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A.  Introduction

| refer to your letter of 19 April 2013 to my wife, Mrs Kathl Condou, ding the planning
applications made by my company’s landlord, Almacantar {Centre Point) Limited (“Almacantar’), in
relation to Centre Point Tower, Centre Point Link and Centre Point House, at 101-103 New Oxford Street
and 5-24 5t Giles High Street, London, WC1A 1DD.

B.  Background

1 am the Executive Director of Century Projects Limited (which trades as Paramount at the Summit of
Centre Point) {("Paramount”). Paramount is located on the top three floors of the Centre Point Tower. It
is my duty as a director of Paramount to act in the best interests of my company and take steps to protect
its business. | therefore am objecting, in the strongest possible terms, to Almacantar’s amended
application for the change of use and redevelopment of the iconic Centre Point Tower.

Paramount was authorised to occupy the top three floors of the Centre Point Tower following lengthy
planning discussions for change of use from office (Class 81) to restaurant and bar (Class A3). This change
of use was granted by Camden’s Planning Committee on 5" June 2005 and further planning consents
were granted for the design.

Paramount opened in the autumn of 2008, after a £5 million refurbishment, and it has become a
profitabie and popular prime London dining destination, bar and events venue.
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| was present at the first Planning C i meeting in September 2012, which discussed Almacantar’s
original application regarding Centre Point. Along with a number of others, | objected to Almacantar’s
proposals and | was pleased that the Planning Committee decided to reject them.

C.  The current application

At present, | am hoping to organise a meeting with the Head of Planning at Camden in order to discuss my
deep concerns about Almacantar’s current, revised scheme for the change of use and redevelopment of
the Centre Point Tower. Unfortunately, the relevant case officer has refused to meet with me or
Paramount’s planning consultant regarding that scheme, | therefore now write in order to set out my
reasons for strongly opposing Almacantar’s proposals:

1. Destruction of Paramount’s business

Paramount’s business allows over 200,000 visitors per annum to visit the top of the Centre Point Tower
and to enjoy the unigue and stunning panoramic views of the City of London, the River Thames and the
West End. The change of use and redevelopment proposed by Almacantar will destroy that business. The
venue which allows 200,000 visitors to enjoy the remarkable views of the London skyline will be replaced
by just three private luxury flats.

2. Loss of employment

Paramount currently employs over 100 people. The destruction of its business will mean that those
people will lose their jobs.

3, Economic importonce

The location of Centre Point is of high economic importance. This is reflected by the fact that both
Camden Council and the GLA recently applied to the Government to have the area made exempt from the
incoming permitted development rights change that enables office use to be lost to residential use. Any
approval of a scheme that would lead to the loss of key commercial floorspace in a key location, and its
replacement with a limited number of private apartments, would run entirely contrary to that approach.

4. Planning policy

Planning policy requires that any applications that result in economic harm must be refused.
Almacantar’s proposals clearly will result in economic harm and | do not understand why planning officers
have, so far, appeared to support the application and have been reluctant to consider Paramount's
comments and objections, which have been made very comprehensively in a planning ission by its
appointed planning consultants. | can, of course, provide further copies of that report upon request.

D.  Errorsand B ined in P

| have taken the time to consider carefully the proposals that are set out in the document containing
Almacantar's proposals, which is publicly available on their website. | attach a copy for your ease of
reference. The document contains a number of incorrect assertions (at page 11), which require
correction:

1. “The existing Paramount restaurant was only given planning permission in 2006 and operated
until 2008 as a private members club”



This statement is incorrect.

Whilst Paramount was indeed granted planning permission in 2006, its approved use (which was
approved both by Camden Planning and within the terms of Paramount’s lease) was as a club or high class
restaurant, bar and events space. Paramount operated as a club until May 2010. From that date, and
with the agreement of the then landlord, it opened to the general public, as a result of the high level of
demand to visit its unique premises and to take advantage of the high class restaurant and bar facilities.

& “There is na planning policy justification for retaining @ restaurant or viewing gallery in Centre
Point”

Whilst Almacantar makes this observation, it should also be made plain (as set out above) that there is no
planning policy justification for the conversion of the Centre Point Tower to residential usage. Indeed,
planning policy militates against such a conversion. The Viewing Gallery was itself part of the original
fabric of the Tower and provides a unique view of the surrounding city landscape.

3. "Paramount is a recent addition and does not operate as a viewing gallery”
This statement is also plainly incorrect.

Paramount has been in situ for five years now. The Viewing Gallery is used as a viewing gallery, as well as
an adjunct to Paramount’s licensed bar premises. Paramount receives thousands of visitors per annum
who relish the views that the Viewing Gallery affords.

4. "Including either a restaurant or viewing gollery on one floor at the top of the tower impacts upon
the proposals to such an extent that this would prevent any affordabie housing from being provided
as part of the proposals”

This statement is deliberately misleading and requires the attention of the Planning Committee.

Paramount was granted planning permission to operate its restaurant, bar and events floor on the top
three floars of the Centre Point Tower in 2006. The viewing gallery was already present and part of the
Tower's fabric, and it was incorperated into Paramount’s demise in order to allow thousands of people
access to the unique panoramic views from the top of the Tower.

Paramount entered into a lease with its then landlord (Targetfollow (Centre Pgint) Limited] on 26 March
2008. This lease grants Paramount a 36-year term, There are currently over thirty years of that term still
to run and we fully intend to remain in our premises for the remainder of the term.

I am aware that Almacantar’s original planning application was rejected primarily because the proposals
did not include sufficient provision for affordable housing. It must therefore be the case that Almacantar
will need to make provision for such affordable housing for its current application to be approved. It has
stated that it cannot do this while Paramount remains in its premises.

Paramount has raised this issue with Almacantar, but has been told that Almacantar intends to “work
around” Paramount and does not require it to vacate its premises. As noted above, Paramount does not
intend to vacate its premises in any event. However, it remains the case that Almacantar is proceeding



with an application that is predicated on Paramount leaving its premises when Paramount has no
intention of doing so, and Almacantar have already indicated that it will require a "work around”.

In the circumstances, it appears that Almacantar has made an application to Camden Planning on the
basis of a false assumption that denies Paramount’s existing rights. Paramount intends to remain in situ
for the next thirty years, as it is fully and legally entitled to do under the terms of its lease. In order for
Almacantar to work around Paramount, it will need to submit a i different pl
application that takes account of Paramount’s legal rights and makes sufficient alternative arrangements.
for affordable housing provision,

In light of the content of this letter, t would ask that you carefully review the current revised planning
application. Almacantar have made it clear to me that the 42-month refurbishment and redevelopment
works, that will proceed if they are granted planning permission, will have such a severe impact on
Paramount that it will {and is intended to) cause Paramount’s demise.

If you require any further information in relation to Paramount’s objections, please do not hesitate to
contact me or Paramount’s planning consultants, Iceni Projects Limited.

Yours faithfully

Pierre Condou
Executive Director
Paramount at the Summit of Centre Point

c Developmen: Control Planning Services
London Borough of Camden
Town Hall
Argyle Street
London
WC1H 8ND



Welgome tg this pubilc exhibition of the praposals
to regenerate Centre Paint Tower, the Centre Point
Link Bridge. Gentre Point House & the Intrepid Fox
Public House, and the space surrounding the listed
buildings.

With the compietion of Crossrall, Tottanham Court
Road station will be almost as busy as Heathrow
Airport. As St. Giles become a focal paint for
those who visit the capital, it is important ta craale

public space around Centre.

Point.

A pravious versian of this project was refused at

controt in 2012,
Tha propesals have been revised 1c take account of
the comments.

posals for
today. Members of the projéct taam are available 10

answer any questions thal you may have,

Thank you for taking the time 1o visit this exhibition.

