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I have been appointed by the Secretary of State for the Environment to der'i::.e 

above mentioned appeal against the decision of the Westminster City Council 

is refuse planning permission for a variation to the planning :errn:sicn dated 

AD Nay 1983 (reference PT/TP/10724) to provide for a licenced tatting office in 

tart of the basement with an entrance through the ground floor off Chichester 
on the site at 79-87 Chancery Lane, 8-24 Bishop:; Court, 1-17 and 2-12 Chi::estt 
London .!C2. I held a local inquiry into the appeal on 12 and 14 June 18? 

- 

. 
This appeal concerns a variation to a ccmprehemAve redevelopment scheme 

ch was granted conditional approval on 20 May 1988 under reference PT/TPJ'I0'. 

lr:t scheme involves partial demolition, refurbishment uehind retaited facades, 

tonotructiort of a new basement, grour.d floor with t floors c-ia:' to r:'ovide shoA 

of Alcoa, light industry (workshops) a wine bar and S No self-contained flats. 

n concerned only with considering :te proposed var .ation of :arttf this ncte::e 
therefore the remainder of the 1 . o:rent, Thclod:n: all the 
the Council, stand- unaltered. 

- 

I am aware that there is a Sect:or. 12 Agreement linked to the: current r;1 

remission for the site. This areenent !.:a:; affect the implementation of any 
revisions to the original project. The third reason for refusal which spec1t1ca: 
tfers to the Section 52 Agreement was withdrawn by the Council at the inquiry. 

fs• It became evident during the inquiry that certain matters were no i.tuger 
in dispute. 7h3se were: 

- 
that a betting shop was an appropriate use within this part of Chance:: 

Lane; 

b that the development, inciodt:nv the appeal site, was not within the 
Special industrial Area as cefinec in Polio; A52 of the deposited Westinl:s:tr 
District Plan; and 

c. that no alteration would occur to the number of shops prunosed within 

the overall development. The Council conceded that, although variations 

had been made to the :round floor layout, the shops to be provided would 

remain at 18 in accordance with :cu.dition A of the planning po:rnisston. 



I visited the site on Monday 12 June 1989 and ob3erved that construction 

•c Was in progress. The main skeleton frame was erected and the ground floor 

,'eas were protected by hoardings. The appeal premises front directly onto Chancery 
Lane while to the rear are the grounds of Lincoln's Inn. The development is located 
in an office/commercial area mainly related to the legaL profession. Due to the 
state of the building works, both parties agreed that a formal site visit would 
he irrelevant as it would be impossible to view the basement floor area in the 
context of the appeal proposed. 

6. Bearing in mind the above, the evidence presented at the i:'.autrv and the 

written representations made, I am of the opinion that the main issue-in this 
ioieal is whether the loss of retail and workshop space would be detrimental to 
the balance of the overall development. 

7 .  The Structure Plan for Greater London is the Greater London Development Plan 
'approved in. 1976). In n!ditionA there is the City of Westminster District Plan 
:.dopted 1982) and the Altered District Plan which was approved for deposit in 
August 1988. Both District Plans reflect the strategic policies as set out in 

ne CLIP. At the inquiry, the Council confirmed that the Altered District Plan 
would remain the principal planning document pending the :ntt'd':ct:on of the Unitar: 
Development Plan. It seems to me that the Altered District Plan importantly updates 
policy, particularly hi taking into account the changes effectef t': the 1987 Use 

Classes Order. Therefore, I consier that, in the context of :i.tz appeal, it 
should te accorded aignificant weight in reaching my decision. 

= 
E. The Council are concerned that your proposal would result a loss of nitai 

frontage within the :.'ocosed shopping arcade; in support they quote paragraph 0.1E 

if the adopted District Plsn and paragraph 8.24 of the Altered :ts:nict Plan. I 
As the Council accepted that there would be no reduction in the number of shoos, :t 
the point of differerr.e rests on the amount of frontage required to enable ar 
antrance area to be formed within the shopping mall. Your prc:csal indicates 
Nat about 2 m would be needed to provide an adequate access to the basement. = 
in my onion, the introduction of this small element into the shopping frontage = 
would be de minimis and the vitality of the 2roposed arcade would r.:t be ser:ous ,y 
jecardised. I consider that an attractive entrance would ccr.:lement the shopping 
complex and add to the diversity of potential uses within the overall scheme. 

°. A betting shop has, operated within the development site for 25 years but 

was omitted from the approved comprehensive proposals as the operator's intentions 

were now known at that time. There is an authorised use in 87 Chancery Lane 
I approved in December 1918) . However, as I heard at the inquiry, tnsso promises 

'v'e at first floor level where security was questionable because access is ahare 
with other users of the building. 1 accept that security is an important 
1 - s n s i d e r a c i o n  in bertihg shops and in my opinion a basement location would enable 
:'our.clients to control this aspect to a more acceptable degree. 

3. The Council did not dispute that betting shops are an appropriate use in 
hopping areas, and in my view your proposal would comply with the policy of prci: 

'mixed frontages'. The ground floor layout of the redevelopment sunerne indicates 
8 shos and 3 workshop/studio areas. In addition 2 'tine bars would be located 
in the basement. In my view, the inclusion of a betting shot witnin the overall, 
development would not lead to an over concentration of service use as the 'i:dica'e 

shops should ensure that retail outlets dominate the new arcade;. 

11 
. 

