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 SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 This Statement has been prepared on behalf of Treats Foods Ltd (͞the AppellaŶt͟Ϳ in 

support of an appeal against the refusal of planning permission by the London 

Borough of Camden (͞The Council͟) by decision notice dated 10 March 2016 of an 

application for ͞ChaŶge of use of ground floor from retail (Class A1) to a coffee shop 

(mixed Use Class A1/class A3) aŶd alteƌatioŶs to shopfƌoŶt.͟ at 325 Kentish Town 

Road, London NW5 2TJ (͞the Appeal “ite͟Ϳ. 

 

1.2 The decision notice records that the application was refused for one reason only.  

Namely: ͞The pƌoposed ĐhaŶge of use fƌoŵ ƌetail ;Class A1) to a coffee shop (mixed 

use Class A1/Class A3) would result in the loss of a retail unit which would be harmful 

to the overall character, function, vitality and viability of the Kentish Town Centre, 

ĐoŶtƌaƌǇ to poliĐǇ C“7 ;PƌoŵotiŶg CaŵdeŶ͛s ĐeŶtƌes aŶd shopsͿ of the LoŶdoŶ Boƌough 

of Camden Local Development Framework Core Strategy and policy DP12 (Supporting 

strong centres and managing the impact of food, drink, entertainment and other town 

centre uses) [sic] the London Borough of Camden Local Development Framework 

DeǀelopŵeŶt PoliĐies.͟   

 

1.3 The appeal proposal seeks the use of the Appeal Site as a Starbucks͛ Coffee “hop to 

be operated by the franchisee, Treats Foods Ltd.  Whilst the proposal comprises 

predominantly a retail outlet for the sale of drinks, cold food and other products, it 

does also contain a degree of seating for the consumption of food and drink on the 

premises.  

 

1.4 The Appellant considers that the proposal is acceptable in respect to national and local 

policies relating to town centre uses.  A full assessment of the proposal in the context 

of relevant policies and other material considerations was set out in the Planning 

Statement which accompanied the submitted Appeal Proposal. 
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1.5 This “tateŵeŶt sets out the Đase iŶ suppoƌt of the AppellaŶt͛s pƌoposed deǀelopŵeŶt 

of the Appeal Site and responds to The Council͛s sole ƌeasoŶ foƌ ƌefusal as detailed on 

the decision notice and in the assoĐiated OffiĐeƌ͛s ‘epoƌt.  IŶ paƌtiĐulaƌ, this “tatement 

sets out that the Appeal Proposal:- 

 

 Will bring the ground floor of the appeal site back into gainful use and would 

be of positive benefit to Kentish Town Town Centre;  

 

 Will enhance the vitality and viability of Kentish Town Centre and bring 

associated economic benefits through ͚linked͛ spending; 

 

 Will create employment opportunities, creating new jobs; 

 

 Will provide an important new facility for commuters using Kentish Town 

Underground and Railway Station; 

 

 Will be in keeping with the local streetscene and would add visual interest to 

Kentish Town Town Centre; 

 

 Is of considerable benefit to the London Borough of Camden representing 

sustainable development and providing an appropriate town centre use in an 

accessible and sustainable location. 

 

1.6 In summaƌǇ the AppellaŶt ĐoŶsideƌs that The CouŶĐil͛s siŶgulaƌ ƌeasoŶ foƌ ƌefusal of 

the application is without merit and requests that planning permission be granted. 
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 SECTION 2: PROFILE 

 

2.1 This Appeal Statement has been written by Julian Mark Sutton who holds a Master of 

Science Degree in City and Regional Planning from the University of Wales from 1994.  

This section sets out details of the author and for expedience is written in the first 

person.   

 

2.2 I have been a member of the Royal Town Planning Institute since 1994 and have 

practised in the private sector for the duration of my career and have some 22 yeaƌs͛ 

experience advising a variety of clients including landowners, retail/leisure operators, 

developers and house builders. 

 

2.3 I am the Managing Director of JMS Planning & Development Ltd which is an 

independent, boutique, town planning consultancy operating on a nationwide basis.  

Prior to this I was employed by Signet Planning as London Regional Director from 

March 2008 to October 2015.  Prior to this I was Planning Director at GL Hearn from 

the period February 2004 to March 2008 and before this Associate Director in the 

specialist, retail and leisure firm Chase & Partners for the period January 2003 to 

February 2004.  Prior to this I was employed by Rapleys Property and Planning Advisers 

from 1994 to 2003. 

 

2.4 I have advised on many High Street change of uses both for coffee shops and for other 

uses.  This has included acting as St Albans District Council͛s Planning and Retail 

Witness in respect to an Appeal Hearing concerning an unauthorised Café Nero unit 

at 2-4 High Street, Harpenden which is referenced later within this Statement. 

 

2.5 I have visited the appeal premises and am familiar with the site and surroundings and 

the wider Kentish Town area.  The evidence contained within this Appeal Statement is 

true and has been prepared and given in accordance with the guidance of my 

professional institution and I confirm that the opinions expressed are my true and 

professional opinions.    
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 SECTION 3:  THE APPEAL SITE  

 

3.1 The Appeal Site lies on the western side of Kentish Town Road (A400) in close 

proximity to Kentish Town Underground Station (Northern Line) and National Rail 

Station. The Appeal Site comprises a three-storey property with a vacant shop (Use 

Class A1) on the ground floor and a former residential unit (Use Class C3) above.  

 

3.2 The Appeal Site is not located within a conservation area; neither is the property a 

listed building or a locally listed building.  

 

3.3 The Appeal Site fronts directly onto Kentish Town Road and is located within a Core 

Shopping Frontage of Kentish Town Town Centre. Kentish Town Town Centre provides 

a range of shopping and service uses and is acknowledged by The Council within its 

plaŶŶiŶg guidaŶĐe oŶ ToǁŶ CeŶtƌe͛s, Retail and Employment (CPG 5) as having a good 

range of shops and services for its size including many independent traders and food 

and drink uses.  

 

3.4 The Appeal Site is long and narrow and fronts directly onto the pavement of Kentish 

Town Road; at the rear the Appeal Site fronts York Mews. Kentish Town Road is served 

by numerous bus routes whilst (as stated above) the Appeal Site is located in close 

proximity to Kentish Town Underground and Railway Station. As a consequence, the 

Appeal Site has an excellent level of accessibility with a Public Transport Accessibility 

Level (PTAL) of 6a.  
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 SECTION 4:  APPEAL SITE PLANNING HISTORY 

 

4.1 This seĐtioŶ of the AppellaŶt͛s Appeal “tateŵeŶt pƌoǀides aŶ oǀeƌǀieǁ of the keǇ 

applications on the Appeal Site.  

 

4.2 Planning permission (LPA Ref: 2015/2605/P) was granted dated 17th December 2015 

for the development of the site for: ͞‘eaƌ eǆteŶsioŶ to eǆistiŶg ƌetail uŶit ;Class A1), 

erection of mansard roof extension and three-storey rear extension at 1st, 2nd and 3rd 

floor level of No. 325 Kentish Town Road and conversion of the 1 No. 3 bed 

self-contained flat to create 3 No. 1 bed self-contained flats at first, second and third 

floor level. Erection of three-storey rear extension to infill space known as 10 York 

Mews to provide ground floor storage space and cycle store and 1 No. 3 bed 

maisonette on first and second floor. Provision of internal courtyard/terrace at first 

floor level with access from 10 York Mews and installation of green wall at first and 

second floor level of 10 York Mews ;iŶteƌŶal eleǀatioŶͿ.͟  

 

4.3 Previous to this, an application (LPA Ref: 2010/5366/P) for a change of use of the 

ground floor from a retail unit (Class A1) to financial and professional services (Class 

A2) was refused by decision dated 2 December 2010.  This application was submitted 

with no supporting information and was refused planning permission by a decision 

dated 2 December 2010 on the grounds that the loss of a retail unit would be harmful 

to the overall character, function, vitality and viability of Kentish Town Centre. 

 

4.4 Prior to this, planning permission was refused on 25 August 2009 for the erection of 

two-storey rear extension and creation of additional third storey with mansard roof 

(LPA Ref: 2009/1685/P). 

 

4.5 On 21 May 2008 planning permission was granted under application LPA Ref: 

2008/0925/P for shop alterations to provide a new side entrance door and allow 

access to the residential unit at upper floor level, and replacement of rear door with 

window following the removal of existing rear access staircase. 
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4.6 Planning permission was granted on 14 August 2007 (LPA Ref: 2007/3033/P) for the 

existing use of a rear part of the ground floor as a cheque cashing and money transfer 

service and associated office. 

 

4.7 A part three-storey, part single-storey extension and mansard roof extension to 

existing shops and flats above to increase the floorspace above the shop and to 

provide a 1 x 1-bedroom unit at first floor level and 1 x 3 bed maisonette at upper 

levels was granted on 5 November 2004 (LPA Ref: PEX0300166/P). 

 

4.8 Planning permission was granted on 31 January 1991 (LPA Ref: 8903083) for the 

erection of an additional storey at third floor level, an extension at rear first floor level 

and works for conversion to form three bedsitting flats and one-bedroom flat. 

 

4.9 More historically, planning permission was granted for an application (LPA Ref: 33398) 

on 2 March 1982 for the erection of a single storey rear extension for storage. On 11 

September 1974 planning permission was granted for the installation of a new 

shopfront under application (LPA Ref: 19200). Planning permission was granted on 3 

April 1967 for the installation of a new shopfront and the erection of a canopy at the 

rear of the premises (LPA Ref: 3339). 