Joint venlure partners

- Almacaniar is a property investment and
dovelopment company founded in February 2010
. invests in larg,
projects in central London

FROGMORE

PROPERTY, PROPERIN®
. Frogmore invests dirctly in UK real estate
. Founged in 1951, Frogmore has extensive UK
invesiment knawledge and experience and today Is
exclusively a manager of private equity real estate
funds.
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WHAT WE ARE DOING
Transforming Gentre Paint into a better version
of its original 1960°s salf.

APPLICATION 1 - THE BUILDINGS

Change of use

1. Change of use of Centre Point Tower from office
10 residential.

2. Ghange of use of Centre Point Link and House
lowar floors from affice to a flexible retails
restaurant use

3. Develooment of Intrepid Fox public house site to
provide affordable rasidantial and retail.

External Alterstions

5. Gleaning and repair of all the external concrete

6, Sensitive and selective upgrading of the
fenestration.

7. Repair the existing masaic tiles

9. The creation of a new pedestrian link through
Centre Polnt House.

10.Ramove external ramp and dark undercroft from
Earnshaw sirast and raplace with retail.

11 Provide new affordable residential building on
the site of the Intrepid Fox public house above a
retall unit.

APPLICATION 2 - THE PIAZZA

Futurs Applicstion (To follow TiL/Camden's

Transpost madeliing and consultation.)

1. The craation of a new public squars betwaen the
three Centre Point bulldings.

. The aadition of a ground floor extension of
glass 1o partially infill bengath Cantra Point Link
for Henible rezail/restaurant use.
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Gentre Paint and the surrounding public realm o deliver a world class space with Centre Point at its hearl.
Almagantar wishes to deliver thess objectives as s0on as possible. However, comprehensive rangport madelling by TIL and cammunily Gonsultation

by Camden must lake place to assess the impact of the road closure including rerouting buses bsfore proposals for the square san be brought farward
n 2013 according to TiL's programme.

and an appiication submitted. The madelling and consultation will not be cancluded until early aut




Gonsiruction on Genlre Point Tower started in 1953
&nd was completed in 1986, Instanily beooming a
classic icon of sixties London, Cenire Poini Towar
nonethelass ramained ampty far many years ahac
opening, and Is still not fully let.

Richard Seifert deslgned the building and want an
1o design Tower 4. and King's Reach Towsr bul he
remains best known for the bold and cantraversial
gesign of Centre Polat Tower, Link and House.

After 45 years of service and now recognised as
being of special Interest, the building is in need of
major repair and refurbishment ta ensure that it zan
remaln safe and open. Tha design team has laken &
heritage led approach 10 its refurbishment,

FAGE LED APPROACH
TR IS
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The new public square, including the spaces around,
will be comparable in scale to some of London's most.
famaus public spaces.

The proposed Centre Point public space would
aliow & major transport interchange to exit directly
into a ratail square. This would be uniqua to Central
Longon where most undérground &1ations and
railway termini exit onta congestod stissls. It gives
the Centre Point public 8pace a distinclive character
of an arrival ana mesting square.

Extarnal dining would animate the squaré and
establish it as a desirable space to spend time in
rather than simply & corrider of rat
Oxlord Street and Covent Garden.

connecting

The area around St Giles is changing with the
propesed Centre Point, Danmark Place, and No.i
Oxtord Strest developments joining the already
complata Central Saint Giles. These are all a result
of the momentum created by the arfival of Crosscail
and the new square at the foot of Centre Point.
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As illustrated the redevelopment of Cenire Point is - —
part of a wider transformation of the St Giles erea
4and an opportunity to reconnact St Giles back into

the wider city. The potential exists lo imprave
«connections fram Oxford Street, through & new
square around Centre Point to Covent Garden, As
part of Camden's currant proposals to closs St Glles
High Street and create a shared surface to Denmark
Stréet, thera is the 0pOrUNity 1o Greata a naw public
spaca ta the south of Centré Point, facing St Giles

in the Figlds Church, connecting Denmark Strest 1o
the Central S1 Glles development.
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The White Lion s

epresents an oppartunity
to provide the maximum amost possidle of
high guality, compliant, seli contained, on-site
afferdanle housing units

To accommodate the alfordable housing, it s
propased that the existing Intrepid Fox pub will ot
gemolished. howsvar commercia) use at ground
fioar levsl would ba retained. The new proposal
helps create a public 3pace between St Giles in
the Figids Church and Cantre Point.

Almacantar are bringing forward two separate
options for alfordable Nousing 10 provide the
council with & choice betwaan 8 and 16 affordable
housing units.
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Application 1A broadly
follows the foolprint of the
existing pub at the base.
The huilding's massing is
smaller howaver there is a
lesser provision of affordable
nousing.
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Application 18 maximises
the quantum and type of
aitardable hotsing provided.
Itis slightly larger but its form
has been shaped to respond
1o and sit corfortably within
the surrounding  contexl,
while proviging more units
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THE SCENIRE PN SIaK WILL BE REFLACED T0 UXE THE LATEST THGHROLODY, BT WITH ThE
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Simple Choices: Viewing Gallery/ Restaurant or Affordable Housing

1. CHOICE

The development prapasals at Gentee Point including the change

2. BUSINESS APPRAISAL

Although there is no policy justification for the provision of a

viewing gallery at Centre Point, 3 study has been carried out to

of use of the tower to residential use, enables a significant

package of contributions ta be made ta Camden 1o provide a assess the technical and financial viability of its inciusion.

numbar of key public benefits including 2fferdable housing and

public realm initiatives, The options have been appraised by Brittan McGrath, specialist

leisure and tourism consultants Their report shows that nene of

including either # rastaurant or a viewing gallery on ane fisar the options are able (o meet the key operational and commerci

the top of the tower impacts upon the proposals to such an criteria bywhichaviewing gallery could be judged as a sustainable

extent that this would prevent any affordable housing from being use.

provided as part of the proposals.

The esisting Paramount restaurant was anly given planning

permission in 2006 and operated until 2008 as a private members

club, o ]

Thereis no planning palicy justification for res
¥ in Cantre Paint,

Ining a restausant The Shard is the tallest building in Eurape, the London Eye

or vlslng gan attracts 3.5M wisitors per year, StPauls Cathedral offers a wider
experience
When compared to sther key London landmarks, Cantre Paint

Towes cannot offer the same viewing height ot visitor experience.

3. IMPACT

A viewing gallecy to the 34th floor requires new Iift access - the lift
g
terms. It would also have 5 big impact an the financial wiability of the

averren and caging required would be unacceptable in Listed Bu

scheme.

== 4 viewing gallary on the 33rd floo: results in the loss of a large area of

residential sccommodation.

o . Britton McGrath's study shaws that the least compromised aptions from

Paramount is 3 recent addition and does not operate 35 3 viewing
an operstor’s parspective are “full flsor” oprions. These are also the

gallery
options that have the biggest impact on oversil scheme viability.
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May 2013
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INTRODUCTION

Iceni Projects Limited are by our clients, P: at the Summit of Centre Point, 101 =
103 New Oxford Street, London WC1A 1DD to submit objections to planning applications
2013/1957/P (& Listed Building consent 2013/1961/L) and 2013/1970/P (& Listed Building Consent
2013/2000/L) by Almacantar (Centre Point) Limited.

