced in milky glass, with illuminated coloured panels, more plausible 
in Leicester Square or Piccadilly Circus. It is his glass extension replicated from the Glasgow School of Art 
by Mackintosh parachuted into the harmonious Neo-Palladian architecture in Portland stone in this 
Conservation Area, of which Gibbs's North Wing is the centrepiece, overwhelming its classical proportions 
and beauty. Apart from internal adjustments of layout, it is no different in substance, design or location from 
the previous two applications.  

The Georgian Group reiterated its objection then and now. I quote the following from their letter to you 
dated 1 July 2014:  
"The Group maintains that the proposed Maggie's centre will be damaging to the setting of the Grade I 
Listed hospital. The proposed building is clearly not designed to be subservient to the Listed building, as 

required in planning policy terms, and further unbalances Gibbs's carefully designed, symmetrical facade. 
The PPS5 Planning Practice Guide, which remains a material consideration in the absence of new guidance, 
states: 
"The main issues to consider in proposals for additions to heritage assets, including new development in 
Conservation Areas, are proportion, height, massing, bulk, use of materials, use, relationship with adjacent 
assets, alignment and treatment of setting. Replicating a particular style may be less important, though 
there are circumstances when it may be appropriate. It would not normally be acceptable for new work to 
dominate the original asset of its setting in either scale, material or as a result of its siting. Assessment of an 
asset's significance and its relationship to its setting will usually suggest the forms of extension that might 
be appropriate." (Para.178) 
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In design terms, I would ask the Planning Committee to grasp the nettle and and steer away from the 
vainglorious excess of 'signature' architecture. Use the demolition of the 1960s Finance Block to begin the 
process of making the 1730-32 North Wing freestanding, as it was designed to be by James Gibbs, gracing 
one of the finest Georgian Squares in London. Gibbs's detached blocks surrounding the Fountain Square 
were modelled on his Fellows Building at King's College, Cambridge, which Simon Bradley dubs in his just 
published The Buildings of England: Cambridgeshire, "by some distance the greatest collegiate building of 
18th-century Cambridge."  

The understated Hopkins scheme (13/01227/FULL and 13/01228/LBC) ticks all the boxes. It was 
unanimously Approved by your Committee on 29 April 2014. Its service bustles re-establish a clear 
building hierarchy to the north of the site - with Gibbs's elegant North Wing at the top of the hierarchy, as 
an elegant standalone block. 

Planning decisions, as planning policy, should be conducted 'as if beauty matters' to quote Oliver Letwin, 
shadow environment secretary in 2005. The potential aesthetic damage to the nation's heritage is substantial. 
It will be irreversible. All in the name of Maggie's care and an American trophy architect, who comes from 
a wholly different culture. But a Macmillan cancer care centre is within spitting distance, housed in Gibbs's 
West Block, doing precisely the same cancer care counselling, and with clinical care to boot - but quietly 
performing a respected service without drawing attention to itself, as its reputation goes before it. Its own 
understated presence acts in itself as a support for cancer patients and their families. 

There is a failure of good manners here and traditional architectural courtesy, where the best of modern 
design has its place, but not when it insults an acknowledged mastery of Georgian perfection in this garish, 
incongruous, and overweening parvenu, thrusting its presence into the calm and gracious conceit of Gibbs's 
masterpiece, without rhyme or reason beyond self indulgence. It is the wrong building in the wrong place. 
There is still time for the Planning Committee to be true to its function as an aesthetic arbiter on a site of 
historic value to the nation. And I appeal to Committee Members as individual voices of conscience and 
discernment to refuse this application, which remains in visual terms the same gross error of design and 
siting that it has been from its inception. 

Best wishes,  
Peter Schmitt M-Arch, BA, FAAR, RIBA 
Chartered Architect 
Member of Archives Committee, Barts Health NHS Trust 

address: 12 Lydon Road, London SW4 0HW 




