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CHAPTER 2

Marylebone High Street

With its haphazard straggle of buildings, the parish church on one side and
manor house on the other, the road through Marylebone recorded by Henry
Pratt in 1708 was to some extent an archetypal village street (Ills 2.01a-b). But
in several respects this was an unusual little village. The church, dating from
the early 1400s, was remarkably small; the manor house, in contrast, was not
only large but of some architectural grandeur, and it was occupied not by a
landowner but by a boarding school - a French school at that; there was a
small French church too. There was no village green, but there were bowling
greens, one belonging to the King’s Arms, the others to the Rose Tavern and
subsequently developed into the celebrated Marylebone Gardens (Chapter 3).
In short, the village in the early eighteenth century was well-established as a
satellite of London, catering alike to an increasingly prosperous and
influential Huguenot community, and more widely to the pleasure-seeking
Londoner on summer excursions to nearby countryside. Both characteristics
became more marked over the next few decades, disappearing in the latter
part of the century with the emergence of the High Street into a full-blown
shopping, business and administrative centre serving the new town still rising
around it.

Pratt’s map, though it does not show every building, is the first
detailed and coherent picture of the village centre from which Marylebone
High Street developed, augmenting the well-wooded, rural impression given
by Gasselin’s 1700 view from Marylebone Fields, dominated by the Manor
House and just a few other substantial buildings (see Ill. 0.##). The more or

less fully built-up part is the east side of the road, north of Bowling Green
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Lane, the precursor of modern-day Weymouth Street. On the west side
buildings are fewer, mostly confined to the vicinity of the church, north of
present-day Paddington Street, which follows the boundary dividing Upper
and Lower Church Fields (‘Church Field” and ‘Lower Field” on the map).
Lower Church Field is separated from the road by a hedgerow or verge. In the
mid-to-late 1720s houses were built along the northern part of this field edge
(by Thomas Smith, bricklayer, and others), and at the start of what was to
become Paddington Street, as recorded some years later by John Rocque (Il
2.02). There was at least some building further north, where a house plot was
leased in 1725 to a schoolmaster, John West, south of the site much later
developed as Woodward’s Mews (page ##).1 In the early 1730s the parochial
New Burial Ground took up much of the west side of Lower Church Field.
Rocque shows this too, but fails to include the Great Grotto of 1738 in its
garden behind the new “High Street” houses, a new and fashionable place of
resort. The Grotto’s creation coincided with the reopening of Marylebone
Gardens along more sophisticated lines than hitherto, with a focus on music
and promenading instead of bowling and gambling.

Development of the Grotto and Gardens in the second third of the
century made Marylebone a more integral part of the metropolitan scene than
it had been, and was of course a direct response to London’s encroachment
across the fields north of Oxford Street. From about the same time too the
future High Street was taking on a more strongly marked French character in
its residential aspect, with wealthy Huguenots beginning to colonize the
village on a larger scale than hitherto. By 1770 there were so many residents
of French origin in Marylebone that, the historian W. H. Manchée concluded,
Huguenots were as common there as Londoners in the Guildford area in the
1900s. His Huguenot-centric image of Marylebone village as “a quiet spot
where one could meet with congenial friends and neighbours’ seems to chime

with J. T. Smith’s picture of convivial Sundays at the French Gardens (see
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below), though Smith suggests a lower-class, cockney rather than affluent or
exclusively French milieu.>

Marylebone (or Marybone) Lane was the old name for the whole of the
road through the village, and ‘High Street” only came into general use in the
early 1770s. Before that it was usual to call the built-up stretch St Mary le
Bone, as Rocque labels it, more often just Marybone, making street and village
synonymous (while ‘Marybone Town’, another common term, invariably
referred to just the built-up street itself). Thus a report of 1769 has a man
going ‘along Marybone’, and a satirical piece of 1770 imagined disgruntled
Americans colonizing ‘the untenanted part of Marybone, which in that case is
to change its name and be called Boston-place’. This last was a reference to
unsold new buildings, empty and becoming dens for thieves.

Recent building along the soon-to-be High Street included a row of
houses north of Great Marylebone Street (now the west end of New
Cavendish Street), reportedly just let in 1766, in what was still clearly part of
rural Marylebone Lane at the time of Rocque’s survey. The empty buildings
proved only a brief setback, and over the following decade or so the High
Street took on its modern shape, with more new houses. Writing of this
transitional period, remembered from childhood, J. T. Smith recalled that the
High Street houses, ‘particularly on the west side, continued to be inhabited
by families who kept their coaches, and who considered themselves as living
in the country’.+ More houses and people probably buoyed Marylebone’s
resort character for a time before it became unsustainable - in 1770 a jelly
house opened just off the High Street in Paddington Street, opposite the
entrance to Marylebone Gardens, serving jellies, syllabub and lemonade. By
1773 Marylebone Gardens were attracting crowds reportedly as high as 2,000.5
A few years later they were derelict and rubbish-strewn, awaiting
redevelopment.

A determining factor in the development of the High Street was the

failure of the scheme proposed by Archdeacon Harley in 1770, soon enshrined
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in an Act of Parliament, for building the new parish church on the west side,
south of Paradise (now Moxon) Street.c Close to the New Burial Ground in
Paddington Street, the intended site had been partly developed with cottages
by the harpsichord-maker Joseph Mahoon, as Mahoon’s Gardens. Had this
expensive project gone ahead, the High Street’s character would doubtless
have been more select than proved the case, and perhaps more residential. As
it was, this part became solidly commercial and its hinterland distinctly poor.

Before the 1770s, tradesmen living in the emergent High Street were
most likely trading from shops in London, or had retired from running them.
Thereafter, they would more likely be trading as well as living in the High
Street. Occupations represented in the 1770s and 80s include apothecary,
baker, gold-beater, hairdresser, shoemaker and watchmaker. W. Nisbet &
Sons, heating and ventilation specialists, were there from 1779, and held
evening classes in drawing and architecture. Miss Todderick, a miniature-
painter, lived in the High Street next door to Marylebone Gardens in the
1760s, and in the 1790s the engraver George Townly Stubbs kept a print shop
at No. 27.7

As well as Marylebone School at the Manor House, there was a well-
known school at Oxford House, and in the 1780s a Mr Green advertised a
scientific lecture series, with demonstrations, at his academy, 71 High Street.
In 1793, two years after the Manor House closed, another boys” boarding
school seemingly in the High Street was opened or projected, with a choice of
curricula, classical or mercantile according to pupils” prospects.s Among other
establishments were livery stables, and above all public houses, some of
which, rebuilt, survive or survived into recent times. The Rose Tavern, dating
back to the mid seventeenth century at least, disappeared along with
Marylebone Gardens. Others included the Rose of Normandy and the King's
Head, both also old establishments; Marybone Coffee House (a pub in all but
name) opposite the church, established by 1767; the Black Horse, mentioned
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in 1775; the Lord Tyrawley, mentioned in 1777; the Shepherd and Flock, so
named by 1799.9

Public institutional development along or close to the High Street
began in 1749-52 with a workhouse at the New Burial Ground, and continued
in 1754-7 with the building of a charity school at what became No. 110, taking
children from across the parish. First promoted in 1750, this was a new
venture, though there had been a parish charity school much earlier, referred
to in the will of James Cournand (d. 1720).10 Subsequent urbanization was
accompanied by unprecedented social pressures from the growing working-
class population, reflected in further developments: a new, much larger
workhouse in 1775; a new poor infirmary in 1791-2; an industrial day school,
opened just off the High Street in Paradise Street in 1792; the Marylebone
Institution for educating the poor, established in the High Street in 1808; the
Police Office (later Police Court), transferred to the High Street from Shadwell
in 1821; and an infants’ school, opened beside the parish church in 1828.
Meanwhile the charity school had been much extended in 1785 to take 26 girls
and 40 boys, all resident. In 1829 it became girls-only, and before long left the
High Street for larger premises on the north side of the New Road.n

Topographically, a few bold strokes defined the new town centre based
around the High Street, to which winding Marylebone Lane, itself built up
with growing momentum in stages from the 1720s to the 1780s, was no more
than the tail to a kite, with the parish court-house and watch-house trailing at
the Oxford Street end. In 1756 the New Road drew a line across the High
Street at its north end, severing the ‘town’ from the wider area of Marylebone
Park. The new workhouse site and additional burial ground, together
extending north to the New Road, became - with the New Burial Ground
south of Paddington Street - the town centre’s effective west boundary.
Nottingham Place, developed in the 1790s and buffered from the workhouse
by less aspiring Northumberland (now Luxborough) Street, was the smartest

residential address in the immediate vicinity, close to the church but isolated
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from the fashionable streets already developed east of the High Street -
isolation which was to ensure its eventual excision from the Howard de
Walden estate in the early twentieth century. Wedged in at the back of the
High Street, between the New Burial Ground, Police Office and Marylebone
Institution, poverty and low-life became concentrated around Grotto Passage
and Paradise Street, where the Great Grotto had stood (page ###).