Our ciients submitied objections on the previous planning application (Application Ref 2012/2895/P
& 2012/2897/L) which, as part of a wider redevelopment of Centre Point, proposed the change of
use of Centre Point Tower from the existing office and bar / restaurant uses to 82 apartments. This
application was refused by Camden Council in September 2012, One of the substantial reasons for
refusal on the last application was due to the loss of the viewing platform and Paramount bar and
restaurant on the upper floors of Centre Point Tower. The current proposals, as they relate io
Centre Point Tower, remain unchanged from the previous and both appli

have failed to address this reason for refusal. Our client strongly objects to the two planning
applications. The primary difference from the previous application is that the two current
applications include on site affordable housing (Application 1 provides 13 affordable dwellings and
Application 2 provides 16 i

Cenlre Point is located in an area of national importance as demonstrated by its designation within
the Central Activities Zone and the West End Special Retail Policy Area. The current proposals are
entirely contrary to these designations. Furthermore, Camden Council and the Mayor both made
bids to the Secretary of State requesting that the CAZ should be excluded from the Permitted
Development Rights Order for the change of use of office floorspace to residential. In the
representations both the LPA and the Mayor emphasised that it is vital to protect business
premises in the CAZ and that existing employment should not be compromised. The Govemnment
agreed with these representations and the CAZ has been identified as an area exempt from the
Permitted Development Rights,

The proposed development will result in the Joss of the following:

+ aunique bar, restaurant and events area which provides over 200,000 residents and lourists
each year with an opportunity to enjoy panoramic views of the City of London, the River
Thames and the West End;

e 2,600 jobs (over 100 of which are provided in Paramount Levels 31 - 33); and
* 27,516 sq. meters of office accommodation.

The applicants have stated in the application that Paramount was a private members club and
makes a limited contribution to Centre Point. This is incorrect. Paramount comprises of a
restaurant/bar that provides breakfast, lunch and dinner service on the 32™ Floor and a cocktail bar
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on the 33" floor. It is not a private members club and operates as a restaurant and bar with a
dedicated evenls space. In fact, at the Camden Planning Committee in respect of the previous
application in September 2012 many of the members noted that Paramount was a great asset for
the area and not exclusive, as the applicant has tried to portray.

The two current planning applications are contrary to planning and sustainable development
objectives at local, regional and national level and should be refused permission. A fundamental
reason for refusal should be that the principle of the development is unacceptable as it will result in
a significant loss of employment floorspace and is contrary to the Development Plan.

In addition, the loss of Paramount was serious concern to members in the determination of the
previous application and the applicant has failed to address this issue. For this reason, we submit
thal the following reason for refusal should be included in regards to the loss of Paramount:

“The proposed conversion of the Restaurant/Bar on the 31st, 32nd and 33rd
fioors of Centre Point Tower to residential uses would result in the loss of an

local busir and tourist jon and the loss of publicly accessible
areas on the upper floors, resuilling in material harm and contrary to Policies
DP13 and CS8 of the Camden Core Strategy, Policy 7.7(C) of the London Plan
and the National Pianning Policy Framework.”




21

22

23

24

25

RELEVANT BACKGROUND

Paramount at the Summit of Centre Point

A key feature that makes Centre Point unique is the locafion of a restaurant, bar and viewing
gallery at Levels 31 — 33 in Centre Point Tower which provides spectacular views of the city. Our
clients have a 36 year lease on the upper three storeys (Levels 31 — 33) of the Tower. Subsequent
to receiving planning approval in 2007 for works to the upper levels of Centre Point Tower, our
clients invested of £5 million into creating a unique bar, restaurant and events arena,

Paramount represents a unique and special experience over the top three floors of the Centre
Point building, with each level offering unparalleled 360-degree views across London. It comprises
of the following:

* Level 31 - Event arena which has been specifically designed for private hire and often hosts
dinners, weddings (has a wedding license), screenings, meetings, launches and presentations,
Level 31 can accommodate up to 350 people for a standing reception and up to 150 people
seated.

+ Lewvel 32 - Restaurant and bar area
»  Level 33 - Cocktail bar and viewing gallery

The Paramount bar, restaurant and events arena serves more than 200,000 patrons per annum
and is a very significant tourist draw for the city. Our clients have seen their business grow year on
year since it was established in 2008,

Paramount is a thriving business which employs over 100 at present. The site is not available for
development, as our client has a 36 year lease hold on the top floors. In this respect, the Planning

Authority should nole that the site is i for de P and is fore unable to provide
a devel of the type envisaged by the applicant.

Public Transport

The application site benefits from very si planned port imp: s which include a
new Crossrail station linked to Te Court Road d station and an enlarged

Underground stafion ticket hall. Tottenham Court Road Station is due to be served by Crossrail by
2018. Crossrail represents a project of national significance and is identified as a catalyst for
safeguarding the national economy. The primary purpose of Crossrail is to improve the

of London for i and to increased il 1t in the city, close to
Crossrail stations such as Tottenham Court Road.
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Centre Point is strategically located directly adjacent to Tottenham Court Road Station. This
presents an ideal location for employment generating activities which can capitalise on the
unparalleled public transport connections. The use of the building for 2 broad range of uses
including office, bar / restaurant and retail such as the existing and established uses, will ensure
that the property utilises the public transport available. The change of use of this building to solely
residential use would represent a failure to ulilise the Crossrail investment and therefore runs
entirely contrary to the business case and key sustainability principles upon which Crossrail is
based.
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RECENT PLANNING HISTORY

Application Reference 2012/2895/P & 2012/2897/L.

Camden Council refused planning consent to Almacantar in September 2012 for a planning
application at Centre Point which included:

= Change of use of 27,516 sq. m. office accommodation to 31,944 sq. m. residential floorspace
to provide 82 residential units and ancillary residential floorspace (spa, gym, pool and club) and
7,667 sq. m. gross external area retail floorspace.

* The 31st and 32nd floors each contained one residential unit, and plant area previously located
within the top floors will be reduced to provide a penthouse duplex between the 33rd and 34th
floors.

The application was refused planning consent, for a number of reasons including the following:

“The proposed on of the on the 31st, 32nd and 33rd
floors of Centre Point Tower fo residential uses would result in a tall building
without any publicly accessible areas on the upper floors, contrary fo Policy
7.7(C) of the London Plan.”

At the Camden Development Control Committee meeting, Iceni meeting minutes attached at
Appendix 1, the elecled members expressed serious concem regarding the loss of Paramount. The
members concems extended beyond the loss of & public viewing gallery and related to the loss of
Paramount, a viable business which makes an important contribution to the area. It is considered
that the wording of the reason for refusal does not fully reflect the members full concerns
expressed at the meeting.

APPENDIX 1

It is submitted that the above reason for refusal on the previous application and the discussion by
the members are the Planning Committee Meeting form a material consideration in the assessment
of the two current planning applications.
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4.2
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4.4

45

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

The Applicant, Almacantar (Centre Point} Limited has i two pk
applications for the determination by Camden Council.

The applications are identical with the exception of the number of affordable housing units provided
on the adjacent public house sile — application 1 provides 13 affordable units and application 2
provides 16 affordable units. The applications are detailed at Appendix 2.

APPENDIX 2

The proposals in relation to Centre Point Tower are unchanged from the refused scheme detailed
at Section 3 above. The proposal will result in the loss of Paramount and its replacement with three
apartments. The applicant has failed to address the reason for refusal in relation to Paramount in
either of the two current applications.

The appli have i revised prop for affordable housing in an effort to address one
of the reasons for refusal on the previous application, It noted in the previous application, the
applicants strongly contended that it was unviable to provide onsite affordable housing provisien,
yet following the refusal they sought a solution. The Applicants are making similar viability
arguments regarding the provision of a bar / restaurant on the upper levels of Centre Point Tower.
However, the applicant has not attempted to provide a solution to the loss of Paramount.

