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Department of the Environment 
Caxton House TothiII Street London SWZ H 9L1 

S 1Jor1y Esq 
Stella Black Insurances 
Fu.lv;ood House 
Ptthvood Place 
High Holborn 
LONDON ;vciv GHR 

Sir 

TOWN AND coxnrci  Pwimnic ACT 1971 

Telephone0i-834 8540 Ext 461 

Your reference 

Our reference 
T/APP/4403/A/63760 

Date 

1. I refer to yotr an-veal under section 36 ottho Tosn and Country Planning Act 
1971 against the decision of the Council of the London B o r o u h  o f  Camden to refuse 
planning Dermissi.ors for the change of use from retail shop to office and installation Of 

— a new shop frcP& at shop wtl /2A Bnmst'ick Centre \7C1 • The determination of 
this 

anocal falls to kn4 by rirt.t x S c h M n i n  P t o  t h -  'qrm and Coimtr, flnnjn# ,\n+. 1971 trr 
the Town and Country Manning (Datenaination of appeals by apointe& 

perzcn2)(Frescribed 

Classes) n e g u l a t i ø n s  1910. I have considered a l l  the written representations made by 

you and 17y the cctd-.cil. I inspected the alto on Monday, 31 July 1972. 
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2. Your org5ncl application for planning permission referred only to "shop fitting 

but, at the sgestiin of the council, the application v.ao matscauen4r ar.inc'I to 
- 

"Change of use from retail chop to office and installation of a new shop front at 

op unit 42A Brunswick Centre iC18. It wee on this basis that the application was 
considered and it ii on this basis that I have considered your appeal. 

3 . -  In my view the decision in this cre ep3nUs on whether the -office use proposed 

to ? u d J a V . U S ' o f t h e  £easnsal and I p p L t i  u1i 

part of whith has but recently been completed. 

4. The shop units so far taken up and occrpied include a larga supermarket 
(occupying 

several units), licenr3od prenies, a tlbfijg op", a "Wimpy & ,  a restaurant and, 

at the Marchiorvt Street end of the arcade in which the appeal preaisos are aituated, 

s ladiest m d  gentlemen's hairdresser. . 14 

5. From my observations during the site inspectidu it.seemne'i to ma that this 

aecondary means of necess to the main shopping area was alreaoy veil used; not only 

by shoppers going to the supetiarket bit also by p e o p l e  who found it a conven ien t  means 
of getting from the treat, Ic Ltarchmont Street, side of the deve1oent across the 

shopping area and thrcuejx the main access to Hunter Street and Brunswick Square on the 

east side, and vice-versa. 

6. It Is my opinion, thereforet that this arcade is already becoming a well known 

pedestrian route and that the presence there of a small office occunying a single shop 

unit itould have little, if any, effect on the character or success of the shopping 

precinct as a thole. Moreover, the proposal envisages a simply-designed 'liuplay 

window and entrance which would not break the continuity of the chopping frontage along 

that aide of the arcade. 
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7. The area of office space involved is, in my view, far too small to have any 
material effect on the office policy contained in the Initial Development Plan. 
I have also considered the other matters raised in the representations but find 
thia to be of insufficient weight to affect my decision. 

S.JFor the above reasons, and in exercise of the potters transferred to 
heeby allo;t your anDeal and grant planning permission for the chanre of use fr 
re;axi. snc'p to ornce ar4i tne installation or a new sop rront at 42A U r u n s w i c i c  Cent 
WC --n-accordance with the-terns of the application lated 25 February 1972 (as 

cnde) and the clans submitted therewith, subject to the condition that the 

/ 
deye1opent hereby permitted shall be beam not later than 31 August 1977. 

9, This letter does not convey any approval or consent which may bc required 
under any enactment, byelaw, order or regulation other than section 23 of the 

ToT and Cour.try Planning Act 1971. 

Ia.m Sir 
Your obedient Servant 

C/5Z4,CZ 
1-1A4 

CMtSLES HILTON BA RIM flTPI 
Inspector 

2 

-. - -.•(--.-_--- trr -- - - - - -  - --- -. .- ---- - .-. -. - -'-, . . --- - '-C -- 



N—/ 

Department of the Environment 
2 Maraham Street, London Swip 3EB. 

Under the provisions of section 245 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1971 a person 
who is aggrieved by the decision given in the accompanying letter may challenge its 
validity by an application made to the High Court within 6 weeks from the date when 
the decision is given. (This procedure applies both to decisions of the Secretary of 
State and to decisions given by an Inspector to whom an appeal has been transferred 
under paragraph i(i) of Schedule 9 to the Town and Country Planning Act 1971.) 

The grounds upon which an application may be made to the Court are:-1. 

that the decision is not within the powers of the Act (that is, the 
Secretary of State or Inspector, as the case may be, has exceeded his powers); or 

2. that any of the relevant requirements have not been complied with, and the 
applicant's intnests hay, been substantially prejudiced by the failuie to comply 

"The relevant requirements" are defined in section 245 of the Act: they axe the requirements of t.bat Act and the Tribunals and Inquiries Act 1971 or an:- enactment 
replaced thereby, and the requirements of any order, regulations or rules mac. under 
those Acts or under any of the Acts repealed by those Acts. These include the Town 
and Country- Planning (Inquiries Procedure) Rules 1969 ( s i  1969 No 1092), which relate 
to thc prncedure on cases dealt with by tim Secretary of State, and the Tc.n and 
Country Planning Appeals (Determination by Appointed Persons) (Inquiries Procedure) 
Rules 1963 ( s i  1968 No 1952), which relate to the procedure on appeals tiansferred to Inspectors. 

- 
The right to make an application under section 245 as a "eraon aggrieved" is limited 
to the appellant or applicant (as the case may be) and persons whose legal rights have been infringed. The local authority who are directly coicern?d with the case are given e Rimilar right of appeal. 

A person -rho thinks he may have grounds for challenging the decision 3uculd seek legal 
advice before taking any action. 

PC? 405 