The Council are also concerned that your proposal involve: the loss of lign-induo 

space within the basement. In particular, tne retention of 



.:op f'Ioor arcs in covered by the Section 52 Agreement. The Council alsc 
r - :hat  L ! i s  space was put forward by your clients originally as part of 

ral1 package ::.volvin planning gain in support of the increased office 
.wpro',:osed in the redevelopment proposals. Previously the site contained 

niie 26,000 sq ft of office area, about 13,000 sq ft of light industrial floor 
apace and approximately 11 ,000 sq ft of derelict industrial- space. You argued 
-rat under the 1987 Use Class Ohdor all these areas, including the derelict floor 
:.pace, nnould be considered as Class BI. The approved redevelopment scheme incluies 
:ome 61,000 sq ft of office space supported by other planning gains of residential 
units and the refurbishment of retained facades. 

12. You masntaiinc tnat light industrial space was not quoted in the GLJP as 
a planning gain and theref:re should not be introduced as such by the Council. 
Policy 4.29 of the Alterec District Plan sets out planning advantages with residential 
icommo-datlon being given priority; industry is to be given priority in traditional 

industrial areas. To my mind, Chancery Lane is not traditionally associated with 
tn-]uctr': and I consider that the provision of workshops on this site to he advan 
Taceous only in that they add to the overall diversification. 

1 3  There is a conflict between the District Plans and the interpretation of 
Circular 13/87, particularly with regard to the 81 category in the 1987 Use C - - - - O r d e r . l a s s i n c r .  

:n my view, the Council had good reason to distinguish between one 81 
-ffice ue ar:U 81 ligntin:ns:r:al use in this case. However, if the propose,: 
:sratton were to be allowe:, the 3 workshops are retained and therefore a 
T:vantae, albeit reduced in area, would be achieved. In my opinion, the loss 

2oora _"arelj 141 of do"  a 'o'- floor space would not :"e ucce the 2oucfl': 
tH3ctives for this site. : consider that the total planning advantage achieve: 
n the comprehensive development scheme to be such that this small reduction in 

allocated floor space would be acceptable. 

i t .  To summarise, 2 consider that the small loss of frontage in the or000ne: 
:nQzpong area would not seriously alter the potential character. I have also 
Jcided that the 141 reduction in workshop space would he acceptable in term: of Ole other planning advantages achieved in the redevelopment scheme. 

- 
::nciuie that your protosal would not be detrimental to the talance of the 
:cct. 

The Council are concerned that any approval would create pressure on the 
remaining light industrial/workshop space. In my opinion, any further alterat::: 
w.::jld be judged on its merits in the light of relevant Policy. The Council wout retain control under planning legislation including the .ection 52 Agreement. 

reaching my decision, I have borne in mind that a betting shop has formed part the character of Chichester Rents for many years; the inclusion of your prc;:z'C 
within the new scheme would in in,; view correctly maintain its presence on the 
IN. You suggested a: t h e  inquiry that the present use of the first flcor ;r'r:zcv in 87 Choicer'; Lane c:ilJ revert to offices. However, I •:ansider that any 

nys of your clients existing floor area is not a matter before me at this time. 

K. Conditions requested by the Council included the formation of a window di::l 
t:. the Eround floor entrance. I believe this to he acceptable as it woulhhu.: 
c safeguard the appearance and character of the new shopping area. This also 
c:ords with requirements as set out in the Altered District Plan!paragraph .2-I 
.iinc consider that a restriction to Class A2 would provide an element of rt::s:ne -. nantrol for the future. 
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I. 

a I have carefully considered all other matters raised both at the inquiry 
in the representations but have round no other factor to outweigh my conclusions 

na: your proposal would not result in a serious loss of workshop floor space 
to :he detriment of the overall development. 

18. F'or the above reasons, and in exercise of the powers transferred to me, I 
he:'e:v allow this appeal and grant plinnL-lg. permission for a variation to the 
planning permission dated 20 May 1988 (reference PT/TP'10724) to provide for a 
licenced betting office in artof the basement with entrance through the ground 
:'locr off Chichester Rents on the site at 79/87 Chance—.- Lane, 8-7- Bishops Court, 
1-1- and 2-12 Chichester Rents, London 1,402 in accordance with the terms of the 
aprlication (No PT/TP/19999) dated 1 August. 1988 and the plans submitted therewith, 
subeot to the following conditions: 

-- 
1 
. 

The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration 
f 5 years from the date of this letter. 

2. A snop window display shall be maintained at all times within the ground 
floor entrance to the basement premises. 

3. The basement and ground floor areas shown on the plans as occupiei by 
a betting snoc shall be used for this purpose only and for no ather curpose 
including ar.v other purpose in Class A2 of the Schedule to the Town and 
:ountry Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987) 

n applicant for any consent, a;reezer.t or approval reauired C conntion 
of tnts permission has a statutory right of appeal to the Secretary of State if 
consent, agreement or approval is refused -or granted conditionally if the autnority 
fail to give notice of their decision wit:-.in the prescribed period. 7he developer'-: 
atter.:ion is drawn to the enclosed note relating to the requirements of The Buildinra 
CDlsabled People) Regulations 1987. 

20. This letter does not convey any cooroval or consent which may be recuired 
urcer any enactment, byelaw, order or regulation other than section 23 of The 
::wn and Country Planning Ac: 1971. Your att,ntion is drawn to the o-rovision 
of Section 277A of The Town and Country Planning Act 1,971 (inserted into the Act 
by t::e Town and Country Amenities Act 1974) as amended by paragraph 26(2) cf 
Schedule 15 of the Local Government Planning and Land Act 1980 which requires 
consent to Ue obtained prior to the demolition of buildings in a conservation 
area. 

I an Sir 
Your obedient Servant 

C C :JAoE DiplArch(Hons) AR--BA MSAI 
:or 
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