The planning ications provide extensi) ion o justify why the provision of a viewing
gallery or restaurant would not be viable in the change of use of Centre Point Tower from office to
residential. The applications fail to acknowledge that our clients still have over thirty years of their
lease term to run and they fully intend to remain in premises for this period. In which case, the
development as proposed in either planning application cannot be implemented. If the applicants
contend that the affordable housing cannot be delivered if Paramount is retained, then they need to
submit a planning application for the consideration of the Council on this basis.
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5.2

5.3

5.4

RELEVANT LEGISLATION & PLANNING POLICY

The loss of existing i within the develop and the it loss of almost
28,000sq.m of busi pace in a primary ial location in central London runs entirely
contrary to the objectives and policies of the Development Plan and the Government's National
Planning Policy Framework and recent legislation on permitted development rights. A full policy
ided in Appendix 3 and ised below.

tis p
APPENDIX 3

Camden Council and the Mayor of London both submitted bids to the Secretary of State on the
General Permitted Development Amendment Order 2013 requesting that the CAZ is excluded from
the permitted development rights which allow for the change of use of office floorspace to
residential, stating that:

+ Itis vital to ensure that business premises in the CAZ suitable for continued commercial use
are protected and supported;

« The incentive to convert offices to housing could result in leases being ended prematurely as
landowners opt to change the use of their building to more profitable residential use;

= The Mayor is very strong in his assertion that “it is crucial that exisling employment is not
compromised” and to ensure that only "truly surplus space” is released;

+ The primary purpose of central business districts is employment, nat housing,

The Mayor's rep on the p rights order also explained what makes
the CAZ successful, stating that:

“London's Central Aclivities Zone is different. This is not simply because of the

scale of office provision here. It is also because this provision is an integral part of

a wider mix of uses, whether these uses be:

*  the ‘services Iarsemce seclor’ which meet the needs of occupiers and those
maintaining the bu

s the shops, resfauranls bars theatres and other facilities which cater for its
workers

. the rranspm facilities which underpin the efficient operation of the office
fabour market;...

The LPA’s and the Mayor's bids were successful and the Government included the CAZ at Section
3 of the General Permitted Development Amendment QOrder which identifies office areas that are
exempt from the permitied development rights and will not be able to benefit from the change the
use from office to residential, without planning consent.

i ol {May 2013} | loeni Projeste Linited o
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The National Flanning Policy Framework provides for the change of use from empty office to
residential, where there is an identified need for additional housing and provided there are not
strong economic reasons why such a d t would be i i This building is not
wvacant. On the contrary, the building is in active use accommodating a diverse mix of office and
business uses and a bar/restaurant/events arena. There are strong economic reasons why the
change of use of this building from commercial use s wholly inappropriate:

+ The site lies within the Central Activities Zone, which forms the economic core of the city in
which office and tourism are primary uses.

» The proposed redevelopment will result in the loss of the businesses currently operating from
Centre Point which include our client at Levels 31 — 33 in addilion to a host of other businesses
and office tenants.

* The proposal causes material harm to those businesses and will result in the loss of jobs that
will not be replaced through the red pment. A dingly, there will be a significant adverse

impact in economic terms which cannot be offset through mitigation measures.

The site is located within the Tottenham Court Road Opportunity Area. The London Plan identifies
that the area should deliver 5,000 new jobs, The current planning applications will increase this
requirement to at least 7,500 jobs. It is difficult to understand how a development that results in the
loss of 2,600 jobs and replaces them with just 82 new homes within an identified location of
national and i ional i can be of ic benefit. M , when considered
alongside the job target for the Tottenham Court Road Opportunity Area, it is evident that the
proposal is wholly contrary to London Plan policy.

Policy DP13 of the Camden Core Strategy seeks ta protect employment premises, unless the
building is no longer suitable for its existing business use or an alternative business use. The
proposal is entirely contrary this this policy as explained in section 6 of this abjection.

The previous application was refused consent as the development was considered contrary to
policy 7.7 (c). Policy 7.7 of the London Plan relates to the location and design of tall and large
buildings, Part C of the Policy at point h states that:

Tall and large buildings should incorporate publicly ible areas of the upper
floors, where appropriate’.

The applicants have failed to provide a viewing platform in the current proposals and therefore the
proposal remains contrary to policy 7.7 {c) and should be refused.




6.1

6.2

8.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

6.7

GROUNDS OF OBJECTION
Our client's grounds of objection in respect of the current planning applications (and specifically the
change of use of Centre Point Tower) are as follows:

« The principle of development is contrary to the Development Plan and causes material harm;
»  There will be adverse socio economic impacts, which cannot be satisfactorily mitigated;

s The proposals will result in the loss of an important and unigue tourist asset;

When these issues are considered collectively, it is considered that the planning application results
in material harm to the growth of London's economy.

Principle of Development

The principle of development is contrary fo the Development Plan and is clearly unacceptable
when the disbenefits of the development are properly assessed and quantified. The adopted
Camden Core Strategy (2010) and the London Plan (2011) are the up to date Development Plan
Documents and therefore form the starting point for determining applications of this nature. In this
respect, the NPPF stales at paragraph 12 that “proposed development that conflicts should be
refused unless other malerial considerations indicale otherwise.”

The extent of the policy conflict is highlighted below.

Loss of Business Use

The property currently accommodales almost 28,000 sq. metres of office floorspace and in the
range of 2,600 jobs. The building rises of an active use which supports many
thousands of jobs and thus makes a very positive contribution to the economy. Planning policy
supports the retention of such uses and is opposed to the change of use to non - business uses.

The proposal entirely conflicts with the Camden Core Strategy in this respect which states that it is
2n objective to ‘guarding existing emp sites and ises in the borough that meet the
needs of modern induslry and other employers”,

Policy DP13 ‘Employment Premises and Sites’ states that “the Council will resist a change to
non-business uniess the building is no longer suitable for its existing business use; and there
is evid that the ibility of g, reusing or redeveloping the site or building for
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6.9

6.10

8.1

6.12

simifar or alternative business use has been fully explored over an appropriate period of time".
(our emphasis)

The Cenire Point Tower building is suitable for its existing business use — offices and bar /
restaurant / events arena — which is illustrated by the fact that the offices are largely occupied
(applicant states that occupancy levels of the office from 1966 - 2010 are 59%) and the Paramount

bar at Levels 31 — 33 is a viable and busis Therefore, there is no evid that this
building is no longer suitable for its existing business use. Furthermore, the applicant has not
provided any evid that they have idered retaining, reusing or redeveloping the site for any
other business uses.

In view of the above, it is submitted that the applicant has not satisfactorily demonstrated that
building is no longer suitable for its existing business use or provided evidence that retaining,
reusing or redeveloping the site for similar or altemative business use has been fully explored over
an appropriate period of time. Therefore, consent should be refused as the proposal is confrary to
Policy DP13 of the Camden Core Strategy. The proposed redevelopment relains no business use
and meets none of the policy requirements.

Mix of Uses - Inappropriate Location for 100% residentiat

The property is situated in the CAZ, where jebs and businesses are the main priority in addition to
tourist and cultural uses as clearly illustrated in the recent Permitted Development Rights Order,
the London Plan and the Camden Core Strategy. There is no policy in favour of 100% residential
buildings in the CAZ but rather the policy pramotes a balanced mix of uses with the primary focus
on i and g ling uses. The Mayor highlights in his representations on the
Permitted Development Rights Order that the broad mix of commercial uses and services is what
makes the CAZ successful. In this respect, there is an inherent land use planning conflict of
redeveloping large scale office / busi floorspace for residential development in a location
where office development is prioritised and safeguarded.

The LPA's and the Mayors representations on the Permitted Development Rights Order clearly
seek to protect existing employment in the CAZ and acknowledge the risk posed by high residential
values in this area of the city. The vision for the CAZ by the Government, the Mayor and the LPA is
clearly illustrated by the approach to the exemptions for the Permitted Development Rights, which
is to prolect these ecc ically important ial and l i from
development such as that proposed in the current planning applications.

The Development Plan identifies the urgent need for office accommodation in growth areas such
as Totlenham Court Road. The Camden Employment Land Review 2008 forecasts that the
demand for offices will increase by 615,000 sq. m. between 2006 and 2026. To meet this demand,
the Council will direct new business development to the growth areas of King's Cross, Euston,




6.13

6.14

6.15

6.16

6.18

Holborn and Tottenham Court Road. The development proposal severely compromises this
strategy resulting in material harm to the Development Plan strategy.

