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I nave been appcinted by the Secretary or State for the Zavironms
rv3 above mentioned appeal against ithe Zecision of the Vestminster Tit
“o refuge planning permission for & variztion Lo the planning germiczzi
S5 May 1988 (raference PT/TP/10724) 2 orovide for a licenced Letting
: ement with zn entrancs hrougn the ground {lecr off Chi
: .S site at 79-87 Chancery Lzns, 8-Z4 Bishops Court, i-17 and
euta, London ¥C2. I held a local inguiry into the appezl orn 12 and |
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i, Tt became zvident during the ircuiry that certain macters weres .o
in dispute. These wers:
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2. This appeal concerns z variation tec 2 ceomprenenwive radevzlopment scheme
A May 1988 u"de* refer@nce PT/TP/IO7 2
fa

cades,

P

_ﬂw.- .

ary

nz, ligiht industiry {workshcos), 2 wine dar and 8 lo s2lf-contzline
Coan oaons =ﬂnui only wish considering tr2 propesed var.ntion o7 part U7
- thararore the remainder of <h2 dzvslopmant, inclwting 3l che ~ordls
v The Touncll, stands unaliarsd .

I am aware that there is a Secticrn €I Lgreement linked to the ouprent plar:
mermission for the zite. This zgresment nay :ffect the implementation
sions to the original project. 7Th2 third reason for reflusal which
fzrs to the Section 52 Agreement wes withdrawn by the Council at the

aquiry.

anger

& that a betting shop was ar zpprepriate ugse within this paet of Charcsss
Lani;

b. that the development, Including apoeal site, wez nob within tie
Special Industrial Avrea ws Jeflired Licy A52 of fhe d2ponited Woestming
District Plan; and

c. that no alieration would accur o the number of shous proposed within
tihe overall development. Thn 3 11 cunceded that, altnouph variatl or
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[ visitzd the site on Monday 12 June 1989 and observed that construction
& was in progress. Ths main skeleton frame was erected and tne ground fleor
reas were protected by heardings. The appeal premises front clirectly onto Chancery
Lane while to the rear are the grounds of Lincoln's Inn. Tha develapment is locatad

Q

in an offica/commercizl zrea mainly related to the lesal. profzssicn. Due to the
state ¢ Lhe ulldlng Works, both ‘parties agreed that 2 formal zite visih would
ha irrel vant as it weuld be impossible to view the hasement {lzor area in the

2 a2
context of the appeal proposed.

utry and the
ssue.in this
detrimental to

h. Bearing in mind the above, the evidence presented at the i1:q
wristen representations made, I am of the opinion that the main i
appeal is whether the loss of retail and workshop space would te
the halance of the overall development.

. The Structure Plan Tor Greater London is the Greater Londor Development Plan
fapproved irn 1976). In =addition, there is the City oF Westminstar District Plan
‘adopted 1982) and the Alzered District Plan which was approved for deposit in
August 1988, Both District Plans reflect the strateglc policies zs set cut in

“rne QLDP. At the ingquiry, the Councll confirmed that the Altared Districzt Plan
would ramain the orincipzl plarning document pending the introduiction of the Unitarss

Tevelormant Plan. It zeems to me that the Altared District Plan :importantly updats
nol;cy, 34rt;_ular1" by taxing into account the changes erffectzi 2y the 1987 Use
asse consiier that, Iin the context of tihi: zppeal, ix

.

weizht in reaching my decision.
-

2. The Council are <onczrned that your proposal would result _n 3 loss of ra2tall

frontage within the prorcsed shopping arcade:; in support ths : caragranh T.1%

nf the z2dopted District Plan ard paragranh 8.24 of the Alt izt Plan.

is the Cc ncil accepted that there would be no reducticn L z er of sheps,

“ha noint of differarce rests on the amount of frontage requirzd I 2nable arn

an;rance area to be formed within the shopping mall. Your prozozzl indizates

snzt abcut 2 m would te n2aded to provide an adequate accass sement

Tnomy opinion, the irtrccduction of this small element intc tne scing frontags

would he de mipimis ard the vitality of the proposed arcads woull nzt bs 3eriousl:

jeecpardized. I consider that an attractive entrance would ccomolzsmsnt the shopping

complex and add to the diversity of potential uses within the ovsrzll scheme.

L A betting shop has operated within the development site for 22 yezrs butl

was omitted from the approved comprenensive propesals as the opsrator's intenticns

were now known at that time. There is an authorised use in 87 Chancery Lane

{approved in December 1588). However, as I heard at the inguiry, thes2 promises

ira at first floor level where securily was questionable hecausa zccass 1s shars:s

with otner users of the building. T accegt that security is zn imgortant
snsideracion in bertihg shops and in my opinion a basement loczilon would enabl

gour_cl¢euts to control this aspect to a more acceptable degrd-.

"2, Tne Council did not dispute that betr;ng shops are an approo

i
suoppling aress, and in my view your propoquL would comply with “te colicy of proviztic.

tmived frontages'. Tre ground floor layout of the radevelopment s.reme indicatss
r

8 shaps and 3 workshop/‘.udlo areas. In addition 2 wine bars wgull be locatzd
in the %asement. In my view, the inclusion of a betting shop withln the overall
davelopms

nt would not lead to an over concentration of service uz= 33 the indicztz!
snops should ensure that retall outlets dominate the new =zrczds.