The tensions this brought were expounded in a pseudonymous open
letter to the Vestry in 1791, urging action against rowdiness in the High Street,
particularly prevalent on Sundays, ‘of which I have seen more in this part
than in any, or indeed all the other parts of the town put together, in the few
years I have resided in it’". Brawling often started at the Queen’s Head,
‘frequented by many of the lower sort, who sit and drink all day, and then get
into quarrels among themselves, and sometimes with those who pass by. At
the same corner also is a frequent assemblage of low, disorderly persons,
under pretence of shoe cleaning, disputing, rioting and often quarrelling
during the whole of Morning Service’.12

The High Street seems to have retained a good-class residential
element, if only a small one, during the late eighteenth century and into the
nineteenth, residents including the hydrographer Alexander Dalrymple, who
lived there for many years to his death there in 1808; and the then Major
Abraham D’Aubant, a military engineer of Spitalfields background, living in
the High Street when elected FSA in 1784, but later resident in Harley Street
and Devonshire Place. As shops developed it naturally became more and
more a street of lodging-houses, and in the late 1780s was briefly home to the
painter George Morland and his wife, probably living in lodgings. Prince
Leopold (later first King of the Belgians), in London as part of the Russian
Tsar’s retinue in 1814, was initially obliged to put up in lodgings over a
grocer’s shop.1? But the defining ethos then and later was the business of
buying and selling the goods and services essential to everyday urban life -

what makes it unusual among High Streets is the degree to which its
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evolution, in both architectural and business terms, has long been managed
largely by what has been in effect a single freeholder down to the present day.
In the early 1830s Thomas Smith summed up its humdrum character in a
single sentence: “The houses have nothing to recommend them in point of
architectural beauty, being plain brick buildings; and from their having been
built at various periods are destitute of uniformity; they are, however,
principally occupied by respectable tradesmen’ (Ill. 2.03).14 How to bring
about a measure of uniformity and architectural distinction, and how to
maintain respectability and the appearance of respectability, were for many
decades major concerns of the Portland-Howard de Walden Estate in its
management of the High Street.

Physically, there was little change between Smith’s day and the 1890s.
The Oxford House school closed in 1830, and though the house survived, its
garden was covered by the warehouses of Edward Tilbury’s storage depot.
There was some small-scale mid Victorian rebuilding of shops and public
houses, as leases expired, but nothing to alter radically the look of the street.
But by the start of the Second World War the Estate had brought about the
rebuilding of most of the houses, including some of those dating from the
1850s-60s. After the war the process carried on in tandem with reinstatement
or replacement of bombed buildings, but ran into obstacles including
protected tenancies and the London Ring Road scheme. By the 1970s all
impetus to redevelop had gone and there was hardly any new building until
nearly the end of the century and the start of a much-publicized revival in the
High Street’s fortunes masterminded by the Howard de Walden Estate. Many
buildings once intended for replacement have consequently survived,
resulting in an architectural line-up more mixed in date and style than might
have been envisaged before 1939, or in the 1950s-60s.

The west side has the strongest visual impact, much of it being
crowded with the bays and fancy gables of late Victorian and Edwardian

taste. A few mid Victorian survivals include two Italianate corner pubs, the
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former Queen’s Head (No. 83) and Rising Sun (No. 79). Most inter-war and
post-war building took place on the east side, where No. 35 of the early 1930s,
replacing Oxford House, is a bulky presence. Towards the north end the
streetscape changes, terraced shops and pubs giving way to larger buildings
and open space: St Marylebone School, the parish church and churchyard,
former stables of 1890 at the Conran shop, modern blocks fronting
Marylebone Road. On the west side of the High Street north of Nottingham
Street, only the two buildings on the corner, Nos 70 and 71, still belong to the
Estate, the adjoining houses having been disposed of in the 1920s along with
the streets to the west. A dispiriting loss at this end of the High Street shortly
after the war was the long-superseded parish church of 1741-2, demolished
for no clearly compelling reason.

As a shopping street, Marylebone High Street has proved durable, but
its mixed character has long given rise to conflicting perceptions. In 1911, Sir
Walter Besant found it “fallen from its former importance ... a dingy,
uninteresting thoroughfare with poor shops’. A few years earlier Wilfred
Whitten thought it “perhaps the most perfect High Street left in London’,
mercifully free of heavy traffic: ‘Its shops exist for the fine streets and squares
around it, and it offers them the best of most things, from a tender chicken to
a county history’.15 In the early 1930s, Harold Clunn found it busy and ‘lined
with good-class family shops’, which despite bomb-damage and austerity
remained ‘excellent” in the late 1940s. In 1949 the popular historian Arthur
Bryant, setting out ideas for tourists, made the off-beat suggestion of a stroll
‘in housewife’s hour down Marylebone High Street, or King’s Road ... or any
of the smaller, less showy shopping streets of metropolitan London’.1¢ The
High Street was not a rival to King’s Road as the trendsetter of the 1950s-60s
but did become well-known for a number of specialist or avant-garde shops
and galleries. In the later twentieth century the journalist Bernard Levin, who
lived near by for most of his adult life, regarded Marylebone and Hampstead
High Streets as the only “proper” high streets left in London - this was before
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the Howard de Walden Estate’s ‘revival” from the mid 1990s. Another
journalist, Jeffrey Bernard, a former High Street resident, considered it had
become “far too bland and benign” by the mid 1980s.17

Throughout its history, the High Street has remained physically the
entity defined by mid-to-late eighteenth-century development, both
Marylebone Lane and Thayer Street having stayed distinct in architectural
and business character from the principal bustling thoroughfare. On New
Year’s Day 1937, ‘High Street, Marylebone’ officially became ‘Marylebone
High Street’, similar re-designations being made to other High Streets
throughout the capital at that time. A related proposal by the London County
Council to combine High Street, Thayer Street, Mandeville Place and James
Street under this one name met with vigorous opposition from residents and
the Howard de Walden Estate, and any such change has remained

unthinkable since.

This chapter deals first with historical establishments and institutions along
the High Street, all now vanished except for St Marylebone School. These are
followed by accounts of the main redevelopment phases from mid Victorian
times to the present, amplifying themes outlined above and dealing in
varying detail with selected buildings. Some consideration is also given to the
evolution of the High Street as a shopping and business street. A summary
gazetteer of extant or recently demolished buildings follows.