The Core Strategy further states that growth areas are also expected to be the location for over

80% of the new business floorspace. This is due to the ive transport enh
including the development of Crossrall. The Core Strategy resists development that makes
inefficient use of Camden’s limited land. The proposed develop it a very i

use of a high profile building served by world class public transport.

Lacal planning policy supports the provision of an appropriate mix of uses, in individual buildings,
stating that it can to ing future growth in Camden and make efficient
use of its limited land.

The Paramount Restaurant makes a positive contribution towards the mix of uses in the CAZ and
provides an important service in the area, as acknowledged by the members at the Camden
Development Control Committee Mesting in September 2012,

Socio Economic Impact

It is submitted that the proposal will have a significant negative socio economic impact. The
proposed redevelopment will result in the loss of the businesses currently operating from Centre
Point which include our client Paramount at Levels 31 — 33 in addition to a host of other businesses
and office tenants. The proposal causes material harm to those businesses and will result in the
loss of jobs that will not be replaced through the redevelopment. Accordingly, there will be a
significant adverse impact in economic terms through which there are no mitigation measures
proposed.

Section § of the ES "Socio Economics’ only considers the loss of the office floor space as a result
of the proposed redevelopment and change of use. This section, simifar to much of the ES, fails to
take account of the loss of the restaurant / bar and the unique viewing platform, despite the fact
that this issue formed a reason for refusal on the previous application. The socio economic impact
of the loss of the bar / restaurant / events arena should be assessed in order to determine the full
impacts and should be considered in lerms of the loss of more than 200,000 residents and tourists
being deprived of the ability to uniquely view London’s Skyline in this location. The ES should
include a landscape and visual impact assessment to consider and quantify the loss of the
panoramic views for visitors to the top level viewing area.

Employment
Paramount at Levels 31 - 33 is approximately 1,0008q.m, all of which will be lost as a result of the
proposed development and replaced 1o provide a total of three residential units. The business




6.18

6.20

6.21

6.22

6.23

6.24

currently employs over 100 staff. The ES states that *a of
employment created should take into account the number of jobs that currently exist on-site”.
Despite this, the ES fails to take account of the current employment provision at Levels 31 —33.

The ES states at par 6.81 that:

“The existing on-site buildings are currently a mix of office and relail. Based on
information provided by the Applicant, it has been estimated that current
-employment would not exceed 2,500 in full occupancy. It is assumed that the
most likely outcome is that these jobs will refocate fo other office space within
London. We therefore assume that whilst this may resulf in employment loss at
the site these jobs will remain in Greater London (the identified impact area for
employment and expenditure).”

This paragraph is incorrect in that the existing on site buildings are currently a mix of office, retail
and restaurant / bar / events arena with a viewing platform. It is not clear how the figure of 2,500
jobs has been derived given that there is no reference to the Paramount bar and restaurant in the
Socio Economics chapter. This further highlights that the applicant completely disregarded the
Paramount in the preparation of the current planning applications, notwithstanding the fact that we
highlighted these discrepancies in the previous application.

The ES states that the most likely outcome is that these jobs will relocate to other office space in
the Greater London area, however there is no evidence to support this assumption. In fact, the
Mayor states in his representations on the Permitted Development Rights thal “Firms dispiaced will
not move to other parts of London, or in many cases even fo other parts of the UK".

The building currently provides office floorspace, which given the evidence provided by the
applicant that it is 60% occupied, highlights that despite its condition there remains significant
demand for office floorspace at this location. Furthermore, our clients over 100 employees will not
be accommodaled elsewhere in the Greater London area, as Paramount comprises a very unique
offer and it would be impossible to find a suitable and available location to establish a bar /
restaurant which offers such a unique view of London,

In view of the scale of job losses that the proposed redevelopment would have, it is considered that
the conclusion of this section of the ES should in fact be Major Adverse and not Minor Beneficial.

Local Economy

The ES fails to take full account of the significant socio economic impact that the loss of 2,600
employses will have on the local y and spending in the Court Road arce. This
will be replaced by an additional 174 residents and the 330 employees in the redeveloped scheme.
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6.26

6.27

6.28

6.29

6.30

It is difficult to see how the ES can conclude that the proposed change of use to solely residential
use will have a Minor Beneficial impact on the local economy. In fact on the contrary, it is
considered that the loss of at least 2,600 employees and their associated spending in the area will
have a Major Adverse impact on the Greater London economy.

This impact on the local economy is entirely contrary to the Camden Core Strategy which supports
the growth areas such as Tottenham Court Road stating that:

"Development in growth areas such as Toltenham Court Road, and throughout
Central London, shouid contribute fo the area economically, socially and
through iding a sub ial number of new jobs and space

for businesses,”

The existing uses in Centre Point Tower comprising of office, retail and bar / restaurant / events
arena all contribute to the area ically, socially and y through the provision of
a mix of uses served by high quality public transport. Whereas, the proposed change of use will not
contribute towards the local economy and in fact will have a negative impact on the growth
potential of Tottenham Court Road.

Loss of an important Tourism Asset

The existing development at Levels 31 — 33 provides tourism benefits through public access 1o a
unique panoramic view of Central London which will be lost as a result of the development which is
contrary to policy 7.7 of the London Plan. This issue was stated as a reason for refusal in the
previous application. The existing use at Levels 31 — 33 represents the optimum use of the upper
floors of the building in that it maximises the sites potential in terms of the views and the location.
There are only a small number of buildings in London that have a viewing gallery, similar to
Paramount, which is accessible to the public providing 360 degree views of London. Amenifies
such as the Paramount are a valuable resource and should be protected.

The Core Strategy identifies that Camden is the third largest contributor to London's economy
which is partly as a result of the leisure, entertainment and tourism industry which are vitally
important for the Borough's economy. Policy CS8 of the Core Strategy 'Promoting a successful and
inclusive Camden economy’ states that the Council will secure a strong economy in Camden and
“recognise the imp of other employ generaling uses, including retall, markets, leisure,
education, tourism and health.”

The Core Strategy states that the Council recognises the importance of the visitor economy in
Camden and will support the continued growth of the sector. The Paramount bar makes a positive
contribution to the tourist and cultural offer of London as it provides a bar, restaurant and events
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arena with exceptional and iconic views across London. This is an important facility that should be
protected as an important amenity for residents of London and tourists.

Levels 31 — 33 of Centre Point Tower forms part of London’s important attractions which make a
significant contribution to economy and enhancing London’s visitor experience. The Core Strategy
acknowledges the importance of such cultural facilities for residents and tourists, stating at
paragraph 9.6:

“Camden’s Cenlral London area is & major draw for Londoners and for tourists
visiting the cily, making & signil ntribution to the i and
economy of both the borough and the capital. Afiractions include the British
Museum, Covent Garden, Hatton Garden and numerous fheatres, bars and
restaurants. These are aiso used by Camden residents and are therefore
important local facilities.”

Camden Development Policies Plan (2010) states that the Council will guide tourism development
that is likely to attract large numbers of pecple to Camden's Central London area, particularly the
growth areas including Tottenham Court Road. The proposed redevelopment of Centre Point
Tower will result in loss of a significant asset ior residents and tourists.

Similarly Section 6 of the ES assesses the socio economics impacts of the proposal, however the
Statement fails to acknowledge the existing bar / restaurant / events arena at Levels 31 — 33,
referring only to the office use. An important consideration in this section should be the loss of over
100 jobs currently provided at Levels 31 — 33 and also the loss of an important tourist atiraction
within the CAZ, where the Development Plan advocates the development of tourist facilities and
accommodation.
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CONCLUSIONS

Govemnment planning palicy requires planning applications that conflict with the Development Flan
to be refused, unless material considerations indicate otherwise. Material considerations do not
exist with this proposal that can offset the levels of Development Plan conflict and overall material
harm that this development will cause. This submission respectfully requests that the planning
authority refuses planning permission for the proposed development for the following reasons:

s The principle of development is contrary to the Development Plan and causes material hamm;

s There will be adverse socic economic impacts, which cannot be satisfactorily mitigated; and

= The proposais will result in the loss of an important and unique tourist asset;

From a national policy perspective, the development is contrary to advice set out in the NPPF.