11, The Courcil ar= alsc concerned that your proposal inveoive:s loss of Ligns
industrizl/uwcrkshcop space within the basement. In particular, ratantion of
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floor arza iu coverad by the Section 52 Agreement. The Council alsc
. Lils space waz put forward Oy yeur clients originally as part of
'~"-‘l packoge :a?OLving.pl rning gain in support of the increassd office
~as proposed in the redevelopmant proposals. Previously the site contained
wme 26,000 sq £t of offics area, about 13,000 sq ft of light industrial flocr

Bl

ace and approximately 11,200 3§ ft of derelict industrial space. fou argued
“mat under the 1987 Uze Clzss TJrder all Shese areas, Including the derelict ¢
space, Jhould be conzidered as Class Bl

12,

)

D,

Industrial areas.

LR
el

inits and the reiurbl_nme
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of retained facades.

You maintaii. that 13 ght Industrial space was not quoted in thz GLOP as

olanniwg zain and thzref:re shculd not he 1ntroduced as such by the Council.

£

~icy 4.29 of the Alterac Distriszt Plan szets out planning advantages with residernczi
sroommolation being given priority: induqtrj is to be given .priority in tradi<ionzl
To my mind, Chancery Lane is not tracitionally asszociated with
ustry and I consider thac the srovision of workshops on this site o we advan-

Tzpeous only in that they =dd L0 The overall diversifica<-ion.

L

2. Ther2 13 a conflict batween the District Plans and “he interpretation of
Circular 13/87, particularly with regard to the B1 category in fthe 1987 lse (Clz3z
Lrder. Inomy view, tha Couricil nhad good reason to distinguish hetween tha Bl
“Ffice  nse oand B! lignt indusurizl use in this case. =ﬁwever, if the oropose:
variaticon were to be il ! workshops are retair and therefores z nlan:
rivantags, albeit reduced in ares, would be achieved, In my opinicr, <he los:
2Ioapproximately 14% o workshon floor space wou1d a0t crejudice the Courcil's

vivctives for this ci<e. I conzider that the tzl planning advantage zchiavs:
- the comorehensiva Zavelcoment scheme to be such that this small reduc:ion ir
allocated floor space would be acceptable.
it. To summarise, I consider that the small loss of freootage  in the proposss
Teonplag zrea would nct serisusly alter the potential character. T save 3lag
licided thzt the 14% raductizn in worksh 3D ZpAce would T2 oaccsptaile in -aremo
s er planning advantzges zcniaved in She redevelloment scheme.,

3 Jour procosal woull not be dztrimentzl to The szlancs of s sysre

s3urs on the
r2maining light industrial/worksihcp space. 1In my opinicr, any further slzaerazi:-
w2uld be judged on its merits in the lignt of relavant rzlicy. The Coungil wouls
fztain contirol under Dlann1fg legislation including the Zaction 52 Ag"ee"énu
In reaching my decisic I fhave sorne in mind that a bet<ing shop has Fformed pz:-
T the character of Cn~ghes,er Rernts for many years; the inclusion of your profos
-=hin the new scheme would in my view correctly maintain its presence on the
tte. Tou cuggested al the inguiry that the cresent use ~f the fipst Floor prermis

‘

87 Chanzery Lane :uld revert o offi-es,

the louncil are concerned thzt any approval would. cri2ate Dre

of your client's existing Floor area is nct a matbter sefore me at this tin

Conditions requested by the Council included the formation af a window

f= L S,

the ground flocr entrance. 1T believe 4his to ke accerntable as it would

Howsver, I onsider that any {u-

> safleguard the appesrance and character of the now shonvirg area. Tuis
RClords with requiremsnts as set out in “he Altered Dis trict Plan {paragraph Floi-
:luc consider that z restriction to Clasz A2 would provide an element of reniioze
~ontrol for the futurs, :

e . The approved radevelopment scheme incly<as
zome 61,000 sq £t of office space supported by other planning gains of residentia:
nt
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L have carefully considered all other matters raised both at :he inquiry

-1 the representatlons but have found no other factor to outweigh my conclusions
3T your proposal would not result in a serious loss of workshop floor 3pace
w0 2 detriment of the overall development.

18. Tor the above reasons, andg in exerciss of the powars transferred to me, I
herscy allow this appeal and grant planning permission fFor 2 variztion to “he

- planning permission dated 20 May 1988 (reference PT/TP/10724) to provide for a

Tundser any enactment, byelaw, order sr regulation other than sect
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licanced betting office in part of the basement with entrance through the ground
flocr of f Chichester Rents on the =ite at 79/87 Chancery Lane, 8-1: Bisheps Cours,
1-17 2nd 2-12 Chichester Rents, London %C2 in accordance with the :terms of the

iication (No PT/TP/19999) dated 1 August 1988 and the plans submitted therewish,
<% to the follewing conditions:

a

i. The development hereby pesrmitted shall be begun before the expirzacion
:f 5 years Crom the date of this let=-ar. :

2. A snep window display shzll be maintained at all times within the ground
floor entrance to the bzsement premizes.

3. The basement and around ¢
a2 betting shop shall be used 7T
{including anv other purpose i:
lountry Planning (Use Classes)

=
3 A2 of the Schedule to -
1987) .

< z
purpose only and for no other CUTDOSE
=.T

0. an applicant for any consent, zzreemsnt or approval reauired vz
of <nls permission has a statutory right =7 appeal to zhe Secretary of
corszznt, agreement or 2pproval is refussd or granted ccnditionzlly or i
*0 glve notice of their Zecision within the prescribed periocd. The

tternzion is drawn S0 the enclosed note relating to thas requiremen-s of
zzaled People) Regulations 1987.
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20. Tnis letter dees not convey any anproval or consaen:t which mav
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znd Country Planning Ac: 1971. Your z2ttgntion is drawn <o
tion 2774 of The Town zand Country Planning Act 1271 {inserte

Town and Country Amenities Act 1974) as amended by paragrap
Scheiule 15 of the Local Government Planning and Land ict 1980 which requirss
onsznt to De obtained prior to-the demclition of buildings in a conservation
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