 

Summary 

 

4.10 There have been a number of applications at the Appeal Site.  The key relevant 

application is LPA Ref: 2010/5366/P which was refused planning permission by a 

decision dated 2 December 2010 for the change of use of the site from retail use to 

financial and professional services (Class A2).  This application was submitted with no 

supporting information or justification to explain why planning permission should be 

granted.  As this Statement will demonstrate, there are key differences between this 

previous application proposal and the proposed use of the site by Starbucks.  It is 

widely established through numerous appeal decisions which are discussed later 

within this statement that national multiple coffee shop operators provide significant 

enhancements to the vitality and viability of shopping centres. 



 

7 

 

 

 SECTION 5:  THE APPEAL PROPOSAL 

 

5.1 This seĐtioŶ of the AppellaŶt͛s Appeal “tateŵeŶt pƌoǀides a detailed oǀeƌǀieǁ of the 

Appeal Proposal, an overview of Starbucks and some relevant background to the UK 

coffee shop market. 

 

The Appeal Proposal 

 

5.2 The Appeal Proposal consists of the change of use of 325 Kentish Town Road from a 

shop (Use Class A1) to a mixed Class A1/Class A3 use to facilitate the use of the 

premises as a Starbucks coffee shop. 

 

 About Starbucks 

 

5.3 Starbucks was founded in 1971 as a roaster and retailer of whole-bean and ground 

Đoffee, teas aŶd spiĐes ǁith a siŶgle stoƌe iŶ “eattle͛s Pike PlaĐe Maƌket. The name, 

inspired by Moby Dick, evoked the romance of the high seas and the seafaring 

tradition of the early coffee traders. 

 

5.4 From the beginning, Starbucks set out to be a different kind of company. One that not 

only celebrated coffee in the rich tradition, but that also brought a feeling of 

ĐoŶŶeĐtioŶ. The CoŵpaŶǇ͛s ŵissioŶ is to iŶspiƌe aŶd Ŷuƌtuƌe the huŵaŶ spiƌit – ͞one 

person, one cup and one neighbourhood at a time͟. The care and special attention that 

goes into selecting, preparing and roasting their beans is what makes Starbucks 

distinctive and so popular. All of its staff are specially trained baristas so that the 

customers can enjoy the perfect product at its best. 

 

5.5 Today the company is the largest coffee house company in the world with over 22,000 

stores in more than 50 countries worldwide. Starbucks locations serve hot and cold 

beverages, whole-bean coffee, micro-ground instant coffee, espresso, café latte, full-

leaf teas, pastries and snacks. Stores also sell pre-packaged food items, hot and cold 
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sandwiches and merchandising items. Starbucks believes in serving the best coffee 

possible with a goal for all of its coffee to be grown under the highest standards of 

quality, using ethical sourcing practices. Starbucks first entered the UK in May 1998 

through the acquisition of 65 Seattle Coffee Company Stores.  

 

5.6 Starbucks has entered into franchise agreements with a limited number of small 

companies and individuals, which has allowed Starbucks to continue its expansion into 

more towns and cities across the country. One of these agreements is with the 

Appellant. 

 

5.7 Within the London Borough of Camden Starbucks is represented at a number of 

outlets including at Camden Parkway, Camden LoĐk Keepeƌ͛s Cottage and at 

Pentonville Road iŶ KiŶg͛s Cƌoss.  The company is also represented in a number of 

other locations within the Borough including at Swiss Cottage and various outlets at 

KiŶg͛s Cƌoss “tatioŶ and St Pancras etc.  Based on the uŶit͛s turnover divided by an 

average spend per customer (£4.50), in February 2016, the relevant Starbucks units 

below had the following estimated number of transactions:- 

 

SITE PATRON COUNT 

Camden Parkway 
4-6 Parkway, Camden, NW1 7AA 
 

13,414 

289 Camden High Street, Suffolk Walk, London, 
Eng NW1 
 

11,401 

Ϯϵϲ PeŶtoŶǀille ‘oad, ‘egeŶt͛s CoƌŶeƌ,  
N1 9NR 
 

18,071 

Hampstead 
5-7 Southend Road, South Hampstead, NW3T P2 
 

15,335 

Hampstead 
201 West End Lane, London, Eng NW6 2LJ 
 

9,833 

TOTAL 68,054 
 Source: Starbucks March 2016. 
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5.8 Whilst a number of the transactions in the above table will be from repeat visitors, it 

is apparent therefore that Starbucks is an extremely well patronised operator within 

the London Borough of Camden.  This is discussed later within this Statement. 

 

 The Starbucks Operation 

 

5.9 The Starbucks͛ operation does not involve the cooking of any hot food on the 

premises. There is consequently no need for substantial extraction equipment or any 

other associated ventilation. Any plant that may be required will be the subject of a 

condition or a separate application. 

 

5.10 Whilst there are no cooking facilities, some sandwiches can be toasted upon request. 

All sandwiches and cakes are prepared and packaged off-site and delivered to each 

unit on a daily basis. All customers choose goods from the same range, and will choose 

whether to consume their goods on or off the premises. Either way, it will be the same 

product. There is no waiter service. 

 

5.11 The proposed use requires one delivery per day and delivery will be at a time to 

minimise any disturbance or inconvenience to other users of Kentish Town Road. 

Waste will be collected by a private contractor.  

 

5.12 No external changes are proposed as part of the application. The ground floor layout 

plan shows a counter on the right-hand side, and disabled toilet. The proposed unit 

will be of a high quality with an inviting interior. The large glass window will allow 

actively to be seen inside thereby creating visual interest within the street scene. 

 

5.13 The Appeal Proposal seeks hours of opening between 6.30 am until 9.00 pm seven 

days a week (including bank holidays). 

 

5.14 The overall proposed design approach aims to signify the high quality, independent 

nature of Starbucks. No changes to the front elevation from those permitted are 

proposed. The large window frontage is retained providing clear views into the 
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proposed coffee shop, thereby increasing the visibility of the unit and its interactivity 

with the surrounding street scene. The existing building was previously a poor quality 

shop. The use of this unit by Starbucks will provide visual enhancements to Kentish 

Town Road and through the use of the large window display will create visual interest 

in the street scene as well. 

 

5.15 It should be noted, that the relevant signage for the proposed Starbucks use will be 

the subject of a separate advertisement application to be submitted separately.  Issues 

relating to the proposed signage are therefore, not for consideration as part of this 

application. 

 

5.16 In respect to inclusive access, Starbucks believes that it is not merely physical barriers 

that can cause difficulties for customers. Employees receive Disability Awareness 

Sessions as part of their basic training, to understand the challenges customers with 

disabilities may face, and to ensure that their needs are met. 

 

5.17 The Appeal “ite͛s town centre location ensures easy access on foot, by bicycle and by 

public transport. Access to the unit is to be ramped from a well-maintained pavement. 

The proposed layout has been carefully considered in order to accommodate the 

needs of those who have a physical impairment. A disabled toilet is provided on the 

ground floor. Other facilities provided to assist customers include: 

 

 Assistance dogs welcome; 

 Assisted wheelchair use is welcome; 

 Non-assisted wheelchair access; 

 Assistance for the mobility impaired; 

 Facilities for the hearing impaired; 

 Induction loop available; 

 Staff assistance; 

 Space for parents with pushchairs; 

 Assistance for the visually impaired or the blind. 
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 The Third Place 

 

5.18 Starbucks have been pioneering in the concept of ͞The Thiƌd PlaĐe͟ – a place between 

home and work where people can go to relax or meet family and friends in a 

welcoming environment with a great cup of coffee. 

 

5.19 In addition, Starbucks is often used for business meetings.  It is a common occurrence 

to see eitheƌ foƌŵal oƌ iŶfoƌŵal ŵeetiŶgs takiŶg plaĐe iŶ “taƌďuĐks͛ stoƌes.  The 

ĐoŵpaŶǇ offeƌs fƌee Wi Fi to Đustoŵeƌs ǁho aƌe paƌt of “taƌďuĐks͛ Caƌd ‘eǁaƌds 

loyalty programme. 

 

Key Characteristics of Starbucks Use 

 

5.20 As a proposed Starbucks outlet there is some specific information relative to this 

particular use which is of significance to the determination of this Appeal Proposal.  

Namely: 

 

 Starbucks operates frequently under a Class A1 retail permission due to fact 

that its outlets primarily sell hot and cold drinks, cold food and other food 

products which are taken away from the premises. However, in this instance, 

the proposed use is considered to be a mix of A1 and A3 uses. Nevertheless, 

the A1 component is a significant proportion of the overall offer. 

 

 As stated above, Starbucks coffee shops do not sell any hot food which is 

prepared on the premises. The only warm food which is sold, which typically 

comprises less than 4% of all sales, is prepared elsewhere and then simply 

heated up on site. This is typically warmed up on a griddle behind the main 

servery and does not require a separate kitchen or extractor that discharges 

odours. 
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 A further contribution to the Class A1 element is the sale of merchandise which 

includes consumable and comparison goods such as coffee beans, luxury 

chocolates and branded merchandise. 

 

 Starbucks can be a considerable draw/attraction to shoppers in their own 

right. A survey of customers visiting a store in Pinner (discussed later within 

this statement) revealed that 23% of the customers were visiting for shopping 

purposes, 14% visiting for leisure/tourism, 14.5% were in the District Centre 

for work purposes and 27% were in the area primarily to visit Starbucks. 

(Customer Survey, Pinner – by KJK Market Research). The same survey 

revealed that 45% of interviewees indicated that they visited the District 

Centre more often since the Starbucks opened.  