Paragraph 51 highlights that commercial buildings should be permitted for change to residential

provided there are not strong economic reasons why such development is inappropriate. In this

instance, there are strong and wholly justified economic reasons why the application should not be

permitted:

* The proposal results in the loss of 28,000sq.m of office development in a location prioritised for
businessicommercial development;

* The proposal will result in the loss of circa 2,600 existing jobs;

¢ The loss of employment floorspace and existing jobs compromises the economic strategy for

this location which is to create an additional 5000 new jobs. With one development for just 82
homes, the ic jobs req i by 50% from 5,000 to 7500 new jobs; and

« The proposal is enfirely contrary to the objectives of Crossrail and the London Plan which are

to optimise the benefits of Crossrail around Tottenham Court Road Station.
At a regional level, the proposal is contrary to the London Plan. In this regard, the land is identified
within the Central Activities Zone, the West End Special Retail Policy Area and the Tottenham
Court Road Opp ity Area. The appli y site therefore lies within a nationslly and
i ally signi busi location which the London Plan has identified for an additional
5,000 new jobs/60,000sq.m of new office floorspace. A development that results in the loss of
28,000sq.m of office floorspace and circa 2,600 existing jobs is in conflict with this strategy and will
harm London's economy, There would clearly be a major socio economic impact with the
development as the jobs farget would effectively be increased by over 50% to 7,500 and
associated land use implications with circa 88,000sq.m of new office floorspace required, rather
than the 60,000sq.m required by the London Plan.

The proposal also runs entirely contrary to Development Plan employment policy, as set out in
Policy DP13 of the Camden Core Strategy. The policy prevents changes of use from

Frop
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businessfemployment unless it can be demonstrated that the building is no longer suitable for
business use. Given that the building is in active use and currently employs in the order of 2,600
people, this test cannot be met. The applicant has failed to provide any marketing assessment to
assess the demand for and suitability of the business floorspace.

The proposal is also inconsistent with the LPA's and the Mayor's vision for the CAZ as detailed in
their i to the y of State di pti from the Pemmitted
Development Rights for the change of use from office to resideniial. It is evident from these
representalions, and the fact the government agree that the CAZ should be excluded from the
Permitted Development Rights, that the primary purpose of the CAZ is employment. This area is of
national and even importance intemational importance as an employment and commercial centre
and facilities such as Paramount make a positive contribution to the area and should be retained.

The Paramount Bar, Restaurant and Events Area is a significant tourist asset that altracts over
200,000 visitors per annum to view London’s skyline, The business employs over 100 people and
is a successful, thriving business. As such, it should be protected from redevelopment for three
flats. The applicant failed to consider the loss of this facility in their Environmental Statement.
Policy CS8 of the Core Stralegy supports Central London's role, including the Tottenham Court
Road Area, in provision of tourism and cultural facilities, The proposal will result in the loss of an
important tourism asset, the impact of which should be assessed in the ES.

The Camden Core Strategy requires the Council to resist develr that make use of
Camden’s limited land. The proposed change of use of the Centre Point Tower from 28,000sq.m of
employment generating floorspace to just 82 homes represents an inefficient use of a high profile
building in @ PTAL Zone 6 location. The development will result in significant adverse socio
economic impacts, many of which the applicant has not attempted to identify, assess and quantify
and accordingly, planning permission should be refused.
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CAMDEN DEVELOPMENT CONTROL MEETING MINUTES




liceni projects|

Camden Borough Council Development Control Committee

Date/Time:

20th September 2012

Mamroﬂ;rteresr: Planning Application Centrepoint Tower, New Oxford Straet

1. Amanda Peck, planning officer, p d the planning lication and made the following key points:

.

.

* Loss of employment floorspace - referred to the existing 27,000 sq. metres of employment
floarspace in the building and that Policy C58 and DP13 represented a key consideration. The
applicant provided an and lusion stated that the building was reaching
the end of office use. The Council accepted this argument and advised the members that the
i was verified.
Officer advised that while the application is recommended for refusal, this recommendation does
not include a reasan for refusal based on the loss of office floorspace.
= Affordable housing - i i i the d housing
contributians. Officer stated that there is too much uncertainty regarding the applicants proposed
provision.
Transport matters — further modeling required to assess the impact of the highway works,
diversion / closure of St. Giles High Street proposed and works to Earnshaw Street. The impact is
not known,
Car parking - discussion regarding excessive carparking.
Design Issues - External stairs to be relocated internally, building to be reclad, new windows
included.
Publically Accessible Floors at Levels 31 — 33 - Officer stated that the Council does not have any
specific poficies that protect restaurant uses (except if they serve a community function, which the
officer stated was not applicable in this instance), She advised the members if they were to
consider it a tourist attraction, again she advised the members that there are no policies protecting
such uses. The officer advised that policy 7.7 of the London Plan is relevant as it states that tall
buildings should include a publically accessible viewing gallery. However, the officer noted that in
this instance it would not be appropriate and the applicant provided evidence that it would be
physically difficult te incorporate a viewing gallery due to lift access. Officer also noted that the
publically accessible area could only be provided at one end of the tower and therefore might be
unviable as it is questionable whether members of the public would pay for such an attraction.
® Listed Building Consent - was recommended for approval by the officer

.

2. Pierre Condou ~ Owner of Paramount, objected to the application and made the following points:

.

.

® 7 years ago attended the planning committee to successfully attain planning consent for the bar /
restaurant,

Surprised that the Planning Committee are now discussing the loss of the business and difficult to
understand how we have arrived at this position,

36 year lease on the business,

Opposed to the application for a number of reasons:

o Obviausly the loss of the business, spent five years putting this business together,

-3 Opened in 2008 during the recession, and the business has flourished since,

(.3 Loss of investment that shareholders have put in, which equates up to £5 million,

o Employees — loss of 95 jobs,



o 200,000 visitors who enjoy the finest views the Borough has to offer,

o Economic reasons - flying against Camden's economic strategy as per Policy DP13,

o Loss of employment floorspace, loss of 2,500 jobs and 27,000 sq. metres of floorspace for
82 residential units,

Planning officer’s report does not address these economic issues, although they have been referred

to at this meeting, however still of the view that another reason for refusal should be added

3. Robert Senecal of the Bloomsbury Conservation Area Advisory Committee, abjected to the application on
the following grounds:

.

Queried whether any of the members had visited Paramount,
Emphasised that it was extremely well run, not exclusive, anybody can go and experience it,
d that provided unp; views of Londen and also views of Conservation
Area from Levels 31 - 33,
Scandal to lose it,
Also objected to the recladding and external works to the listed building

4. Hugh Willcack, Applicant

.

.

Proposal provides for major regeneration,

Welcome the officer’s views and their valuers that this building can no longer support itself as an
office building,

Change of use to residential is essential in order to protect this listed building,

Affordable housing - how to house the most number of families with the money available, argued
that affordable housing should be provided off site (potentially provide 67 units off site),

Viewing Platform — acknowledged that it is visited, however such a use is not viable above a
residential building, difficult to integrate with residential.

New viewing platforms tend to be above office uses and therefore this use cannot be retained.

5. Cir Meric Apak

Discussion re affordable housing

6. Clir Sue Vingent

.

. LI .

-

Queried why the officer did not take into it ion the loss of employ on the top three
floors.

Understands building is no longer fit for purpose, welcomes the delivery of housing but expresses
concerns that no affordable housing is being provided.

Very important that on site affordable housing provision is delivered.

More importantly, the Clir wished to focus on the loss of employment on the top three floors.