Marylebone Gardens, whose ‘town gate” was in the High Street close to
the present-day entrance to Beaumont Mews, is the subject of the next
chapter. Devonshire Terrace at the top of the High Street, demolished after
the Second World War, is described in Chapter 4 along with Ferguson House
in Marylebone Road, which replaced it.
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The old parish church (demolished)

The medieval parish church of Tyburn at the south end of Marylebone Lane,
dedicated to St John the Evangelist (page ###), was replaced in the early
1400s by a new church of St Mary the Virgin on the higher, northern ground
where the village centre had now coalesced. Authorized by Robert
Braybrooke, Bishop of London, it was to be completed within ten years of his
rescript, dated 23 October 1400. It occupied a site next to a ‘new chapel’,
which was to be used while building was carrying on.® Though built of stone,
it was a small, unambitious church; the earliest views show it to have
comprised two parallel aisles, a short west tower not much above 30ft, and an
east end abutting directly on the footpath of the High Street (Ill. 2.04). While
some of these views are romanticized all show that by the eighteenth century
any Gothic windows to the exterior had been expunged by post-Reformation
changes of a utilitarian kind. The interior in its latter days is depicted in
Hogarth’s illustration of Tom Rakewell’s marriage to an old woman for her
money in A Rake’s Progress (Il1. 2.05).

Early in 1741 the church was closed on the Vestry’s order as unsafe,
and James Gibbs consulted as to its repair. He favoured complete rebuilding,
presenting plans for a new church, presumably on a grander scale. This
would have meant obtaining an Act of Parliament authorizing a special rate
to raise the money, likely to be unpopular; or soliciting private subscriptions,
likely to be unsuccessful. Marylebone village was, after all, still very much a
village in 1741 and there was no pressing need for a bigger church. The
largest house, the manor house, was a school, and the principal landowner,
the Earl of Oxford, was in no position to provide funds, having gone
bankrupt. Full-scale development around the village centre was hardly in
prospect, and it was reasonable to suppose that proprietary chapels would
supply the needs of newly built districts, as was already the case with the

Oxford Chapel near Cavendish Square. Consequently when churchwarden
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John Lane proposed rebuilding to his own plans for a moderate sum on the
old foundations - technically a repair, payable from an ordinary church rate -
his offer was taken up. Demolition began in July 1741; the new church opened
in February 1742. In the meantime, services were held at the French church.®

Lane was a successful joiner who had worked for Colen Campbell and
Lord Burlington, and had for many years been clerk of works at Chelsea
Hospital, where his successors included Vardy, Adam and Soane. His church
has had an undeservedly poor press in modern times - ‘jerry-built’; “plain to
ugliness’; an ‘extremely ugly, tiny, primitive little sanctuary’.2 But an early
mention calls it “a beautiful new Chapel’.2It was a brown-brick box, with a
short tower and weather-vaned timber turret, hung with a single bell cast
from two old ones (Ill. 2.06). Excavation has shown that it was not built on the
old foundations, though more or less on the old footprint. The original
entrance was directly from the High Street at the east end; later a large porch
was built at the west end, and a smaller one at the south-east corner.

James Gibbs, perhaps still sore that his rebuilding plans had not been
accepted, bequeathed £100 in 1754 towards enlarging the church, mainly with
a view to incorporating a burial vault, as Lane’s church had been built
without one. After much delay the Vestry minutes of 1764 record that “as the
enlargement of the Church agreeable to Mr Gibb’s {sic} design will take up
great time and expense it was proposed that the Vaults should in the mean
time be built under the middle part of the Church agreeable to the said
design’. The consequences were damaging, the Vestry’s surveyor reporting in
1821 that there had been burials beneath the church “in the earth, and
frequently without lead’, causing subsidence to the pews, considerations of
health apart.2

When the new parish church opened in 1818 the old church was
demoted to ‘parish chapel’, and as the area became more and more urban so
building and graveyard took on an exaggerated air of antiquity and lingering

rusticity, and thanks to the attention given to it in the 1880-90s by the rector
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Grant Thomas it became “one of the prettiest spots in this pretty
neighbourhood’.> Changes made in 1818 included the blocking up of the
entrance at the east end, separation of the pulpit and reading desk and some
re-arrangement of the pews. The west porch was probably added at this time.
Georgian simplicity was gradually eroded. When the new church was
modernized by “Victorian” Harris in the 1880s the Spanish mahogany pulpit
from that building was transferred to the old. Gas lighting was installed, and
a set of old stained glass windows (presented by the Dowager Lady Howard
de Walden, who bought them in Venice). But original fittings remained,
including the high box pews, galleries, altar-rail and screen with the Ten
Commandments (Ill. 2.07). There was a small organ and “disproportionate
display of ornamental pipes” at the west end. Above all, the church was
notable for accumulated monuments (since moved to the new church), which,
recalled Sir John Summerson, ‘loomed from the walls, portentous and
grave’.»

The chapel was closed for worship in 1926, and in 1931 the churchyard
- closed to new burials in 1857 - was razed and tarred as a playground for St
Marylebone School, the obelisk monument to Charles Wesley remaining in
place. The church itself, damaged by bombing in 1940-1 and 1944,
deteriorated, and despite the offer of help from the Pilgrim Trust and
prospect of money from the War Damage Commission there was insufficient
will to save it. The north wall was taken down as unsafe in 1948 and complete
demolition followed in 1949.2

When part of the site was earmarked by the borough council for
widening the High Street, the rector Hubert Matthews suggested laying out
the remaining ground as a ‘garden of rest’. Plain plans by the borough
engineer gave way to a fancier scheme by the architect Louis de Soissons and
landscape architect M. Sefton, at the behest of the new Marylebone Society
and partly funded by the council as a Festival of Britain project. Completed in

1952, the garden preserved the outline of the church foundations. This feature

Survey of London © Bartlett School of Architecture, University College London
Website: https:/ /www.ucl.ac.uk/bartlett/architecture/research/survey-london

12



DRAFT

was abandoned in the remodelling of the garden in 2012, when Wesley’s

obelisk, moved in 1952, was returned to its original position.2”

The Manor House and Marylebone School (demolished)

Marylebone Manor House, sometimes retrospectively known as Marylebone
Palace on account of the manor’s royal ownership in the sixteenth century,
was demolished in 1791. It stood at an acute angle close to the High Street (on
the site of the present Conran shop), where there was a high wall and
gateway. As recorded by Michael Angelo Rooker shortly before demolition, it
was an imposing if somewhat rambling building, irregular in outline. The
north-west front, looking over the High Street towards Marylebone Park, was
sixteenth or early seventeenth-century in general appearance, plain and
multi-gabled with a short clock tower (I11. 2.08), but with cross windows
suggesting later refenestration. The corresponding back front, originally
looking across Marylebone Fields towards London, was more complex, with
wings and a two-storey porch giving an E-plan profile (Ill. 2.09). Evidently
built or remodelled in the late seventeenth century, it was again cross-
windowed, but hipped-roofed with a deep eaves cornice, and boldly
embellished with stonework including a broken pediment at the entrance and
arms with supporters filling a central gable over dormer windows. Similar
carved work festooned a short return at the west end of the building (the only
part which directly faced the High Street, Ill. 2.10), while another side
connecting this return to the south-east front was identical in style to the
gabled north-west front. Versions of Pratt’s 1708 survey vary somewhat in
depicting the footprint; they broadly agree with the views by Rooker and
another of 1789 by N. Rouviére (Ill. 2.11), but give no indication of the south-
east wings and porch (nor for that matter does Rocque, though they must

have existed by then). Gasselin’s view of 1700 differs in several respects, some
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perhaps attributable to artistic licence or inaccuracy, others implying later
alterations, the most important of them his depiction of a second, larger tower
(see IlL. 0.##).