 

 Local Authorities and Inspectors have widely accepted that a Starbucks 

provides a significant contribution to the vitality and viability of a town centre. 

This has been found to be the case for coffee shops in general, as 

demonstrated in the numerous appeal decisions which are detailed later 

within this statement.  

 

 The proposed hours of operation are compatible with the existing situation of 

the town centre and will add to the retail offer, encouraging customers to 

undertake ͞linked trips͟ during daytime hours, as well as early in the morning 

and contributing towards the evening economy. 

 

5.21 The above is considered in more detail later within this Statement.   

 

Growth of the Coffee Shop Market 

 

5.22 The overall coffee shop market in the UK recorded a 6.4% increase in sales in 2013 and 

there were 16,501 coffee shops across the country by the end of 2013. However, 

whilst the coffee shop market has continued to grow, coffee consumption per head 
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has not. Indeed, consumption levels are now lower than they were in 2006. Britain is 

currently consuming approximately 2.8 kg per head, just a fraction of the 7 kg 

consumed in Germany, 7.1 kg in Sweden and 5.5 kg in France. As a result, the growth 

of Đoffee shops has Ŷot iŶĐƌeased the UK͛s ĐoŶsuŵptioŶ of Đoffee; ƌatheƌ, it is the ǁaǇ 

in which coffee is being consumed that has changed with people now visiting coffee 

shops where they had previously consumed instant coffee at home or in the 

workplace. 

 

5.23 The coffee shop market has also been boosted by the decline in the British public 

house industry and accordingly, the coffee shop has increased as a social venue. 

Coffee shops have also been boosted by people shopping more online, and instead of 

speŶdiŶg theiƌ ǁeekeŶds tƌaǁliŶg the shops, BƌitaiŶ͛s aƌe ŵeetiŶg up ǁith fƌieŶds at 

their local coffee shop/Café. Indeed, it is now widely acknowledged that coffee shops 

are very much part of the fabric of our society now (Daily Telegraph – 9 September 

2014). 
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 SECTION 6:  RELEVANT PLANNING POLICY 

 

6.1 This section of the supporting statement sets out relevant national and local planning 

policy relevant to the Appeal Proposal.  In accordance with Planning Inspectorate 

(PINS) guidance, National Planning Guidance is not reiterated at length, only key 

elements are referenced. 

 

6.2 Equally, with reference to Development Plan Policy, only policies referenced on the 

decision notice or considered to be key to the AppellaŶt͛s Đase, are included. 

 

National Planning Guidance  

 

National planning Policy Framework (March 2012) 

 

6.3 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was published on 27 March 2012 and 

now constitutes guidance for local planning authorities and decision takers.  

 

6.4 The NPPF confirms the purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the 

achievement of sustainable development (paragraph 6). Accordingly, the Government 

is committed to ensuring that the planning system does everything it can to support 

sustainable economic growth. Planning should operate to encourage and not act as an 

impediment to sustainable growth. Therefore, significant weight should be placed on 

the need to support economic growth through the planning system (paragraph 19).  

 

6.5 To help achieve economic growth, local planning authorities should plan proactively 

to meet the development needs of business and support an economy fit for the 21st 

century (paragraph 20).  

 

6.6 Investment in business should not be over-burdened by the combined requirements 

of planning policy expectations (paragraph 21).  
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6.7 Planning policies should promote competitive town centre environments. Local 

planning authorities should, inter alia: 

 

 Recognise town centres as the heart of their communities and pursue policies 

to support their viability and vitality. 

 

 Promote competitive town centres that provide customer choice and a 

diverse retail offer which reflects the individuality of town centres 

(paragraph 23). 

 

The Development Plan 

 

6.8 For the purposes of Section 38 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, 

the statutory development plan comprises The London Plan (Consolidated With 

Alterations Since 2011) (March 2015), the Camden Core Strategy 2010-2025 

(November 2010) and the Camden Development Policies 2010-2025 (November 

2010).  

 

The London Plan (Consolidated With Alterations Since 2011) (March 2015) 

 

6.9 Policy 2.9 (Inner London) states that the Mayor will, and boroughs and other 

stakeholders should, work to realise the potential of inner London in ways that sustain 

and enhance its recent economic and demographic growth while also improving its 

distinct environment, neighbourhoods and public realm, supporting and sustaining 

existing and new communities, addressing its unique concentrations of deprivation, 

ensuring the aǀailaďilitǇ of appƌopƌiate ǁoƌkspaĐes foƌ the aƌea͛s ĐhaŶgiŶg eĐoŶoŵǇ 

and improving quality of life and health for those living, working, studying or visiting 

there.  
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6.10 Policy 4.7 (Retail and Town Centre Development) confirms that the Mayor supports 

retail, commercial culture and leisure development within town centres. The policy 

confirms that in taking planning decisions on proposed retail and town centre 

development, the following, inter alia, should be applied:- 

 

 The scale of retail, commercial culture and leisure development should be 

related to the size, role and function of a town centre and its catchment; 

 

 Retail, commercial, cultural and leisure development should be focused on 

sites within town centres, or if no in-centre sites are available, on sites on 

the edge of centres that are, or can be, well integrated with the existing 

centre and public transport; 

 

6.11 Policy 4.8 (Supporting a Successful and Diverse Retail Sector and Related Facilities and 

Services) confirms that Boroughs should take a proactive approach to planning for 

retail and related facilities and services. 

 

Camden Core Strategy 2010 (November 2010) 

 

6.12 The Key Diagram Map 1 confirms the Appeal Site lies both within the Central Activity 

Zone and within the defined Highly Accessible Area. 

 

6.13 Policy CS1 – (Distribution of Growth) confirms that The Council will promote the most 

efficient use of land and buildings in Camden by, inter alia, seeking development that 

makes a full use of its site, taking into account quality of its design, its surroundings, 

sustainability, amenity, heritage, transport, accessibility and any other considerations 

relevant to the site whilst resisting development that makes inefficient use of 

CaŵdeŶ͛s liŵited laŶd. 

 

6.14 Policy CS3 (Other Highly Accessible Areas) confirms The Council will promote 

appropriate development in the highly accessible areas of, inter alia, central London. 

This is considered to be a suitable location for the provision of homes, shops, food, 
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drink and entertainment uses, office, community facilities and is particularly suitable 

for uses that are likely to significantly increase the demand for travel.  

 

6.15 Policy CS5 (Managing the Impact of Growth and Development) confirms The Council 

will manage the impact of growth and development in Camden through a variety of 

means. Including, providing uses that meet the Ŷeeds of CaŵdeŶ͛s populatioŶ aŶd 

ĐoŶtƌiďute to the Boƌough͛s LoŶdoŶ-wide role and protecting and enhancing the 

environment and heritage and amenity and quality of life of local communities.  

 

6.16 Policy CS7 (PƌoŵotiŶg CaŵdeŶ͛s CeŶtƌes aŶd “hopsͿ states that The Council will 

promote successful and vibrant centres including The Council͛s Neighbourhood 

Centres throughout the Borough to serve the needs of residents, workers and visitors. 

This includes providing for and maintaining, a range of shops, services, food, drink and 

entertainment and other suitable uses to provide variety, vibrancy and choice. 

Associated Map 2: Town Centres confirms Kentish Town to be a Town Centre.  

 

6.17 Policy CS8 (Promoting a Successful and Inclusive Camden Economy) confirms The 

Council will seek to secure a strong economy in Camden and seek to ensure that no 

one is excluded from its success.  

 

Camden Development Policies 2010-2025 (November 2010) 

 

6.18 Policy DP1 (Mixed use Development) confirms The Council will require a mix of uses 

and development where appropriate in all parts of the Borough.  

 

6.19 Policy DP12 (Supporting Strong Centres and Managing the Impact of Food, Drink, 

Entertainment and Other Town Centre Uses) confirms The Council will ensure that the 

development of shopping, services, food, drink, entertainment and other town centre 

uses does not cause harm to the character, function, vitality and viability of a centre, 

the local area or the amenity of neighbours. In achieving this, The Council will, inter 

alia, consider the effect of non-retail development on shopping provision and the 
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character of the centre in which it is located, the cumulative impact of food, drink and 

entertainment uses taking into account the number and distribution of existing uses 

and non-implemented planning permissions, any record of harm caused by such uses 

and the impact of the development on nearby residential uses and amenity and any 

prejudice to future residential development. 

 

 Camden Planning Guidance 5 – Town Centres, Retail and Employment (September 

2013) 

 

6.20 This document (CPG 5) provides more detailed guidance on The CouŶĐil͛s approach to 

its town centres.  Section 3 of the guidance confirms that Camden has six successful 

town centres, each with their own character which includes Kentish Town. The Section 

confirms that The Council will protect the shopping function of its town centres by 

ensuring there is a high proportion of premises in retail use and that it will control 

food, drinking and entertainment uses to ensure that its town centres are balanced 

and vibrant as well as ensuring that these uses do not harm the amenity of local 

residents and businesses. 

 

6.21 Kentish Town is considered at page 21. The guidance confirms that: ͞KeŶtish ToǁŶ 

Town Centre provides shopping service uses for the local area. It has a good range of 

shops and services for its size, with many independent traders and a significant amount 

of food aŶd dƌiŶk uses.͟ 

 

6.22 An accompanying map shows a breakdown of core and secondary frontages and 

confirms that the site is located within a Core Shopping Frontage.  