Clir has visited the Paramount and she displayed the breakfast menu for the Paramount.

Considers it to be a superb place, a unique facility and amenity for residents, visitors, meeting place
for businesses.

London Plan 7.7 is a strong directive and queried what considerations the Council took into account
in assessing this.

Identified that there is an existing lift access that brings patrens directly up to Levels 31 - 33 and
can't see why this cannot be retained.

7. Amanda Peck Response

Officers did consider the loss of employment however officer stated that as Paramount is
specifically a mix of bar and restaurants uses, there is na policy which protects these sort of uses.
Overall the officer considered that it will all balance itself out as there is an increase in the A3/A4
uses, albeit on the lower floors.



London Plan doesn‘t protect existing facilities, in terms of using that Policy 7.7 the officer did not
consider that it would protect the Paramount or the existing use but it may be used to provide for
a different sort of gallery or viewing area. Stated that if the Council were to use that palicy it would
be a slightly different issue that protecting Paramount use.

Provide for details of the affordable housing provision.

8. Clir Chris Naylor

Very concerned about the future of this building.

Concerned regarding affordable housing.

Did not consider that the viability assessment had been fully bottomed out as on one hand the bar
owner (Pierre Condou) who has signed a long lease and said it's viable and yet being told by the
applicant that there's an assessment of the building as a whole which states its unviable. Queried
whether the Paramount owner and case officer could provide further clarity on this.

9. Amanda Peck Respense to Clir Naylor

Viability assessment looks at the building as a whole

As far as the officer was aware there are a couple of long leases in the building including
Paramount and businesses in the bridge link in the lower floars,

Acknowledged that certain floors in the building may be viable but that overall the bullding was.
considered unviable.

10. Pierre Condou

As stated previously, business commenced in difficult times but can confirm that have been paying
rents, quite high rents in fact, satisfactorily to the landlord for some time and thus the business is
viable.

11. Clir Sally Gimson

.

Alse cancerned regarding the affordable housing and glad the cound| are trying to address this
issue,

Discussion between the ClIr, case officer and the applicant regarding the various ways of providing
affordable housing.

Design - very iconic building. C ion Officer explained the changes proposed to the building.
Further extensive discussions with input from the applicants architect on affordable housing.

12. glir Flick Rea

.

Referred to the applicant’s viability statement which refers to the number of visitors to the upper
floors of the building and the inability to provide a new viewing gallery. Queried what the applicant
was proposing to provide at the upper levels Applicant confirmed that no viewing gallery was
proposed.

Considered it is absolutely appalling that somewhere which is a “free use’ is to be lost to a small
number of rich people who can afford these villas.

Also concerned that there is no affordable housing provided. Appalling that there is no on site
provision and thought the proposal with a maximum potential of ten units at this highly accessible
location was insufficient.

Questioned why the application was presented at this stage.

Expressed sympathy with the owners of the restaurant at the top of the building.

13. Development Control Manager

that statutory ti required this application to be presented to the members.



14. Cllr Andrew Marshall
= Agree with Cllr Rea and glad that this application is being refused.
« [Ifit comes back to the members, views might change.
* Affordable housing - difficult to accept, questioned separation between affordable and private.
= Agrees that the Council should object to the loss the viewing gallery.
+ Agrees with the Twentieth Century’s views in regards to the impact on the listed building.

15. Clir Roger Freeman
* Discussion regarding affordable housing and parking provision.
* Queried reasons for refusal.
= Could not pick up all paints made by Clir Freeman, microphone not very clear.

16. Clir Paul Braithwaite
*  Opposed to off-site afferdable housing.
*  View from the top floors is an important consideration and would like to express concern
regarding the loss of public access.

17. Members Vote

First Rec ion to refuse ion for the planning ication at Centre Point

.

dlir Vincent queried whether the Chair was going to add {inferred reason for refusal relating to
Levels 31 - 33 but this was not stated) and the chair confirmed she was.

Chair stated that in addition to the reasons for refusal proposed by the Case Officer there has been
some debate regarding an additional reason for refusal with regard to preserving access to the
upper floors. Queried whether members would like to add this reason. All acknowledged yes.
Planning permission was refused on that basis.

.

.

Second Recommendation to grant iisted building consent

= Listed building consent refused
* Reasons for refusal provided by Clir Sue Vincent -
o Design and alterations to the fagade,
o Projecting stair provides access to the upper floors,
o Conservation Officer provided comments on the reasons for refusal,
o East side stairs provide direct access to the mezzanine and to the upper floors, concern
regarding loss of access and should be secured in the reasons for refusal, until an alternative
access is provided



SUMMARY OF PLANNING APPLICATIONS

Application 1 (Reference 2013/1957/P & 2013/1961/L)

1 ises of the f i

Centre Point Tower: change of use from office (Class B1) and restaurant / bar (Sui Generis)
use to residential use (Class C3) to provide 82 residential uses and ancillary residential
floorspace (spa, gym and pool)

Centre Point Link: change of use from office (class B1) and bar {class A4) use to flexible retail /
restaurant/bar (ClassA1/A3/A4) use

Centre Point House: change of use at first and second floors from office to provide flexible
retailfrestaurant/bar (ClassA1/A3/A4)

Alterations to the exterior of Centre Point Tower includi p and i of
facades

Redevelopment of the adjacent public house to provide flexible retail (class AT/A3/A4) with 13
affordable housing units

Application 2 (Reference Ref 2013/1970/P & 2013/2000/L)

Application 2 comprises of the following:

ha Summi

Centre Point Tower: change of use from office (Class B1) and restaurant / bar (Sui Generis)
use to residential use (Class C3) to provide 82 residential uses and ancillary residential
floorspace (spa, gym and pool)

Centre Point Link: change of use from office (class B1) and bar (class A4} use to flexible retail /
restaurant/bar (ClassA1/A3/A4) use

Centre Point House: change of use at first and second floors from office to provide flexible
retail/restaurant/bar (ClassA1/A3/A4)

Alterations to the exterior of Centre Point Tower including replacement and refurbishment of
facades

Redevelopment of the adjacent public house to provide flexible retail (class A1/A3/A4) with 16
affordable housing units
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RELEVANT LEGISLATION & POLICY

Permitted Development Rights

On Sth May 2013, the Permitted Development Rights Order for the change of use from office to
residential {The Town and Country Planning General Permitted Development Amendment England
Order 2013) was laid before Parliament and is due to come into force on the 30th May 2013.

Section 3 of the General Permitted Development A dment identi office areas which are
exempt from the permitted development rights and will not be able to change the use from office to
residential, without the need for planning consent. In the London Borough of Camden the
exempted areas include the Central Activities Zone and Tech City, London as identified in section
1.15 (red line), copy attached.

Camden Council submitted a request to the Depariment for Communities and Local Government
detailing that the entire CAZ should be exempted from the Government's permitted development
rights.

The Council identified that there is a significant risk that offices in Camden’s part of CAZ are
wulnerable to conversion to higher value residential use, stating that:

“... the differentials between office and residential values in Camden’s part (and other parts) of the
CAZ create a substantial financial incentive to convert offices te housing. The operation of planning
policies and decisions in the area is vital to ensure that business premises in the CAZ suitable for
continued commercial use are protected and supported where appropriate. If such premises are
not supported through pianning policy, viable business will close within the CAZ, harming the
economy at the national and the local level.”

Camden Council's submission also highlights the risk to existing viable businesses presented by
the change of use from office and residential, stating that:

“The incentive to convert offices lo housing operates not only for vacant premises but even where

the are jpied and viable. This could result in leases being ended
premalurely as landowners opt lo change the use of their building to more profitable residential
use. The de will i inty for i

occupiers haming their abilily lo grow and plan properly for their future.”

May 2013) | feenl Progects Linited o betiaif of
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Furthermore, the Mayor also made a bid to the Secretary of State to exempt London's key
business districts in recognition of their significance as nationally important office locations. This
plion included the application site within the Central Activities Zone.

In regards to the CAZ and the other employment areas that the Mayor sought exempticn from the
Permitted Development Rights, the Mayors letter emphasises the importance of job creation and
the concern that if jobs are displaced they will be lost from the capital altogether :

“We are united in our ¢ i to ensuring the continued success of an area that is home fo a
number of unique clusters of economic activity which employ millions of people from London and
beyond, and which contribute billions to the national economy. These clusters have formed and
endured because of the ic benefits of aggl ion: if they were broken up by piecemeal
conversions fo residential use these benefits would disappear. Firms displaced will nof move to
other parts of London, or in many cases even fo other parts of the UK."

The Mayor is very strong in his assertion that “it is crucial that existing employment is not
compromised" and to ensure that only “truly surplus space” is released.

Similar to the concerns expressed by Camden Council, the Mayor expresses concem that
important office space may be lost due to high residential values in the area, stating that:

"We see a very real risk, however, that with the very high residential values we have in this part of

London, offices performing national, regional and locally imp could be

and the ch; of i importan! neighb could change significantly, to the
detriment of business”.

The Mayor identifies the CAZ as one of the “nationally significant areas of ic activity” and it

is evident that the Mayors view is that the primary objective of the CAZ is for employment
purposes:

“This begs & profound question for the Mayor and govenment: what is the primary purpose of
central busi districts: employ or housing? The Mayor would argue that across London as
& whole his Plan already makes provision for more than 30,000 homes a year...it therefore makes
much more sense to keep adequate capacily to help drive the most important part of the London
eccnomy rather than lo sacnifice it for the equivalent of less than two years housing supply...”

The Mayors submission on the exemption provides a description of the CAZ and explains that:




‘London's Central Activities Zone is different. This is not simply because of the scale of office
provision here. It is alsc because this provision is an Integral part of a wider mix of uses, whether
these uses be:

« the services for service seclor which meet the needs of occupiers and those mainlaining
the buildings;

« lhe shops, restaurants, bars, theatres and other facilities which cater for its workers ...;

= the transport facilities which underpin the efficient operation of the office labour market;

« the range of Jocal housing, both market and affordable, which provides conveniently located
homes to & broad spectrum of workers;

= the physical environment of CAZ with ils open spaces, waterways, heritage bulldings, views
and vislas which make it an attractive place to work, and through association, adds status
as a place fo do business; and

= the varialion in uses and built form which, carefully managed through the planning system,
provide capacily for office expansion.

Combined together the elements of this rich mix form the basis for what is the most distinct, and
arguably most attractive, major office location in the world. "

The Govemment has accepted the case made by Camden Council and the Mayor that the
retaining the CAZ as on office location and the associated uses is of national importance to the
economy and the CAZ has been identified as an exempt area from the Permitted Development
Rights Order.

National Planning Policy Framework

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) provides for the change of use from office to
residential where there is an identified need for additional housing and provided there is not strong
economic reasons why such a d would be inapp In this regard, Paragraph 51 of
the NPPF states that;

“Local planning authorities should identify and bring back into residential use empty housing and
buildings in line with local housing and empiy homes stralegies and, where appropriate, acquire
properties under compuisory purchase powers. They should normally epprove planning
applications for change to residential use and any P from

buildings (currently in the B use classes) where there is an identified need for additional
housing in that area, provided that there are pot strong economlic reasons why such
development would be inappropriate.” (Our emphasis}
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London Plan

The subject property is located within the Tottenham Court Road Opportunity Area. The London
Plan, at Annex 1, sels targets for growth areas up to 2031 and identifies that the Tottenham Court
Road area should deliver an additional 5,000 new jobs and 420 (minimum) new homes.

The HCA Densities Guide indicates that circa 12sq.m of B1 floorspace is required to support a job
and on this basis, the Ti Court Road Opp ity Area is required to provide 60,000sq.m
of additional B1 floorspace. This strategic London Plan requirement will effectively be increased to
88,000sq.m as a result of this development. In terms of job numbers, this equates to an increase of
50%. Evidently, the proposal results in material harm and there are significant strategic policy
implications with the development.

The London Plan designates the site within the West End Special Retail Policy Area (WESPRA)
and states in Paragraph 2.47:

“planning policy should continue o support the area’s future as a retail and leisure district of
nationai, city-wide and local importance”

This designation highlights that the location is of national importance in economic development
terms. Of even greater significance is the designation of the land within the Central Activities Zone
(CAZ). Policy 2.10 of the London Plan highlights that the location is of international as well as
national importance. The policy states that it is a strategic priority to:

“emphasise the Mayor's commit {o promote the roles of the CAZ at a London wide, national
and international level, emphasising the CAZ as having key local and stralegic uses as a retail,
cultural and i i location of imp is is placed
on the impr of transport and ial i within the CAZ, for local residents,

workers and visitors lo the ares; “(our emphasis)

Other strategic priorities for the CAZ in Policy 2.10 relevant to the application proposals are as
foliows:

A "The Mayor will, and boroughs and other reevant stratagic pariners should:

a enhance and promote the unique international, national and London wide roles of the Central
Activities Zone (CAZ), supporting the distinct offer of the Zone based on a rich mix of local as well
as slrategic uses and forming the globally iconic core of one of the world's most attractive and
competitive business locations ...




€ in appropriate parts of the CAZ and the related area in the north of the isie of Dogs, ensure that
development of office provision is not strategically constrained and that provision is made for &
range of Ipit specially the st ically i financial and busir services

g sustain and manage the attractions of CAZ as the world's leading visitor destination

1 improve infrastructure for public transport, walking and cycling, and optimise development and
regeneration benefits they can support (particularly arising from Crossrafl).”

Camden Core Strategy

The proposal is also contrary to the Local Plan. Camden Core Strategy Policy DP13 ‘Employment
Premises and Sites’ states that:

“The Council will relain land and buildings that are suilable for continued business use and will
resist a change to non-business unless:

a) it can be demonstrated to the Council’s satisfaction that a site or building is no longer suitable for
its existing business use; and

b) there is evid that the ibility of retaining, reusing or redeveloping the site or building for
similar or alternative business use has heen fully explored over an appropriate period of time.
Where premises or sites are suitable for continued business use, the Council will consider
redevelopment proposals for mixed use schemes provided that:

¢) the level of employment fioorspace is maintained or increased;

d} they include other priority uses, such as housing and affordable housing;

e] premises suitable for new, small or medium enterprises are provided,

1) floorspace suilabie for either light industrial, industry or warehousing uses is re-provided where

the site has been used for these uses or for affices in premises that are suitable for other business

g) the proposed non-en uses will not prejudic industrial use in the surrounding

sl Change of Use dt Conle 19
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A3.20 Tottenham Court Road is also a designated ‘Growth Area’ in the Development Plan comprising of

the London Plan 2011 and the Camden Core Strategy 2010. Policy CS2 'Growth Areas’ in the Core
Strategy states that:

“Development in Camden to 2025 will be concenlrated in the growth areas of Tottenham Court
Road, Holborn and West Hampstead Interchange, where the mixed use redevelopment of a
number of sites is expecled o take place.”

The Core Strategy identifies the key role locations such as Tottenham Court Road play in
regenerating the local economy stating that:

“Camden’s growth will be focused at King's Cross, Euston, Tottenham Court Road, Holborn and
West Hampstead Interchange and the opportunities and bensefils this brings - for local people, the
economy and reg ion, and our envir - will be maximised.”

A key aspiration of the Core Strategy in respect of Tottenham Court Road includes:

“a halanced mix of uses, including housing and affordable housing, significant provision of offices
and other employ it ity facilities, and retail to support the Central London

Frontages of Charing Cross Road, Toltenham Court Road and the western end of New Oxford
Street”

ot Projects Liniited on belialf ef azmou
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