Very little is known about the origins and development of the house.
The earliest description of any detail is in a short 1587 lease of the ‘foreparte’,
nearest the parish church, made out to James Rowthe, citizen and
clothworker.2 This part contained eight rooms including a great parlour and
parlour chamber over, and was seemingly in poor condition - for besides
putting up a partition and ‘two good and strong chimneys of brick’, Rowthe
undertook to make repairs and floor the parlour and chamber. Whether the
house continued to be let in parts is not clear, but it seems to have been
occupied by Edward Forsett until not long before his death in 1630. Leaving
his goods and chattels to be divided equally between his son Robert and
daughter Frances he expressed the wish that all the contents of the Manor
House should be left there for Robert, “unaltered as they were at my
decease’.> In 1666 ‘Mis. Fowcett’ - either the second Edward Forsett’s wife
Anne or sister Arabella (page ##) - was assessed for only eighteen hearths
there, a number unchanged in 1674-5, while William Thomas’s account of
1737 says that there were about twelve rooms on each floor, some of them
‘very large’. The house was to some extent remodelled and enlarged between
those dates, probably well before 1711 when the manor was sold to the Duke
of Newcastle. Thomas Smith thought that the south part was added or
renewed at the start of the eighteenth century, and work may have been done
then, but the likely date for the most extensive changes is during the 1670s-
80s.3

Edward Forsett died in early 1672, a month or two after his father
Robert. His son Robert was then a child of no more than 10, and the Manor
House came under Anne’s control during his minority. Edward had died
heavily in debt, leaving the house and outbuildings ‘extremely in decay’, and

she spent a good deal of Robert’s money on repairs, rebuilding and
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improvements, expenses (among others) for which she never provided proper
accounts - eventually leading Robert to instigate proceedings against her
shortly before he died in October 1687 .3

Robert lived at Laleham and apart from unspecified books had no
possessions at Marylebone when he died. The Manor House was probably let.
It was very likely the “‘Mary-le-bon house” where a Mrs Bellpine opened a
girls” boarding school in 1701, and perhaps where her father Jean Billon de la
Mare, a French minister, had run a “great school” for some thirty years.®> The
‘Great House of Marybone” was advertised to let as a whole or in parts in 1703
and that year a boys’ boarding school was opened there by Peter La Touche,
sometime tutor to the late Queen Mary’s pages of honour. Part was let that
year for a 7-year term to James St Amand, a Covent Garden apothecary and
former MP, whose clientele had included James II and Queen Anne.3

Following the sale of the manor to the Duke of Newcastle, the duchess
considered rebuilding the house and got rid of the tenants, La Touche moving
his “French Boarding School’ to Little Chelsea.* Instead of rebuilding, the
Newcastles left the house empty and deteriorating and in 1714 it was let to the
former tenant St Amand. He was supposed to have put it into repair, but after
his death in 1728 it was found to be in such decay that it cost more than £800
to make tenantable, after which it was let for a school to Denis de la Place.
When the clock on the tower was installed seems unrecorded, but in 1734 the
Harleys bought a new dial-plate for it from the great clockmaker Langley
Bradley.s

De la Place’s widow ran “‘Marylebone School” after he died in 1734, and
was succeeded by their daughter and her husband the Rev. Dr John
Fountaine. After his death in 1787 Mrs Fountaine ran it until she died in 1791,
when the house was taken down.3s

J. T. Smith, remembering the school from childhood, thought there
were about a hundred pupils. Forty-plus feather beds offered for sale when it

closed may give a truer idea of its size. French, Latin, Greek, geography and
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science were taught, and a style manual, The New Art of Letter-Writing, was
written for use there in the 1760s. The school was “in great repute’, and pupils
were sufficiently fond of it for a series of reunion dinners to be held from
1766.” Fountaine was a friend or good acquaintance of Handel, his wife an
egregious snob, and many aristocratic pupils confirm the school’s elevated
status. They included Henry Belasyse, 2nd Earl of Fauconberg and MP for
Peterborough; Frederick Augustus, 5th Earl of Berkeley; Sir George Amyand
(later Cornewall), 2nd Baronet, MP for Herefordshire; and “Scotland’s greatest
landowner” Henry Scott, 3rd Duke of Buccleuch. Amyand, Buccleuch and
Fauconberg were at Eton, but not as very young boys - the inference, that
Marylebone was chiefly a prep school, being confirmed by George Colman’s
remark that it was ‘a fashionable stepping-stone to Westminster, and other

public schools of the first order’.3

The French Gardens and French Church (demolished)

The ‘French Gardens’ covered an area between the High Street and the north-
west corner of Marylebone Gardens - in approximate modern-day terms, the
block bounded by Marylebone High Street, Beaumont Street and Devonshire
Street - and perhaps extending along the north side of Marylebone Gardens
as well. J. T. Smith recalled “a narrow winding passage, with garden-palings
on either side’, which ran from north of the field entrance to Marylebone
Gardens to the High Street. Off this passage were ‘numerous openings into
small gardens, divided for the recreation of various cockney florists, their
wives, children, and Sunday smoking visitors’. The address French Gardens
may have included various High Street buildings with rights of access
through Marylebone Gardens, among them a tenement occupied by the
sculptor Michael Rysbrack. A Mrs Nichols who died at the French Gardens

in 1766 was said to have lived there for 36 years, and the name (although not
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appearing in the ratebooks until 1769) was still in general use in the mid
1780s. Later deeds refer to the French Gardens as behind property in the High
Street, notably the Marybone Coffee House at No. 44. There was probably
some commercial horticulture, for in 1777 a sale was held there of plants and
equipment, ‘the property of a florist’.«

The origins of the French church are obscure. It was allegedly in
existence by 1656, though this date was discounted by the Huguenot
historians Beaumont Beeman and W. H. Manchée, Beeman suggesting that it
opened sometime between 1685 and 1700, and giving 1717 as the date of the
‘tirst authentic reference’. Manchée thought that it might have been opened at
the same time as the Manor House school in 1703; but as there may have been
a French school at the Manor House at least as early as the 1670s (see above)
his argument now seems weak. It was certainly in existence by 1709, when a
communion certificate was issued by Jean Le Gros,’Minister of the French
Church of Marebonne’.# The church was still operating in the 1750s, and in
the 1760s the building was named as part of the property comprising the Rose
Tavern, Marylebone Gardens and adjoining buildings. It does not seem to
have been mentioned in the 1685 head lease of the Rose and Gardens,
however. Rocque (1746) shows it as very small and set back from the street
towards the south end of the French Gardens, where Pratt also shows a
building. It presumably disappeared with the redevelopment of Marylebone
Gardens in the late 1770s.42

Oxford House and Tilbury’s (demolished)

Oxford House, at 35 High Street, survived until 1930. The Crace plan of
Marylebone Gardens (see page ###) suggests that it was associated with the
Gardens, but it was not. Lysons stated that the house was purpose-built for

storing the Harley library, a claim often repeated.® It was in fact an old
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lodging-house, which when a tenancy expired in 1734 was “in the most
wretched condition, occasioned not only by the great Antiquity of it, but by
the Slightness of it’s Original Building, as well as the Neglect of timely &
thorough Reparations’. Repairs and partial rebuilding followed an
unsuccessful attempt to let the building - “fit for a Boarding House or School’
- in 1736. Gradual raising of the road surface had left the ground-floor rooms
below street level, so vaults and a terrace were built, the front door opening
on to the first floor. The exterior work must have been substantial, for the
contract for building the new parish church in 1741 specified the brickwork to
be of the same sort as at the new Library.«

It was only after the building work that thoughts turned to its use for
books. In November 1739 Edward Harley, Earl of Oxford, and his trustee and
cousin by marriage the Master of the Rolls Sir John Verney looked over the
house. A plan was produced, and an estimate made for ‘the Supports, etc., to
fit it up for a Library’.ss Ratebooks show it coming into use as the Library in
1740, and later passing into the occupation of Thomas Osborne, the bookseller
who secured the Harleian books and pamphlets. The Harleian manuscripts
were never kept there, but remained at Oxford’s house in Dover Street until
1754-5 following their sale to the nation for the new British Museum.4

School use probably followed soon after the library sale, for in 1745 Mr
Long of the Rose Tavern was advertising to let the ‘French Boarding-school
House for young Ladies, with a Garden before it, adjoining within one Door
of the Rose Tavern’. Long also offered rooms in the house next door, and
“upon Ball or other publick Days the use of a large fine Room, with a Butlery,
gratis, to Dance in, being a very little Distance from the said School” -
probably meaning the ballroom at Marylebone Gardens which would have
stood empty much of the year. He described a 31ft-long first-floor room and
the whole of a newly built third floor, adding that a gallery would be built for
the girls in the French church.+

Survey of London © Bartlett School of Architecture, University College London
Website: https:/ /www.ucl.ac.uk/bartlett/architecture/research/survey-london

18



DRAFT

The school continued under Mrs Chardelou, her daughter Mrs Jare,
from 1754 by Elizabeth Cornish, and by 1772, when she complained that the
pupils had been frightened by fireworks at Marylebone Gardens, Mrs Hervey.
Mary Robinson (‘Perdita”) was a pupil about this time. The school was noted
for its ‘antiquated and unfashionable precepts of morality’. In 1783 Elizabeth
and Mary Barnes succeeded Mrs Hervey, and in 1792 took out a building
lease on the site. Thomas Smith says the house was ‘nearly rebuilt, with a
modern front’, by John Brown, who also built houses adjoining. In 1830 the
school, then run by Mrs Brown, moved to St Andrew’s Place, Regent’s Park,
and in 1832 Oxford House was advertised for sale. By c.1835 it had been
acquired by Edward Tilbury for his business as a storage warehouseman.

Tilbury was a carpenter-builder turned surveyor, based from 1807 at 48
High Street. He began his furniture storage business, Edward Tilbury & Co.,
in 1813 at 49 High Street, where he built a warehouse over a yard bordered by
gardens of the houses in Beaumont Street - part of the French Gardens site. It
was, he claimed, the first business of its kind. At Oxford House, Tilbury
covered the garden with two warehouses, fronting Beaumont Mews, and
Oxford House became his headquarters, though he retained 49 High Street
and had various other premises in the Marylebone area, including much of
Beaumont Mews, and another furniture warehouse in Blandford Place (later
part of Park Road, Regent’s Park). His trade card for 1841 describes the
warehouses as for the care of furniture, books, linen, china, wines, etc, on a
weekly, monthly or annual basis. In addition, he provided fireproof storage
for deeds and valuables, wine cellarage, and a range of related services.®

After Tilbury’s death the business passed to his son-in-law Edwin
Tarner, whose grandson Ernest Tarner turned it into a limited company. The
warehouse at 49 High Street was given up in the 1920s and demolished for R.
C. Hardy’s motor depot (see below). The warehouses behind Oxford House

were demolished following bomb damage in the Second World War (see No.

Survey of London © Bartlett School of Architecture, University College London
Website: https:/ /www.ucl.ac.uk/bartlett/architecture/research/survey-london

19



DRAFT

35 below). Tilbury’s itself, mainly based in Harrow Road, continued at 34

Marylebone High Street into the 1950s.5

Marylebone Police Court (demolished)

Marylebone Police Court derived from the Public Offices set up under the
Middlesex Justices Act of 1792, seven London establishments based on the
Bow Street model which combined basic policing with summary justice
dispensed by stipendiary magistrates. In 1821 the Shadwell office was closed
and replaced by one in a rented house at 86 High Street, fitted up at a cost of
over £1,700 and opening in July with a complement of three magistrates, two
clerks, a housekeeper, messenger and five constables, one of whom acted as
jailer - the officers and two of the magistrates transferred from Shadwell 5!
That translation, from a rough riverside parish (recently much cleared by
dock building) to Marylebone, says something about the emerging character
of the area, and the court was to derive much business during its half-century
of existence from the immediate vicinity, where Grotto Passage and Paradise
Street were notorious addresses. One of the more famous miscreants to
appear there was the adventuress Lola Montez, prosecuted for bigamy in
1849.

As described in 1821, the main room was squarish, lofty and spacious,
with panelled walls, top-lit by ‘a kind of dome” consisting of a skylight and
windows. But the building was never well-suited to its purpose. Magistrates
entered from the High Street. Everyone else, witnesses, solicitors, prisoners
and public, used the back way from Grotto Passage and often had to stand
outside for hours waiting for their cases to come up. In bad weather they
might be allowed to squash into an outer office. Lack of vehicle access meant
that prisoners had to be hustled some way to the court, giving opportunities

for attempted rescues. These problems were addressed in 1840 when the
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waiting area was roofed in, seating provided, and the cells were screened by a
high wall. Even so, rioting was common and the closeness of a pub to the
back entrance fuelled volatility both outside and inside court. Further
improvement was made in 1855, when the site of cottages at the rear of 87
High Street was absorbed into the premises.>

From 1871 London police courts became the responsibility of the
Commissioners of Works and Public Buildings, who soon determined to
rebuild elsewhere. A replacement in Seymour Place opened in 1875; the old

building, having been in commercial use, was demolished in 1898.5

Marylebone Music Hall (demolished)

Marylebone was one of the smallest London music halls, a fact which ensured
its closure long before music hall generally declined. But it was well placed
for the nightly hall-to-hall dashes of the most in-demand performers, and as a
small venue under astute management became a nursery for future stars.s
Arthur Lloyd came on to Marylebone immediately after his London debut at
the Sun Music Hall, Knightsbridge, in 1862; Charles Coburn, Gus Elen, the
Great Vance, George Leybourne, Little Tich and Vesta Tilley were among
those who appeared there before becoming celebrities. Belle Elmore, wife of
Dr Crippen, reputedly began her brief music-hall career at Marylebone.5
Smallness made for an intimate atmosphere, likened in the 1860s to ‘a very
genial “family-party” tone’. There was then no stage door, performers making
their entrances and exits through the auditorium. Comfort and cosiness were
Marylebone’s leading qualities, and “if occasionally there should be a little
squeezing - well, it is squeezing that nobody seems to object to’. In the mid
1880s it was the setting for some of the earliest works by Walter Sickert to
depict music hall, including his paintings of Ada Lundberg (c.1887) and Fred
Albert (The Lion Comique, 1887).5¢
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Marylebone Music Hall originated as an off-shoot of the Rose of
Normandy at 32 High Street, and it always remained as much an adjunct to
the pub as a venue in its own right, its clientele overwhelmingly local. The
pub survived the music hall’s demise and rebuilding, eventually closing in
1956.57

The Rose of Normandy was described by Thomas Smith in 1833 as the
oldest pub in the parish, ‘supposed to have been built about 200 years ago’,
and he mentions the balustraded staircase in support of this date. What then
comprised the Rose, however, was only the fragment of a much larger
building (Ill. 2.13). Hearth Tax returns in the 1760s-70s show it to have had 24
hearths (six more than the Manor House), and a reference to a repair in 1738
indicates that it more or less abutted the house later remodelled as Oxford
House, thus covering the sites of Nos 33 and 34 as well as 32.58 In the 1730s
William Thomas, the Harley surveyor, called it the Rose de Normandie or
French Rose. Pratt’s map (1708) shows a bowling green behind, while an
advertisement of 1774 mentions ‘several good skittle-grounds, commodious
harbours, etc’.» Low and externally unimposing, what survived of the Rose
was rebuilt in the mid nineteenth century, taller and brought forward to the
late eighteenth-century building line. Various dates have been given, but in
January 1850 a miser named Sampson Seares starved to death in a garret there
after 23 years’ residence, indicating that the house had not then been rebuilt.e0

The music hall was started by John Page, who took over the Rose in
1856, obtaining a music licence that autumn. Three years earlier, a similar
application had failed. An action against Page in 1857 shows the hall to have
been an existing clubroom converted by a carpenter for concerts - possibly a
new building in the yard recorded in 1848. Page appointed the (unrelated)
“tenor and nautical vocalist” William Page as chairman and manager, the
doors opening about February 1857.6t Among early performers was Samuel
Collins Vagg, famous as Sam Collins, comic-Irish singer and step-dancer, who

had taken over as proprietor by August 1858. In 1860 Vagg gave up the
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premises to run the Upper Welch Harp near Hendon, but continued to appear
on stage at Marylebone.s2

Vagg made ‘extensive alterations’, and was probably responsible for
lining the back of the stage with mirror, as described in 1861. It was
announced that the enlarged hall would hold 1,000 but it never did,
accommodating some 700-plus, at most 800.63 Extensive alterations too were
reportedly made by Vagg’s successor Robert Botting in 1865-6, including
redecoration and better ventilation. In 1869 Botting doubled the space fitted
up as stalls, and built a Gothic-style saloon bar on the north side of the hall.
The 30ft by 20ft double-height room, top-lit with an arched-brace roof, was
still unfinished when opened that Christmas.s

Structural and other alterations were made at the Metropolitan Board
of Works” behest in 1884-5 under the architect J. G. Buckle, who oversaw
further improvements including a proscenium wall in 1892. Two pairs of
boxes were installed at the stage end in 1897 as part of a general makeover
under the last proprietor, Edward Hart. Visitors” impressions of the reopened
premises were “astonishment and delight. What a dainty saloon! ... Parisian
in its brightness and brilliancy, its white-painted chairs, its reflecting mirrors,
and its abbey-like roof. How smart, too, is everything in the auditorium, from
the pretty drop-curtain, depicting Trafalgar-square, to the polished fittings
and ... tasteful decorations’.s The hall itself as recorded in 1900 was just
under 70ft long by 24ft wide, with a U-shaped gallery, the narrow sides
serving as gangways to the boxes (Ill. 2.14). The hall was classical in style with
columns and decorative railings fronting the balcony, and a semi-circular
ceiling.6

In the 1890s Marylebone was still able to book occasional big names -
less conventional fare included the former hangman James Berry, engaged to
lecture on ‘Criminals I have met’. By the end of the century it was no longer
viable, and Hart closed it down after the summer of 1900.¢ The premises were

rebuilt for him in 1901-2 as a block of flats comprising Walden House, with a
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pub under the old name and off-licence stores. The architect was W. M.

Brutton.ss

St Marylebone School

St Marylebone Church of England Secondary School grew out of two
parochial poor schools, merged in 1815 as St Marylebone Central National
School - so named to distinguish it from recently established Eastern and
Western schools - and the parochial infants” school founded in 1828. The
present compact site adjoining the parish church was acquired and developed
in stages from 1828, and has buildings ranging in date from 1858 to 2007 (Il1.
2.15). From 1957 the school was secondary-only; from 1966 girls-only. The
sixth form, introduced in 1974, became co-educational in 1994.6

The first antecedent school was St Marylebone Day School of
Instruction and Industry for girls and boys, opened in purpose-built premises
in Paradise Street in 1792 under the governorship of several bishops and
noblemen. This taught such handicrafts as straw-plaiting, needlework,
shoemaking and pin-pointing, earnings from which paid for some of the
children’s clothing - the future portrait painter Andrew Wivell was a pupil
about 1794. When Andrew Bell began promoting the monitorial teaching
system some years later, the school adopted it.”

The second school was St Marylebone Institution for the Religious and
Moral Instruction of the Poor. The prime mover, in 1808, was the
philanthropist (Sir) Thomas Bernard, resident in Wimpole Street, who
obtained the site and under whose ‘own immediate inspection” the
schoolroom was built. The Duke of Portland was patron of the Institution, as
he was of the Foundling Hospital, with which Bernard had been closely
involved until 1806.71
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By May 1808 a site had been found on the duke’s estate, comprising a
house at 82 High Street (site of the present 82 and 83A) with space at the rear
and, then or later, an adjoining house at 60 Paddington Street.”2 Exactly when
the school opened is not known, but it may have predated the Barrington
School in Bishop Auckland (opened under Bell’s superintendence), the subject
of Bernard’s The New School (1809). Following the establishment of Bell’s
National Society in 1811 the Institution became part of the United National
Schools, and four years later absorbed the Paradise Street industrial school.
By 1817-18, when the premises were enlarged, there were more than 600
pupils. There were 700 by 1821, but by 1833 only about 500.7

The school, filling the site behind the High Street, was ‘handsome and
commodious’. It comprised one large room, with canted corners, and a small
back room. The house itself was probably the schoolmaster’s residence, and
the children’s entrance was via a passageway off Paddington Street. Closed in
1863, the main building was subsequently adapted as the mission church of
the Good Shepherd (page ###).

An infants” school was established in 1828 by the rector of Marylebone,
John Hume Spry, on a ‘commodious and retired spot” adjoining the
churchyard, part of the present school site, consisting of a schoolroom for 300,
mistress’s house, and playground with a shed for rainy days. In 1858 the
school was replaced by what is now House Block. The freehold of the
enlarged site was given by the Duke of Portland, but a leasehold had to be
bought out, calling for well above the standard state grant.” The building was
designed by the architect Thomas Little, who served on the management
committee. It comprised two schoolrooms and three classrooms, for girls and
infants only, and residences for the two teachers adjoining. In its Classical
show elevations, yellow brick with cement or stone dressings, Little’s
building makes the most of an unpromising site, wedged between church and

mews (Ill. 2.16). The Oldbury Place elevation is functional and factory-like.
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Boys remained at the former St Marylebone Institution until a new
boys’ school was provided in 1862-3 in the form of the northern half of what
is now Old Building, erected in memory of William Benett of Nottingham
Place, at the expense of his daughter, Etheldreda Anna Benett, the founder of
the Sisters of Bethany (Ill. 2.17).7 The architect was named at the time of the
foundation stone laying as John Henry Hakewill, but later was said to have
been Robert Hesketh. The building consisted of a house for the master
fronting the High Street, with the school behind, extending the full depth of
the narrow site. The ground floor served largely as a playground, with open
arcading along the north side. On the first floor were a large schoolroom and
small classroom; there was a second, attic classroom at the west end.7s

Adjoining the boys” school on the south were the Sun and Sportsman
pub and cottages called Palace Row. In 1889 these were given by Lady
Ossington and Lady Howard de Walden as the site for a technical school,
together with £8,000 to cover most of the building cost.””7 Hakewill and
Hesketh were dead, and the architect this time was Thomas (“Victorian”)
Harris, well-established as a churchwarden and designer of parochial
projects. Opened in 1890, the new building was planned as an extension of the
boys’ school. On the ground floor the accommodation included workshops
for woodwork and metalwork, each with its own entrance from the covered
playground. The first floor had an assembly hall, a cookery centre and
laundry, and a drawing studio in the roof. A gymnasium was fitted up in the
basement, and a caretaker’s flat in the upper floors fronting the High Street.
Stylistically, given the narrowness of the frontage, Harris had little option
other than to follow Hakewill’s lead and create a unified ensemble. His main
alteration to Hakewill’s building was to convert the schoolroom into four
classrooms communicating with the new assembly hall. A ‘swivel” partition
allowed the middle rooms to be made into one. Later alterations include

glazing-in and subdivision of the covered playground.’
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With the completion of Harris’s extension, more pupils enrolled and
the school could be described as ‘large and flourishing... with every modern
appliance’. By 1895 the roll had reached 1,200, but soon fell back. In 1927 a
London County Council report noted that the school had always aimed above
standard elementary level, achieving “a very distinguished record”.” Physical
amenity was improved in the next few years by paving over the adjoining
graveyard as a playground, but the buildings were by now problematic. A
1935 report described them as “old, rambling, badly lighted and poorly
ventilated’. Reconstruction was already in mind, encouraged by the closure in
1930 of St Marylebone Charity School for Girls in Marylebone Road. This
brought extra pupils and the promise of money for a ‘central school” (for 11-
15 year-olds), additional to the parochial infant and junior classes, in a new
building meant for completion in 1935. Factors in the scheme’s failure appear
to have included the LCC’s view that the proposed central-school roll of 560
was excessive, and the Board of Education’s opposition to sex-segregated
classes, which the managers wanted to keep.s

In 1937 a parent’s complaint led to investigation by a Board of
Education inspector, who declared that “Hygienically and socially the
conditions in this School are a disgrace’, unthinkable in any council school.
The headmistress explained that in the view of the head of the management
committee, the rector Dr W. T. Morrison, the pupils’ homes were probably
worse, ‘and therefore it is not worth while doing anything’.s!

The rebuilding scheme was back on track following the 1936 Education
Act, which provided for grants to non-provided elementary schools such as
this. Proposals for new central and senior schools were agreed by the LCC
and Board of Education in 1939 and plans drawn up (by Humphrey
Pakington of Pakington & Enthoven), but the scheme was scuppered by the
war.8

In 1957 the primary school was closed in accordance with the London

School Plan, and plans were made for rebuilding on a much enlarged site
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taking in Oldbury Place and the east side of Nottingham Place. These were
soon scaled back. Part of Oldbury Place was compulsorily purchased, and the
tirst phase of intended redevelopment was carried out in 1963-6 with the
building of the curtain-walled New Block, adjoining House Building, to
provide rooms including science labs and a library. The architects for this and
the earlier scheme were J. Barrington-Baker & Partners, then of Queen Anne
Street. When work turned up bones and coffins it became clear that the
building was encroaching on the old churchyard, and hasty steps were made
to acquire the freehold and ensure proper reburial.s

New Block was to have been followed by adjoining buildings, with an
assembly hall, gymnasia and another large teaching block.s This all fizzled
out and subsequent developments were comparatively minor: a small Sixth
Form Centre (1982); new classrooms in the roof of Old Building (1985); a new
art and science building (1993). Chronic shortage of space was tackled in the
new century by relocation of the sixth form to Blandford Street (in 2005) and
redevelopment of a large portion of the site, involving deep excavation of the
playground (and mass exhumation of human remains), to create a sunken
gymnasium roofed by an artificial sports field at old ground level.

The scheme was designed by Gumuchdjian Architects, whose founder
Philip Gumuchdjian had been introduced to the school through a former
client, the film producer David Puttnam.ss The double-height gymnasium is
approached by stairs beneath a glazed canopy from a large “area’” supplying
natural light and ventilation to the gym through a retractable glazed screen
(Il 2.18). Two floors of dance and drama studios adjoin, with a catwalk at the
upper level doubling as a viewing gallery on to the gym. These are the lower
floors of a five-storey visual and performing arts centre ranged along the
south side of the site. Emphasis to the block is given by the lift shaft, clad in
Cor-Ten steel and serving as a clock-tower (Ill. 2.19). Excavation began in 2004

and the new buildings were opened in 2007.
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Redevelopment since ¢.1860

Before the First World War

A spate of rebuilding took place in the High Street from the late 1850s, as
building leases expired, but whether the initiative came from lessees or the
Estate is unrecorded.s Besides the Queen’s Head and Rising Sun public
houses (1863 and 1866), they included the present Nos 83A (1859), 116-117
(1862), and 65-69 (1864-5) - all in the Italianate manner, with varying
amounts of stucco or artificial stone. Their architects, where known, are
obscure: Gordon Stanham at 116-117, Charles Bradley at 65-66 (and probably
the whole row of five). Designed by the equally obscure Hudson, Son &
Booth, the taller Queen Anne Revival buildings at Nos 111-115 (1885-6) were
the prototypes for subsequent rebuilding along much of the street. A factor in
choosing to rebuild here may have been a fire at No. 113, an oil shop.s”

Before about 1890 new leases were more likely to be on the basis of so-
called reconstruction than rebuilding - ‘reconstruction” often amounting to no
more than repair and modernization, usually with the raising of attics into
full-height storeys. This was the case, for instance, at Nos 10-15 and 102 in
1863; all again rebuilt since.® It was the case too at Nos 34 and 36 in 1891.
These were among the last instances, and from then on the Estate’s policy was
to rebuild whenever possible, regularizing or amalgamating the old, often
narrow sites to produce good-sized houses comprising one or two shops, and
flats on the upper floors with their own street entrance.

As on the estate generally, it was usual to give first refusal for new
leases to existing lessees, or occupying sub-lessees if their leases ran for most
of the head-lease period - but this was not always compatible with the long-
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term interests of the Estate. Less enterprising or substantial figures fell away
or were swept aside. Where amalgamation of sites was called for, particularly
at corners, rebuilding was likely to be offered over the heads of such small-
timers, who might be offered tenancies elsewhere.

While short leases might be granted this was usually with an eye to
bringing lease-ends into line for simultaneous redevelopment. Usually a new
lease meant rebuilding, under strict terms as to timetable, specification,
design, use and occupation, and at the lessee’s risk. The Estate management
always had the long term in view, and avoided either taking old properties
under its direct control or carrying out redevelopment itself, a policy which
only began to weaken after the Second World War.

Where shops were intended for routinely prohibited trades, leases
were invariably offered on the understanding that a revocable licence would
be granted. Such licences were always personal, requiring renewal if a
business changed hands. Where building work could not be completed in the
time specified, extensions might be granted. There was a (rare) possibility of
leeway in the matter of ground rents, which might be reduced in
acknowledgement of extra cost incurred meeting the architectural demands of
the estate surveyor, typically for ornamentation of the street front. This was
the case at the corner building Nos 5A High Street and 2 New Cavendish
Street, where the upper floors were to be used only for storage but the Estate
was keen to see ornamental treatment in line with its aim of improving
property values at the west end of New Cavendish Street, then (in the late
1890s) a dowdy location under the separate name of Great Marylebone Street.

Shopkeeper lessees were often poorly placed in negotiating renewals,
as their continued good trade with an established clientele might depend
upon remaining in the same part of the street, and they could not therefore
easily reject what was offered.

While those entering into contracts for rebuilding might choose their

own architects, jobs were usually undertaken by any of a handful of practices,
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familiar with the Estate’s methods and requirements. In many cases names
would have been given to prospective lessees by the Estate; in others the
architects had a closer involvement, finding takers for sites from among
existing clients or interesting themselves directly in speculative development.

One of the problems in the High Street redevelopment from the late
nineteenth century until the Second World War was the tension between the
Estate’s demands as to architectural character and size of shops and flats, and
the commercial realities of shopkeeping and flat-letting. Time and again,
lessees complained of having to spend more than they intended, particularly
on street-front embellishment, when this offered no possibility of
corresponding financial return. Rooms over shops remained a second-class
rental market, regardless of exterior decoration. In addition, the Estate’s
refusal to allow small shop units made shops harder to let, ruling out trades
in which only small spaces were required, regardless of the ‘class’ of business
carried on. These difficulties were exacerbated by the Estate’s draconian
opposition to advertising and signs and to the display of goods on pavement
forecourts, discussed below. To some extent the impression of booming
prosperity suggested by the standard of rebuilding from the 1890s to the First
World War is false, for new shops and flats often remained empty for lengthy
periods, some lessees losing out badly as a result.

In 1911 the owner of No. 105, rebuilt with No. 106 in 1902, complained
that the lease he had bought was so hedged about with restrictions as to be
virtually fraudulent, the shop having been empty since it was built. A factor
here may have been his business incompetence, but successive would-be
tenants ran up against restrictive covenants and the readiness of neighbouring
tradesmen to raise a storm of protest at any possible nuisance, such as the
smell of fish. The shop stayed empty until 1914, and when finally let, to a
gown-maker, a troublesome neighbour was quick to complain of noisy

sewing machines and banging down of flat-irons.
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A less extreme example is the redevelopment of Nos 101-102. In 1907
the lessee of No. 102, Henry Northcroft, of the Regent Street surveyors
Northcroft, Neighbour & Nicholson, was offered a building lease of the two
sites. For some time he and his brother havered over the offer, worried about
unlet High Street shops and the failure of the developer J. A. Michell to find
tenants for all the property there he had built several years back. They were
concerned, too, about the barring of certain trades and warnings from locals
of the difficulties in keeping premises free from undesirables.

In 1910 their plans, by Sidney Neighbour, were rejected as offering
‘inferior’ accommodation and insufficient ornament. Instead of the small flats
and three shops they wanted, the Estate’s Frederick Stevenson demanded two
shops, a central entrance, and two flats on each upper floor running front to
back, his usual formula. He also pressed for embellishments including a
gable, quoins and pierced parapet, which inflated the cost well above that
anticipated. As feared, the shops would not readily let.

At Nos 40-41, where two tiny shops on the corner of Devonshire Street,
an oil shop and a dairy, were redeveloped shortly before the First World War,
the building lessee Henry Rickards, an oil-man, also found himself pushed
towards a more expensive building than intended, while getting no
concession as to business display, notably a deep facia. He and his architect
found the site too small to generate a good return, especially since an
intended fourth floor was vetoed by the LCC, while costs were increased by
Stevenson’s insistence on fireproof floors throughout. Executed in a showy
Baroque manner in red brick and Portland stone, the new building was
designed by R. Allesbrooke Hinds (Ill. 2.20). The bowed central bay suggests
Stevenson’s influence, and the crowning broken pediment was almost
certainly added at his behest.

In the case of Nos 77-78, redevelopment was held up in the early 1900s
not by architectural considerations but by the Estate’s inflexibility over

loading and unloading times, a vital concern for the occupier and prospective
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redeveloper John Hall & Sons, old-established Bristol-based manufacturers of
building materials and fittings. Although agreement was reached, Halls sold
their interest to professional developers, the Bywaters family (later of the
Aquis Property Company Ltd), who produced a rather showy speculative
block of the sort favoured by the Estate (I11. 2.21).

A rare instance of no-expense-spared rebuilding without apparent
pressure from the Estate was at No. 83, where in 1908-11 the antiquarian
bookseller Francis Edwards employed the architect W. Henry White, a regular
on the estate, for his new shop. The work included a well fitted-up galleried,
top-lit showroom and an electric lift (Ills 2.22-24).8° External architectural
show and high quality of building is particularly in evidence at the slightly
earlier No. 6, where the explanation is two-fold: the developer was Lilley &
Skinner, already an important firm, and the site had a long frontage to New
Cavendish Street, an address with greater potential than the High Street,
which as noted above the Estate was determined to realise (Ill. 2.25).

The sole large redevelopment of the pre-First World War period was
the building of William Burton’s stables or “horse repository” opposite the old
parish church (see No. 55, below).

Between the wars

A dozen or so buildings were erected in the High Street between the two
world wars, most of them following the pre-1914 pattern in replacing just one
or two old houses.® By this time the professional developer was more in
evidence than the shopkeeper rebuilding his own premises. Edgar S. Perry, of
the local builders Perry & Perry, was particularly active, working with the
architect W. A. Lewis to produce a series of neo-Georgian buildings at Nos
10-17, 24 and 28-31. These projects were invariably financed by the
Cavendish Mortgage Co. Ltd or Prudential Mortgage Co. Ltd, run by W. S.
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Hoare and later W. D. N. Hoare, who sometimes took the leases themselves.
Such figures were generally agreeable to any aesthetic requirements the Estate
might have, and ready to commission elevational drawings direct from the
estate surveyor’s office if pressed for time. This was so at Nos 30-31, where V.
Royle Gould redesigned Lewis’s original drawing, first in sketch form and
then in detail. The result, “which’, said Lewis, ‘I like very much’, makes clear
just what the estate surveyor Col. Blount was after (Ill. 2.27). The key qualities
are symmetry, and an emphatically “architectural” treatment in which features
such as bays, gables, cornicing and mullion-and-transom windows dispel any
suggestion of utility or economy while not serving as the basis for much
purely ornamental display. By this time, the decorative eclecticism of the pre-
war period, with its variants on Queen Anne Revival, English Baroque, and
Free Renaissance designs, was giving way to plainer neo-Georgian, or a neo-
Queen Anne style more historically accurate than ‘Revival” had been.

Perry and Lewis’s familiarity with the Estate and local property market
made for a good working relationship with the estate surveyors, which was
not always the case with outsiders. At Nos 16-17, Perry took over the
rebuilding from United Dairies Ltd, who had a shop at No. 16, and contracted
to rebuild in 1933. There was a long delay before the in-house architect Frank
T. Dear produced any drawings, and when he did so they were much
modified by Blount, bay windows added and a stone balustrade substituted
for brick panels. After more delay and considerable friction, United Dairies
negotiated the transfer of their contract. All they wanted, they explained, was
a shop, not the bother of building and maintaining flats.

While a major company such as United Dairies might wish to avoid the
complications of rebuilding, a smaller business occupier might find such a
speculation attractive. No. 82 was rebuilt in 1928 for W. S. Chapman & Co.
Ltd, wholesale grocers, to designs by Herbert Kenchington (Ill. 2.28). The
result is another neo-Georgian elevation, executed in bright, mainly red

‘multi-coloured’ bricks and Portland stone dressings. At No. 26, rebuilding
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was undertaken in 1923 by the building contractors O. P. Drever & Son
(Kettering) Ltd, based in Northamptonshire but with a West End office. Their
architect was Gordon Jeeves, who turned in a robust-looking early Georgian
design, with rusticated brick quoining and a bold stone cornice (IlL. 2.29). The
completed building was quickly sold on to an investment company.
Redevelopment here highlighted the risks to the Estate of dealing with
shopkeeper lessees. After a rebuilding contract with the occupier fell through
in 1915 another was made with a frame-maker next door, who soon
afterwards closed the shop, transferring the contract to the new occupant, a
fishmonger, John Canning Doherty. Rebuilding was postponed until after the
war, when ‘Jocando” went bankrupt. The buyer of the business proved
equally insubstantial, and eventually the contract was transferred to Drevers.

A more ambitious project was at Nos 1 and 1A on the corner of
Marylebone Lane in 1926-7, a relatively tall new building which was given a
tull facing of ‘French Portland” stone in deference to the Westminster Bank,
who had agreed to take part of the premises (Ill. 2.30). Another prominent
rebuilding scheme was at Edward Tilbury & Co.’s storage depot (see No. 35,
below). This occupied a wide frontage, and when it became available the
Estate pressed for rebuilding against the initial inclinations, or at any rate
protestations, of the lessee Bovis Ltd. Uniquely in the High Street at that time,
this was chiefly an office development.

The only other inter-war building on any scale was Basildon Court,
occupying seven house plots in the High Street besides having a good
frontage to Devonshire Street. Redevelopment here was planned in 1923
when, after one scheme had already fallen through, the site was among
several on the estate taken on by the London & West End Property
Corporation Ltd. In 1931 plans were made for its development on a sub-
leasing agreement by Realty Trust Ltd of St James’s Square, who obtained
planning approval for a neo-Georgian building comprising a nurses” hostel,

with some flats and a bank.” Realty Trust sold their interest to the developer
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G. S. Ferdinando, who commissioned Marshall & Tweedy to adapt the design
for private flats. Building was carried out in 1933-5, by Wilson Lovatt & Sons
Ltd. Ferdinando was unable to interest a bank in taking the corner space,
which became a restaurant, initially under his own control. Medical
consulting rooms or surgeries were also provided, on Devonshire Street.

A yet bigger scheme, the rebuilding of the former Burton’s stables as a
garage and flats, ultimately came to nothing (see No. 55, below). Opposite the
stables, a large cleared site for flats was among several pre-war projects of the
developer Henry Brandon not yet started when he died in 1945. Brandon was
also contracted to rebuild No. 76, where ‘reconstruction” had been carried out
in the 1890s, the work being intended for the end of the old lease in 1941. It
was soon deferred until 1953, on the grounds that the occupier, a furniture
dealer, had spent heavily establishing himself there and faced ruin if he had

to leave; the rebuilding never did take place.

The War and post-war reconstruction

Marylebone High Street suffered considerable bomb damage in the Second
World War, chiefly on the east side. Rebuilding after the war was hampered
by inevitable difficulties over building licences, but also by the proposed
London Ring Road which was expect