 

6.23 Paragraph 3.46 confirms that The Council will generally resist proposals that would 

result in: 

 

 Less than 75% of the premises and core frontages being in retail use, or; 

 

 Less than 50% of the premises in secondary frontages being in retail use. 
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6.24 “uďseƋueŶt paƌagƌaph ϯ.ϰϴ ĐoŶfiƌŵs that iŶ aĐĐoƌdaŶĐe ǁith PoliĐǇ DPϭϮ of CaŵdeŶ͛s 

Development Policies, The Council will seek to prevent concentrations of uses that 

ǁould haƌŵ a ĐeŶtƌe͛s attƌaĐtiǀeness to shoppers or its residential amenity. The 

Council will therefore generally resist proposals that would result in:  

 

 More than two consecutive premises within the core frontages being in 

non-retail use; 

 

 More than three consecutive premises in non-retail use within secondary 

frontages. 

 

6.25 Appendix 3 of the guidance sets out how to calculate the percentage of uses and 

frontages, and confirms that the approach and policies apply to only ground floor uses 

and relate only to the existing lawful use of properties (paragraph 8.6). 

 

Emerging Planning Policy 

 

Kentish Town Neighbourhood Plan 

 

6.26 The Kentish Town Neighbourhood Plan will proceed to Cabinet on 14 September 2016 

and Full Council on 19 September 2016 when a decision on whether to adopt the plan 

will be made.  A referendum was held on 9 June 2016 supporting the use of the plan 

albeit it with only a turnout of only 13.75%. 

 

6.27 However, having reviewed the Kentish Town Neighbourhood Plan there are no policies 

within it which relate either to the application site or to the change of use of retail 

units within core shopping frontages. 
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Other Relevant Documents 

 

Camden Retail and Town Centre Study (November 2013) 

 

6.28 The Camden Retail and Town Centre Study produced by GVA Grimley Ltd dated 

November 2013 provides a Boƌough ǁide ƌeǀieǁ of ƌetail pƌoǀisioŶ ǁithiŶ CaŵdeŶ͛s 

Town Centre and Central London Frontages to provide an update on previous retail 

studies in the Borough and to provide an evidence base to inform future development 

plan documents, the scope for future retail development within the Borough and sets 

out a recommended strategy for the Borough͛s siǆ toǁŶ ĐeŶtƌes ;iŶĐludiŶg Kentish 

Town). 

 

6.29 The Study identifies current and future retail floorspace capacity for growth and 

particular deficiencies relating to the centres, and advises on the appropriateness of 

retail frontages and town centre boundaries in order to enable The Council to plan 

positively for an appropriate scale and form of development within the Borough.  

Some of the conclusions of this document are detailed later within this Statement. 
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 SECTION 7: THE CASE FOR THE COUNCIL 

 

7.1 This seĐtioŶ of the AppellaŶt͛s Appeal “tatement provides an overview of The Council͛s 

single reason for refusal as detailed ǁithiŶ the OffiĐeƌ͛s ‘epoƌt.  The ƌespoŶse ďǇ the 

Appellant to this reason for refusal is set out within the following section. 

 

7.2 The Council refused the appealed application for one reason only.  Namely; 

 

 ͞The pƌoposed ĐhaŶge of use fƌoŵ ƌetail ;Class AϭͿ to a Đoffee shop ;ŵiǆed use Class 

A1/Class A3) would result in the loss of a retail unit which would be harmful to the 

overall character, function, vitality and viability of the Kentish Town Centre, contrary 

to poliĐǇ C“7 ;PƌoŵotiŶg CaŵdeŶ͛s ĐeŶtƌes aŶd shopsͿ of the LoŶdoŶ Boƌough of 

Camden Local Development Framework Core Strategy and policy DP12 (Supporting 

strong centres and managing the impact of food, drink, entertainment and other town 

centre uses) [sic] the London Borough of Camden Local Development Framework 

DeǀelopŵeŶt PoliĐies.͟   

 

7.3 The OffiĐeƌ͛s Report at paragraph 2.5 confirms that by The Council͛s ĐalĐulatioŶs, of 

the 14 units in the frontage nine of them are operating as an A1 use (64%) and as such 

the frontage fails to comply with the CPG5 requirement for at least 75% of the 

premises in core frontages to be in retail use.  

 

7.4 At paragraph 2.6, the OffiĐeƌ͛s ‘epoƌt aĐkŶoǁledges the various appeal decisions 

which were submitted in support of the application and highlights that Inspectors have 

allowed such proposals (i.e. national multiple coffee shops) for reasons including:- 

͞ 

 The coffee shops would not have an adverse effect on the vitality and 

viability of the shopping centres; 

 

 The coffee shops would attract large numbers of customers/strong 

patronage; 
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 The coffee shops would perform a complementary function to the town 

centre/facilities for breaks and refreshment are required in town 

centres/proposal would add to consumer choice by increasing the range of 

town centre activities 

 

 Allowing the use of vacant premises.͟ 

 

7.5 The OffiĐeƌ͛s ‘epoƌt states (paragraph 2.7) that the appeal decisions provided relate 

mostly to locations outside London (although the relevance of this comment is not 

explained) and that each case must be assessed on its own merits.  The OffiĐeƌ͛s 

Report provides no further overview or rebuttal of these decisions. Effectively, The 

Council has disregarded the appeal decisions submitted in support of the original 

application without any meaningful consideration or analysis.   

 

7.6 Whilst it is correct that each application/appeal must be determined on its own 

individual merits, the key points and rationale (which were detailed at length in the 

supporting planning statement submitted with the original application) arising from 

the appeal decisions provided (and which are also set out within this Appeal 

Statement) relate to the nature and operational characteristics of national multiple 

coffee shops such as Starbucks, Costa Coffee, Café Nero etc. which are prevalent in UK 

high streets and shopping centres throughout the country.  It is the nature and 

characteristics of the operation of these uses (and thus the likely operational 

characteristics of the appeal proposal) which is key. 

 

7.7 The OffiĐeƌ͛s ‘epoƌt does aĐkŶoǁledge that ĐoŵpetitioŶ ďetǁeeŶ ƌetaileƌs aŶd 

whether or not there is a need for another coffee shop in Kentish Town are not 

ŵateƌial plaŶŶiŶg ĐoŶsideƌatioŶs.  “iŵilaƌlǇ, the OffiĐeƌ͛s ‘epoƌt ĐoŶfiƌŵs that the 

nature of the proposed occupier (in this case Starbucks) is not relevant to the 

determination of the application.   
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7.8 At paragraph Ϯ.ϴ of the OffiĐeƌ͛s ‘epoƌt, The Council states that ͞If the ĐhaŶge of use 

was allowed, only 57% of the units in the frontage would remain in A1 use.  Whilst 

coffee shops such as Starbucks may attract large visitor numbers, in this case the coffee 

shop would not perform a complementary role because there are a variety of other 

coffee shops in the local area already.  Instead, the proposal would further reduce the 

range of shopping services provided in this part of Kentish Town, which may deter 

shoppers from coming to this area for the purposes of shopping, which in turn may 

impact on the remaining shops in the frontage and their ability to attract 

shoppeƌs/ĐoŶtiŶue opeƌatiŶg.͟   

 

7.9 The continued use of the word ͞ŵaǇ͟ in the above paragraph implies that The 

Council͛s ǀieǁ oŶ the appliĐatioŶ is less thaŶ fiƌŵ.  The OffiĐeƌs aĐkŶoǁledge that a 

Starbucks would attract a large number of visitors but do not attach any weight to this 

despite acknowledging at paragraph 2.6 of the OffiĐeƌ͛s ‘epoƌt the benefits such a 

coffee shop can have.  Equally Officers do not consider or attach any weight to the 

various other benefits which can arise from the inclusion of a national multiple coffee 

shops within a centre 

 

7.10 The OffiĐeƌ͛s ‘epoƌt concludes at paragraph 2.9 that ͞the proposal would result in 

fewer than 75% of the units in the frontage being in retail use, contrary to CPG5 

guidance.  As a result, the proposal would cause harm to the character, function and 

ǀitalitǇ aŶd ǀiaďilitǇ of the shoppiŶg fƌoŶtage.͟  On this basis The Council duly refused 

the application.    A ĐopǇ of the OffiĐeƌ͛s ‘epoƌt is ĐoŶtaiŶed at Appendix One. 

 

7.11 The OffiĐeƌ͛s ‘epoƌt thus confirms that The Council has refused the application solely 

based on its failure to comply with relevant planning policy regarding the percentage 

of A1 uses in the relevant section of Core Frontage (notwithstanding that the frontage 

is already below the relevant threshold in respect to the number of A1 units present) 

and that no detailed assessment of the well-established precedents set out in the 

various appeal decisions submitted by the applicant were considered. 

 



 

24 

 

 

 
Summary 

 

7.12 The Appellant has acknowledged the existing conflict with The Council͛s 

Supplementary Planning Guidance document (PG5) from the outset but has 

highlighted that there are relevant material considerations which justify the grant of 

planning permission.  The relevant policy (on which basis The Council have refused the 

application) is intended to maintain and enhance the vitality and viability of the 

relevant Core Frontage and Shopping Centre as a whole.  It is the evidence of the 

Appellant that a change of use of the Appeal Site to a Starbucks Coffee Shop will result 

in an enhancement of the vitality and viability and health of Kentish Town Town 

Centre.  The basis for this is set out within the following section. 
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 SECTION 8: THE APPELLANT’S RESPONSE TO THE REASON 

FOR REFUSAL 

 

8.1 This section of the Appellant͛s “tateŵeŶt sets out the ƌespoŶse of the AppellaŶt to 

The Council͛s siŶgle ƌeasoŶ foƌ ƌefusal.  Having reviewed the decision notice and the 

OffiĐeƌ͛s ƌepoƌt the keǇ issue iŶ the deteƌŵiŶatioŶ of the appeal is the iŵpaĐt of the 

proposal on the vitality and viability of Kentish Town Town Centre.  In relation to this 

point, the following sub-issues require detailed examination:- 

 

i) The nature of the proposed Starbucks use; 

 

ii) The long-term effect of the proposal on the vitality and viability of the retail 

function of Kentish Town Town Centre, which the Appellant considers 

justifies a policy departure. 

 

iii) The contribution of the appeal proposal as a retail unit to the vitality and 

viability of Kentish Town Town Centre and an assessment of the overall 

health of Kentish Town Town Centre. 

 

iv) Whether the proposal would create a harmful concentration of non-retail 

uses; and 

 

8.2 In addition to the above matters which require detailed assessment and which support 

the AppellaŶt͛s ƌespoŶse to the ƌeasoŶ foƌ ƌefusal aŶd the AppellaŶt͛s ǀieǁ that the 

planning permission should be granted, there are other former relevant material 

considerations not directly related to the reason for refusal which are considered to 

weigh in favour of a grant of planning permission and which also form part of the 

planning ͞ďalaŶĐiŶg eǆeƌĐise͟   These are considered separately at Section 9 of this 

Statement.  
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The Nature of the Proposed Starbucks Use 

 

8.3 The proposed Starbucks will comprise a mixture of A1 and A3 activities with customers 

purchasing an item to either takeaway or consume on the premises. These activities 

are very closely related, making use of exactly the same products sold in the same way 

over the same sales counter. Whether the sales amounts to an A1 or an A3 activity 

will depend solelǇ oŶ the Đustoŵeƌ͛s ĐhoiĐe to eitheƌ sit doǁŶ oƌ ǁalk out the dooƌ. 

These different activities are inseparably linked and take place within the same 

planning unit. 

 

8.4 Starbucks operates frequently under a Class A1 retail permission due to fact that its 

outlets primarily sell hot and cold drinks, cold food and other food products which are 

taken away from the premises. However, in this instance, the proposed use is 

considered to be a mix of A1 and A3 uses. Nevertheless, the A1 component is a 

significant proportion of the overall offer. 

 

8.5 As stated above, Starbucks coffee shops do not sell any hot food which is prepared on 

the premises. The only warm food which is sold, which typically comprises less than 

4% of all sales, is prepared elsewhere and then simply heated up on site. This is 

typically warmed up on a griddle behind the main servery and does not require a 

separate kitchen or extractor that discharges odours. 

 

8.6 A further contribution to the Class A1 element is the sale of merchandise which 

includes consumable and comparison goods such as coffee beans, luxury chocolates 

and branded merchandise. 

 

8.7 Starbucks can be a considerable draw/attraction to shoppers in their own right. A 

survey of customers visiting a store in Pinner (discussed later within this statement) 

revealed that 23% of the customers were visiting for shopping purposes, 14% visiting 

for leisure/tourism, 14.5% were in the District Centre for work purposes and 27% were 

in the area primarily to visit Starbucks. (Customer Survey, Pinner – by KJK Market 
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Research). The same survey revealed that 45% of interviewees indicated that they 

visited the District Centre more often since the Starbucks opened.  

 

8.8 Local Authorities and Inspectors have widely accepted that a Starbucks provides a 

significant contribution to the vitality and viability of a town centre. This has been 

found to be the case for coffee shops in general, as demonstrated in the numerous 

appeal decisions which are detailed later within this statement.  

 

8.9 The proposed hours of operation are compatible with the existing situation of the 

town centre and will add to the retail offer, encouraging customers to undertake 

͞linked trips͟ during daytime hours, as well as early in the morning and contributing 

towards the evening economy. 

 

8.10 As such, it should be recognised that the appeal proposal does not result in the 

extinguishment of all of the A1 floorspace on the site.  Rather, a significant amount of 

A1 floorspace will remain in situ but in the form a mixed unit also incorporating A3 

restaurant floorspace. 

 

8.11 There are retail display units and a counter/server from which these goods are sold.  

These represent a strong A1 use and these elements of the operation are located at 

the front of the store.  The A3 element allows for certain customers, purchasing 

exactly the same range, if they would prefer to consume the goods on the premises. 

 

8.12 An interesting point is that The Council produces an annual Retail Survey of all of its 

town centres setting out the diversity of uses within each of its Town and 

Neighbourhood Centres.  The 2016 Retail Survey has only very recently been published 

and is still in a ͞ďeta͟ version.  Notwithstanding this the beta version also includes the 

uses for particular sites in the three preceding years as well, i.e. 2015/2014/2013.  

Within The Council͛s ‘etail “uƌǀeǇ ϮϬϭϲ thƌoughout its ideŶtified ĐeŶtƌes theƌe are 

18 Starbucks uses identified.  In each case, the use is identified as a café and defined 



 

28 

 

 

 
as Use Class A1.  Similarly, the Costa Coffee unit at 307-309 Kentish Town Road is also 

classified as an A1 use. 

 

8.13 Notwithstanding that the 2016 Survey is still a ͞beta͟ version, it is unlikely that all 18 

entries are errors.  Furthermore, the document confirms that for the last two years in 

the preceding Surveys The Council has considered Starbucks to be an A1 use.  

Effectively, it would appear that The Council is happy to treat Starbucks as an A1 use.  

 

8.14 Nowhere in The Council͛s assessŵeŶt of the appliĐatioŶ withiŶ the OffiĐeƌ͛s ‘epoƌt 

does it appear that any consideration of this point has been made.  Rather, The Council 

has, as is Đleaƌ fƌoŵ the OffiĐeƌ͛s ‘epoƌt, siŵplǇ aŶd ͞slaǀishlǇ͟ sought to consider the 

proposal purely on the basis of whether it is a straight A1 retail use or not without any 

detailed ĐoŶsideƌatioŶ of the appeal pƌoposal͛s actual trading characteristics or 

nature. 

 

8.15 The CouŶĐil͛s ‘etail “uƌǀeǇ ϮϬϭϲ is iŶ the foƌŵ of a laƌge EǆĐel spƌeadsheet ǁhiĐh does 

not translate well.   A link to The Council͛s Retail Survey can be found at the Camden 

Open Data web page. 

 

The long-term effect of the proposal on the vitality and viability of the retail function 

of Kentish Town Town Centre  

 

8.16 As ǁill ďe deteƌŵiŶed ǁithiŶ this seĐtioŶ of the AppellaŶt͛s “tateŵeŶt, it is well 

established that coffee shops uses are well-used and generate comparative and better 

levels of footfall and patronage compared to many other A1 uses which impact 

positively upon the vitality and viability of the individual shopping frontage. 

 

8.17 It is considered that the appeal proposal will have a positive impact on the vitality and 

viability of Kentish Town Town Centre.  This is for a number of reasons. First there is 

always a flow of people in and out of the stores which occurs at all times during the 

day. This increases activity in the street and creates a feeling of vibrancy, as customers 
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enter and exit out of the store or sit at tables and chairs located outside etc.  Starbucks 

is also a compatible use to the existing shops and services in Kentish Town Town 

Centre, providing a use which shoppers have come to expect to be available. The 

evidence contained within this statement identifies the benefits of Starbucks to the 

retail environment of a town centre.  In particular, such a use can increase the dwell 

time of visitors and thus increase the opportunity for ͞liŶked tƌips͟.  Conveniently 

located high quality refreshment facilities provided by Starbucks can assist in both 

attracting and prolong shopper stays within retail frontages.  The opportunity to take 

a break from shopping in a convenient location, i.e. within the prime retail area assists 

in both attracting people to the area, and prolongs their dwell time, to the benefit of 

the wider retail frontage.  

 

8.18 The proposed use will also act as a meeting place, ;͞the Third Place͟ described earlier 

in this Statement), thus acting to draw more members of the public into the retail area 

and Kentish Town Town Centre. In this sense, the proposed coffee shop will act as an 

attractor that lends itself to the vitality and viability of the shopping area. 

 

8.19 It is also widely recognised that coffee shops are subject to a higher frequency of visits 

than most shops, as customers often visit on a daily basis. They are also more likely to 

spend more time in a coffee shop than in a retail store. Studies have shown that these 

longer dwell times will increase the likelihood of more ͞linked trips͟, therefore 

meaning that the average time spent in the centre rises.  More detailed evidence of 

this is set out below. 

 

 Patronage 

 

8.20 It is widely accepted that the patronage for coffee shops is significantly greater than 

for many other solely retail operators. This is demonstrated in numerous patronage 

surveys which have been submitted during the course of the various appeals which 

are referenced within this statement below.  
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8.21 Attached at Appendix Two is a Patronage and Footfall Survey undertaken at the 

Starbucks premises at 19-23 High Street, Pinner, HA5 5PJ in support of an appeal on 

this site (discussed further below).  The surveys were undertaken at the Starbuck 

premises, the subject of the appeal, as well as other locations in Pinner.  The former 

predicts weekly numbers of persons entering the store (compared to persons passing 

it), whilst the latter assesses the amount of persons passing the outside of the store. 

 

8.22 The survey was undertaken in February 2010 and a number of count points were 

selected in the District Centre, encompassing different retailers and uses throughout 

the District Centre.  The Patronage Survey was carried out by an independent market 

research company (PMRS).  The survey counts people entering some of the chosen 

stores and predicts weekly patronage from the counts undertaken (the method of 

doing so is explained in the Survey Report).  The stores were identified on the basis of 

their nature; their comparable size; and location within the town centre to ensure that 

the survey covered a broad cross-sample and representation of local retailers, as well 

as some other Class A3 uses.  

 

8.23 At six locations, pedestrian flows past the shop and the number of people entering the 

shop (the patronage) were counted.  The following results were obtained:- 

 

 SITE ESTIMATED 

WEEKLY FOOTFALL 

(MON-SAT) 

(PERSONS) 

ESTIMATED 

WEEKLY 

PATRONAGE 

(MON-SAT) 

(PERSONS) 

PERCENTAGE 

PATRONAGE 

1. Starbucks Coffee(A1/A3), 19-23 High Street 9,571 2,062 21.5% 
2 Café Rouge, 13 High Street 11,363 812 7.2% 

3. The New Leaf Bookshop, 1 Red Lion Parade 19,506 318 1.6% 

4. Carters Chemist, 24 Bridge Street 20,846 1,383 6.6% 

7. Clinton Cards, 23-31 Bridge Street 22,947 1,809 7.9% 

11. Lines Interior Décor, 26 High Street 6,033 125 2.1% 

 

8.24 From the above information it can be concluded that Starbucks compares favourably 

with the estimated weekly patronage associated with a number of other A1 retailers, 

as well as Café Rouge (Class A3).  None of the other premises surveyed had an 

estimated weekly patronage higher than Starbucks.  The table above demonstrates 
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the percentage of passing trade which each retailer attracts.  These results show that 

Starbucks attracts more passing footfall than any of the other surveyed uses.  Indeed, 

it is apparent that Starbucks, which attracts 21.5% of passing trade, attracts a greater 

proportion of passing footfall than the next highest attractor (Clinton Cards) a 

conventional ͞High “tƌeet͟ retailer with a larger frontage, floor area and passing 

footfall by 13.6%.  The above information also demonstrates (in conjunction with the 

Pinner market research survey referenced below) that Starbucks acts as a destination 

in its own right given the degree of trade and patronage it attracts, a significant 

benefit. 

 

8.25 It is of considerable note that the PMRS study shows that on Saturdays between 5.00 

p.m. and 6.00 p.m., 47.5% of passing footfall enter the Starbucks.  This is a significant 

percentage and it can be speculated that these customers have spent the afternoon 

shopping in Pinner and are using part of their visit to the District Centre to purposely 

visit Starbucks for refreshment/relaxation purposes. 

 

8.26 A site specific patronage survey was also undertaken at the existing Costa Coffee 

premises at Praed Street, Westminster in August 2011 in order to compare the use of 

the coffee shop with other purely Class A1 retailers. The table below shows the 

number of people entering the surveyed units throughout a normal shopping day: 

 

 9.00 am- 

10.00 am 

10.00 am- 

11.00 am 

11.00 am- 

12.00 pm 

12.00 pm- 

1.00 pm 

1.00 pm- 

2.00 pm. 

2.00 pm- 

3.00 pm 

3.00 pm- 

4.00 pm 

4.00 pm- 

5.00 pm 

Daily Hourly 

Average 

Costa Coffee 
137-130 Praed 
Street 

48 66 47 46 41 36 41 31 359 45 

Bagel Factory 
141 Praed Street 

19 16 8 13 35 17 19 14 141 18 

Barry Bros 
Locksmith 
121-123 Praed 
Street 

5 4 11 17 16 14 8 12 87 11 

London Souvenirs 
16 Craven Road 

35 22 31 19 25 13 18 16 179 22 

 

8.27 The other shops surveyed were chosen in order to understand how comparatively 

sized Class A1 units were patronised. 
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8.28 Similar patronage calculations were undertaken in order to determine what 

proportion of the passing pedestrians were attracted into the units. The number of 

people entering a particular unit, divided by the numbers of people passing it by gives 

the patronage, which in itself is an indicator of the contribution that the use makes to 

the frontage. 

 

8.29 The patronages arising from the survey were as follows: 

 

 Costa Coffee  - 9% 

 Locksmiths - 2.3% 

 London Souvenirs - 4.5%  

 

8.30 The data demonstrates that the number of people who entered the Costa were 

significantly higher at all times of the day than those who entered the other surveyed 

A1 uses and it draws a high percentage of passers-by in comparable to A1 units and 

users. This confirms, as per the national trend outlined in the results below, that a 

coffee shop is well-used and generates considerable levels of activity, resulting in a 

significant positive impact on the vitality and viability of the frontage. 

 

8.31 The table below shows the collective results of a further number of patronage surveys 

by PMRS, an independent market research company. 

 

 FRIDAY SATURDAY ESTIMATED WEEKLY 

 Costa Retailer 1 Retailer 2 Costa Retailer 1 Retailer 2 Costa Retailer 1 Retailer 2 

Durham  424 462 683 639 729 912 2,501 2,802 3,753 

Farnham  259 207 101 282 289 139 1273 1,167 565 

Horsham  544 118 422 622 180 549 2,744 701 2,295 

Salisbury  144 58 62 162 73 87 720 308 351 

Welwyn G.C  205 47 9 89 52 12 692 233 49 

Total 1,576 892 1,277 1,794 1,323 1,699 7,930 5,211 7,003 

Average  315.2 178.4 255.4 358.8 264.6 339.8 1,588 1,042.2 1,400.6 

Durham – Survey Dates: 23 July and 24 July 2011 Retailer 1 = Stationery Box Retailer 2 = AllSports Farnham 

Farnham – Survey Dates: 11 June and 12 June 2011 Retailer 1 = Currys Retailer 2 = Specsavers 

Horsham – Survey Dates: 16 July and 17 July 2011 Retailer 1 = Wakefield Jewellers Retailer 2 = Birthdays 

Salisbury – Survey Dates: 16 July and 17 July 2011 Retailer 1 = Fat Face Retailer 2 = Whittards 

Welwyn Garden City Survey Dates: 23 July and 24 July 2011 Retailer 1 = Holland & Barratt Retailer 2 = Going Places 
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8.32 The above table illustrates the patronage of Costa Coffee compared with other High 

Street branded retail outlets, such as AllSports, Currys, Whittards, Fat Face and Going 

Places in a number of different town centres.  The figures demonstrate that Costa 

Coffee is consistently higher than the other surveyed retailers in terms of patronage 

on both Friday and Saturday (the only exception being AllSports in Durham). Averaged 

over the five towns, Costa attracts more footfall on both Friday and Saturday than the 

other retailers. 

 

8.33 These above surveys demonstrate that a national coffee shop generates significant 

levels of customers, comparable with, and indeed in excess of, other Class A1 retailers.  

 

Customer Surveys 

 

8.34 Customer surveys were undertaken at the Starbucks store at Pinner in January 2010 

by KJK Market Research.  The survey results are attached at Appendix Three. 

 

8.35 Such surveys also assist in assessing the vitality and viability of retail centres, and have 

been considered as useful evidence to Inspectors in the determination of other 

appeals ;see ďeloǁͿ.  It is aĐĐepted that the peƌsoŶs suƌǀeǇed ǁeƌe “taƌďuĐks͛s 

customers, but this is necessary in order to establish the reasons for visiting. 

 

8.36 The market research survey was undertaken on a weekday and a Saturday.  The 

combined results of the survey of 200 people are reproduced on page 6 of the report. 

 

8.37 Question 2A sought to determine the main purpose of customer visits to Pinner that 

particular day.  The results show that 23% of the customers were visiting for shopping 

purposes, 14% were visiting for leisure/tourism, 14/5% were in the District Centre for 

work purposes and 27% were in the area principally to visit Starbucks. 
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8.38 This demonstrates the presence of Starbucks draws customers to the District Centre 

in its own right.  It also demonstrates that the coffee shop provides a service to a 

variety of types of visitors to the area.  The largest percentage of visitors to the store 

were people who were principally visiting Pinner to use Starbucks itself, by 4% more 

than those who were already using the centre for shopping purposes.  The Starbucks 

store in Pinner was therefore shown to provide a significant complementary feature 

within the District Centre whilst drawing a significant proportion of customers to the 

District Centre in its own right. 

 

8.39 Furthermore, of those respondents to Questions 2b ͞What else ǁill Ǉou ďe doiŶg iŶ 

Pinner District Centƌe todaǇ?͟, 70 people said they would be shopping, 10 people 

window shopping, two people were visiting a hair salon, one person an internet café 

and one person using the Post Office.  As such, 84 people (42% of those surveyed) 

were engaging in some form of shopping activity, in addition to the 23% of people who 

were primarily in Pinner for shopping purposes.  Quite evidently the need for coffee 

shops iŶ the ͚high stƌeet͛ is Ŷot oŶlǇ the Ŷoƌŵ, ďut aŶ eǆpeĐtatioŶ foƌ people as paƌt 

of their typical shopping visit.  In addition, this shows a clear regularity of users of a 

District Centre undertaking ͞liŶked tƌips͟ combining visits to a Starbucks with 

undertaking shopping. 

 

8.40 The results to question 4 ͞Did Ǉou espeĐiallǇ plaŶ to ǀisit “taƌďuĐks todaǇ oƌ just 

passiŶg?͟ is another clear indicator that a Starbucks within Pinner attracts people to 

the District Centre.  Answers revealed that 79% of the interviewees had planned to 

visit Starbucks as part of their visit to the Centre. 

 

8.41 Furthermore, the results to question 7 indicate that a Starbucks Coffee shop within a 

District Centre location improves attractiveness to users of the Centre.  In this regard, 

45% of the interviewees stated that they visit the District Centre more often since 

Starbucks opened.  This shows that for almost half of the respondents, the Starbucks 

had increased the attraction of Pinner. 
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8.42 In response to question 6a ͞Do Ǉou feel that “taƌďuĐks adds to the ǀitalitǇ of PiŶŶeƌ 

DistƌiĐt CeŶtƌe?͟ 86.5% of the respondents answered in the positive.  This is a strong 

indicator that the presence of Starbucks improves the attractiveness of the District 

CeŶtƌe fƌoŵ a poteŶtial Đustoŵeƌ͛s peƌspeĐtiǀe aŶd theƌefoƌe ĐoŵpleŵeŶts the ƌetail 

vitality and viability given the additional trade that the store generates. 

 

8.43 In terms of Question 6b, respondents were asked why they felt that Starbucks adds to 

the vitality of Pinner.  A number of customers noted that since the recent closure of 

nearby branches of Starbucks in Watford Borders Bookstore and Northwood, they 

now come to Pinner specifically to visit the Starbucks and also visit other parts of the 

District Centre as part of their trip. 

 

8.44 Similar surveys have also been undertaken at other branches of Starbucks at Brighton, 

Exeter and Headington (as a result of planning appeals).   

 

8.45 Market survey results were obtained in Brighton in respect to an appeal regarding a 

Starbucks unit at 115 St James Street and presented to the Public Inquiry for that 

appeal.  The Inspector in the Brighton case noted at para 32 of the relevant appeal 

decision; 

 

 ͞…I haǀe ƌegaƌd to the Đustoŵeƌ suƌǀeǇ Đaƌƌied out foƌ “taƌďuĐks.  This ǁas 

conducted by a market research expert and I have no reason to doubt the 

credibility of the methodology or the results.  As I have already mentioned, The 

Council have produced no survey information of their own to set against these 

findings.  The Council have commented that the survey reveals that only 6% 

were visiting SJS to shop.  This not correct.  The 6% (or 12 people) is in answer 

to question 2a ͞What is the ŵaiŶ puƌpose foƌ Ǉouƌ ǀisit to “J“͟.  ϯ5% aŶsǁeƌed 

for work, 22.5% for leisure purposes and 18% to visit Starbucks.  Question 2b 

asked ͞What else ǁill Ǉou ďe doiŶg iŶ “J“ todaǇ͟.  The aŶsǁeƌ to this iŶĐluded 

a variety of responses but 42 (21%) said for shopping/supermarket and a few 

other responses mentioning browsing/window shopping (3) visiting a post 
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office (2), off licence (1) or photo shop (1).  So I conclude that over 20% of this 

amounts to a number of combined trips.  It should also be noted that it is the 

vitality and viability of the Centre as a whole that I am concerned with and that 

combined trips were also noted in respect of other attracts in SJS (e.g. language 

sĐhool, deŶtistͿ.͟ 

 

8.46 A copy of this appeal decision is attached at Appendix Four. 

 

8.47 Consequently, it is considered that the above demonstrates that such evidence is not 

only useful to the decision maker, but generally coffee shops can have a positive 

influence on the visits of members of the public to town and district centres.  It also 

demonstrates that they were well used and provide not only a complementary 

function to other retail uses but also attract people to a town or district centre in their 

own right. 

 

8.48 Furthermore, a nationally recognised operator such as Starbucks would raise the 

profile of the frontage of and may improve the confidence of other retailers who to 

locate in to the centre.  Indeed, many retail businesses welcome coffee shops into 

primary shopping streets for these reasons, namely that they attract customers to an 

area in the first instance. Therefore, the general perception is that the presence of 

coffee shops improves the general shopping experience and can increase custom.  As 

such, the introduction of a coffee shop on the Appeal Site should be seen as having a 

positive influence on the health of a centre.  

 

8.49 This view is supported by the many appeal decisions relating to national coffee shop 

proposals where Inspectors have accepted that coffee shops attract significant flows 

of customers throughout the day and would be no adverse impact on vitality and 

viability and would maintain pedestrian flows and be a complementary and acceptable 

use within a primary shopping frontage.  
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Precedents Relating to Coffee Shop Uses 

 

8.50 Coffee shops by their nature seek to locate in primary shopping frontages.  

Accordingly, there is a significant volume of appeal decisions relating to the impact of 

coffee shops on the health, vitality and viability of shopping centres.  However, the 

overwhelming outcome of such appeal decisions is the decisive views of Inspectors 

that uses such as Starbucks, Costa Coffee or Café Nero etc are entirely supportive of 

town centre environments and as uses with a significant degree of A1 floorspace are 

a wholly appropriate use for primary shopping frontages. 

 
Café Nero – High Street, Winchester 

 

8.51 The decision notice attached at Appendix Five relates to an Enforcement appeal 

regarding a Café Nero within Winchester High Street. This appeal decision highlights 

aŶ IŶspeĐtoƌ͛s ǀieǁ oŶ the ďeŶefit of Đoffee shops ǁithin primary shopping areas. In 

summary the IŶspeĐtoƌ͛s main conclusions are set out below: 

 

 At Paragraph 9 the Inspector accepts evidence that coffee shop uses attract 

significant flows of customers throughout the day. The Inspector states that 

he would be very surprised if a wholly A1 use occupying the same floorspace 

would attract so many more customers that it would be in a different league 

to the coffee shop use. He stated that it would be very likely that many A1 

uses will attract significantly fewer customers; 

 

 The Inspector accepted survey evidence that revealed that a significant 

number of customers are attracted to the town centre by the presence of 

high quality coffee shops; 

 

 At paragraph 15 the Inspector concludes that the coffee shop use in 

question would have no adverse effect on the vitality or viability of a 

shopping centre. It is stated that it would maintain pedestrian flows, accepts 

that it is a use which needs to be located at ground floor level within a 
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primary shopping area and compliments the retail frontage of the primary 

shopping areas drawing people into them; 

 

8.46 Notably, in the Winchester case, the proposal would have exceeded the percentage 

threshold of non-A1 uses set out within the local plan policy, (as is the case in this 

appeal) yet the Inspector felt that there were material considerations which satisfied 

allowing the appeal (which is the argument made by the Appellant in this instance). 

 
Café Nero - 112 High Street, Sevenoaks 

 

8.47 An appeal relating to a proposed Café Nero in Sevenoaks is attached at Appendix Six.  

As with the Café Nero premises in Winchester, the Local Plan policy in Sevenoaks 

restricted changes of use from A1 to non-A1 uses in that no changes of use from A1 

use were permitted within the primary frontages (a more restrictive situation than the 

current appeal). 

 

8.48 Evidence was presented to the Inspector that the proposed use generates a 

considerable amount of activity within the High Street and that the coffee shop helped 

to attract visitors to the town centre. The Inspector accepted that shops and services 

within the town centre feed off each other and that the proposed coffee shop would 

generate a large number of customers and would, in her opinion, not undermine the 

retail function of the primary shopping area. 

 

8.49 The Inspector concluded that: 

 

͞Although the ŵiǆed Class A1/A3 does not fully accord with the relevant Plan 

Policies to which I have been referred, the mixed use of the appeal premises 

would not have an adverse effect on the retail function of the town ceŶtƌe.͟ 

(Paragraph 14) 
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Starbucks – 63 South Molton Street, London 

 

8.50 Westminster City Council was concerned about the loss of retail shopping floorspace 

within the South Molton shopping area. In particular, The Council was concerned 

about the loss of specialist shops. The IŶspeĐtoƌ͛s deĐisioŶ, attaĐhed at Appendix 

Seven, concludes at paragraph 14 that the appeal proposal for a mixed A1/A3 coffee 

shop would not harm the vitality and viability of the shopping centre and consequently 

allowed the appeal. 

 
66-68 High Street, Staines 

 

8.51 In this case, the adopted Spelthorne Borough Local Plan required that at least 80% of 

all the length of the prime retail frontage be maintained in A1 use. Prior to the 

application being made, the relevant figure for the prime retail frontage was below 

75%.  The relevant decision is attached in Appendix Eight. The Inspector accepted 

evidence put forward through a Patronage Survey that the proposed use would be 

likely to attract significant customer flows throughout the day and the overall level of 

customer activities would be similar to, or greater than, an A1 use of the site. The 

Customer Survey presented also indicated that the use would be likely to perform a 

complementary function to the town centre shopping facility as well as attracting 

people to the town centre in its own right. At paragraph 8 the Inspector stated that 

he had no reason to disagree with these findings. 

 

8.52 At paragraph 10, the Inspector held that the proposed mixed use did not fully accord 

with the relevant development plan policy but taking into account the particular 

characteristics of the use proposed, it was concluded that the use would not harm the 

vitality and viability of the town centre or undermine its retail function. The appeal 

was therefore allowed. 
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7 Royal George Buildings, Market Place, Rugby 

 

8.53 This appeal related to an Enforcement case in respect of an existing Café Nero at 

7 Royal George Buildings in Rugby. The relevant appeal decision is attached at 

Appendix Nine. 

 

8.54 In this case, the use was considered to be a mixed Class A1/A3 use; however, the 

policies within the Local Plan required that ground floor uses within the primary retail 

frontages should be exclusively used for Class A1 purposes (a more onerous 

requirement than is the case of this Appeal). 

 

8.55 The Inspector accepted evidence that strong customer patronage of the coffee shop 

use was a material consideration in favour of the proposal, particularly as the 

customer flow exceeded that of neighbouring shops. In fact, at paragraph 13, the 

Inspector gives weight to the consideration that if the Café Nero was too close, there 

was no guarantee that any replacement use would attract as many customers as the 

existing Café Nero operation. 

 

8.56 The appeal was subsequently allowed, contrary to the relevant development plan 

policies. 

 

Café Nero - 2-4 High Street, Harpenden 

 

8.57 In this appeal, the Inspector considered a retrospective application for a Café Nero 

coffee shop unit within a primary shopping frontage. The decision is attached at 

Appendix Ten. 

 

8.58 Whilst the relevant local plan policy sought to retain 90% of the respective retail 

frontage within Class A1 use and the appeal proposal would have resulted in only 25% 

of the frontage being retained for such purposes, the appeal was allowed.  This level 

of A1 retention is notably lower than will be the case in respect to the current appeal. 
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8.59 The material considerations that the Inspector took into account are detailed within 

the decision letter. At paragraph 18, the Inspector recognises that the coffee shop has 

a large amount of daytime users and relies upon a relatively high turnover of 

customers rather than the more traditional café/restaurant when the primary purpose 

is to sit for longer and have a meal. As such, the Inspector recognised that coffee shops 

can attract a relatively high level of daytime custom, commensurate with any number 

of Aϭ uses ;as deŵoŶstƌated ďǇ the appeal pƌoposal͛s opeƌatioŶͿ. 

 

8.60 Similarly, at paragraph 20, the Inspector recognised that the coffee shop compared 

favourably with the amount of activity generated by other nearby uses including A1 

uses. 

 

8.61 At paƌagƌaph Ϯϰ, the IŶspeĐtoƌ ƌeĐogŶised The CouŶĐil͛s ĐoŶĐeƌŶs ƌegaƌdiŶg the 

preponderance of A3, A4 and A5 uses and the potential to cause an imbalance within 

the centre and thus harm vitality and viability. However, the Inspector recognised that 

the Đoffee shop ǁas of ŵiǆed daǇtiŵe use, ǁhiĐh ĐoŵpleŵeŶted HaƌpeŶdeŶ͛s ƌetail 

function. 

 
Costa Coffee – 230 High Road, Loughton  

 

8.62 At paragraph 6 the Inspector accepted that the A1/A3 use type is an appropriate 

classification for such a coffee shop use given that the development would not 

function primarily as a café/restaurant with merely ancillary retail sales. 

 

8.63 At paragraph 7, the Inspector recognised the substantial differences between the 

A1/A3 use and existing A3 type establishments, particularly as the more traditional 

uses did not keep normal shop hours and had dining areas at the front. 

 

8.64 A copy of this appeal decision is attached at Appendix Eleven. Notwithstanding that 

the proposed coffee shop use was compliant with policy, the Inspector made positive 

comments about the proposed coffee shop and its suitability within a primary 

frontage location. 
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 Costa Coffee – 80-82 High Street, Maldon 

 

8.65 In this appeal, the proposed coffee shop was in conflict with the local planning policy 

which only permitted changes that resulted in A1 or D1(A) uses (a policy framework 

more restrictive than the current appeal). 

 

8.66 At paragraph 7 the Inspector confirms that there was a conflict between the provisions 

of the adopted local plan and those of the more recent national planning guidance 

and that the latter should be given greater weight. The Inspector gave weight to 

national planning policies which encourage a diverse range of complementary evening 

and night-time uses that appeal to a wide range of age and social groups, making 

provision where appropriate, for leisure, cultural and tourism activities, such as 

cinemas, theatres, restaurants, public houses, bars, nightclubs and cafés. 

 
8.67 Accordingly, at paragraph 8 the Inspector confirms that the proposals would add to 

consumer choice by increasing the range of town centre activities and would maintain 

activity within the town centre where retail outlets appear to close early. The appeal 

was subsequently allowed. 

 

8.68 The relevant decision is attached at Appendix Twelve.  

 

 19-23 High Street, Pinner 

 

8.69 The appeal in relation to the proposed Starbucks at 19-23 High Street, Pinner has been 

ƌefeƌeŶĐed alƌeadǇ ǁithiŶ the AppellaŶt͛s “tateŵeŶt iŶ ƌespeĐt to the ƌeleǀaŶt 

Patronage and Customer Surveys submitted in support of this appeal. 

 

8.70 In this appeal case, the key issue was the effect of the proposal on the vitality and the 

viability of the District Centre. Whilst the Inspector accepted that a 25% threshold on 

non-A1 uses had been breached, the Inspector found (at paragraph 12) that in 

generating high levels of activity throughout the normal shopping day that the coffee 
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shop use would be beneficial to the vitality of the relevant primary shopping frontage 

despite the loss of some retail floorspace and subsequently allowed the appeal. 

 

8.71 This is precisely the point which the Appellant makes in justification for the current 

Appeal proposal and which The Council has failed to consider. 

 

8.72 A copy of the appeal decision is attached at Appendix Thirteen. 

 
 47 High Street, Keynsham 

 

8.73 The Inspector considered that the main issue in this case was the impact of the 

proposal on the vitality and viability of the town centre (as the case in the current 

appeal).  In relation to the proposed use, the Inspector found at paragraph 5 that the 

proposal was for a mixed A1/A3 use as it would comprise substantial elements of both 

a shop and a café, and that takeaway merchandise sales would be more than 

incidental to the A3 use.  

 

8.74 Although the relevant local plan policy did not allow for the loss of any A1 use within 

the town centre, the Inspector gave weight to national planning guidance which stated 

that authorities should set flexible policies for their centres which can respond to 

changing circumstances.  

 

8.75 At paragraph 12, the Inspector considered that the proposed use would generate a 

reasonable footfall equivalent to other A1 uses, and gave consideration to the fact 

that the unit had remained vacant for a considerable period of time despite marketing. 

 

8.76 At paragraph 13, the Inspector concluded that despite the conflict with Local Plan 

policy, that that the appeal proposal would not undermine the retail function of the 

primary shopping frontage, lead to a fragmentation of retail uses or have a harmful 

effeĐt oŶ the ĐeŶtƌe͛s vitality and viability. The appeal was thus allowed.  Again, this is 

the same point which has been referenced at length extensively above and which the 

Appellant considers is an important material consideration in the assessment of the 
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current Appeal proposal.   A copy of the appeal decision is attached at Appendix 

Fourteen. 

 

 71 London Road, Headington 

 

8.77  In this appeal, the Inspector considered an Enforcement Notice for the change in use 

from a retail use to an Al/A3 coffee shop within a primary retail frontage. The decision 

is attached at Appendix Fifteen. 

 

8.78 The relevant local planning policy sought to retain 65% of units within the shopping 

frontage in A1 use, whilst the proposed use took this to 64.6%. However, the appeal 

was allowed as the Inspector considered that other material considerations were 

sufficient to outweigh this marginal policy breach. In particular, A1 sales amounted to 

nearly 50% of the total sales, there was no local concentration of coffee shops, footfall 

surveys showed the use attracted more customers than A1 shops and customer 

surveys show that the use encouraged combined trips in pedestrian activity.  

 

8.79 The Inspector found at paragraph 18 that having regard to the above material 

considerations that there would not be an adverse impact on the vitality and viability 

of the retail function at the District Centre and as such, the underlying principle of the 

policy would not be compromised. He considered that cumulatively material 

considerations justified a departure from the exact wording of the policy. 

 

221-222 High Street, Marlborough 

 

8.80 In a Café Nero appeal decision in respect of a site at 221-222 High Street, Marlborough, 

it was recognised by the appeal Inspector that shoppers increasingly expect town 

centres to include facilities for breaks and refreshment and that it was credible for 

shoppers to be more likely to visit centres where such facilities existed. 

 

8.81  The IŶspeĐtoƌ͛s deĐisioŶ allowing the appeal is attached at Appendix Sixteen. 
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 148 Commercial Road, Portsmouth 

 

8.82 Local Authorities who have required high levels of Class A1 use in primary shopping 

frontages have often been requested to show greater flexibility regarding threshold 

limits by Inspectors. This was reflected in an appeal decision regarding a proposed 

Costa Coffee in Portsmouth.  The application was refused on the basis of the change 

of use with a result in a 75% Class A1 use threshold (the same as in this case) being 

breached.  In his decision, the inspector considered that the merits of the coffee shop 

were sufficient to ensure that the retail vitality and viability of the town centre would 

not be harmed. 

 

8.83 A copy of the relevant appeal decision is attached at Appendix Seventeen. 

 40-42 Sheep Street, Skipton 

 

8.84 This appeal decision is dated June 2012 after the introduction of the NPPF. The 

Inspector agreed that the LPA͛s poliĐǇ ǁas out of date as it ǁas Ŷot suffiĐieŶtlǇ fleǆiďle 

or based upon up-to-date evidence. The Inspector concluded the coffee shop use 

creates vitality and performs much better in this regard than many other A1 uses on 

the same street. The Inspector concluded that the coffee shop did not harm the vitality 

of Skipton Town Centre or its Core Retail Area.  

 

8.85 A copy of the appeal decision is attached at Appendix Eighteen. 

 

ϭϭ5 “t Jaŵes͛ “tƌeet, BƌightoŶ 

 

8.86 In a reĐeŶt appeal Đase foƌ a pƌoposed “taƌďuĐks at ϭϭϱ “t Jaŵes͛ “tƌeet, BƌightoŶ, at 

paragraph 31 the Inspector notes that the appeal use was a ͞sigŶifiĐaŶt attƌaĐtoƌ of 

pedestrian activity in St James Street and the patronage levels are relatively high 

compared to otheƌ uses suƌǀeