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1. T refer to your client's appeal, which I'have becn appoinlodaio d2tcrmine,
. against the decision @ the London Borowsh Council of Lumden to refuue plimming

permission for the chawre from recidential to office use of premines ot

No. 23 John &treet, London WC1. I have considered the written representations

made by you and ty the council, and also those made by interested porsons. 1

inspected the cite on Thursduy 25 September 1)80

24 From my inspection of the site and the surrounding arca and from my consider -

tion of the representuations made I find that the principal issve in thic case o
vhether there are overriding reasons for the proposcd development bearing in md
the prevailing plamning policies for the area and the character of the neiphbour.
hood.

3. The appeal site is an carly cl18 terraced brick—~fuced preperty in a sircel of
similar buildings all with dircct frontace to the Lack of a wide fooluwiys The
main exception is a medern purpose built office bleck at Nos. 21~2%a, lin, 22 iz
a listed buildine in a desigmated conservation arews. It has previousiy bheen in
roecidential use for which plarnines permission was wiven in 1962, althoush at the
time of my inspection the ground floor was beinsz used as an office, I understand
‘ . that ihis usc has not been authorised.

4o During the accomp&nled inspection & carcful ourvey from the footway waa made
all properties in John & Lreeb, and also of part of louchty Streci, the physicel

northward extension of John Street. They are both sircets of positive architectur

characier and are relatively gquiet. There are more propsrties in office use than

L

in residential use. lowever, several properties appeir to be occupied as dweliinege,

either as single uniis or as flats. The appeal property is certiainly copable of
being used residentially, since there are kitchen and/or bathroom facilities
available in the basement, ground, first, second and third fleoors, The living roo

<R

at pround and first Tloor level in particular are I consider of elegani propertiont,

and all rooms are in rcod decorative condition.

- %, While it is true that there is only a cmall parden cpaee to the properiy

and no car parking other than at the kerb side, I am guite certain that the prosenca

of offices in the vicinity does not stand in the way of salisfactory residential
occupation of 1his properiy. HMorcover, it should as a listed building continue %o
be vrogerly maintained in such a use,. '
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The relevimt plonnine policies appear to me to reiaforce 1he reiention of the
gito in recidential une,  The Grewgtor London Development Plon writien sictenont
approved hy the Deeretavy of Stule 1o 1976 is guite ecxnticit on the point ihat
permission Tor o change from residenticl uce will not normadly bo given, bocouse o)

the continucd and pressing nced for such cccommodation in the metyopclis. Uinilarl.

the adopted Plan for Cumden 1979 focuses the stratesic GLOP Policy on this nreda.
There i3 to be restraint on office wses south of Duston Road ie in the arca ol too

site; and again chanses from resmidential use are to bo resisted. Hoeving conSideora’

these and all other matfqrs raised, I do not consider thal there are overriding
reasons to justify the proposed chunge of use.

7. For ihe &howe reisons, und in oxercise of the povers tranaferrad 1o mey T
horaby dimaiss thia appoal,
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I am Gir Yo,

Your obedient Servant
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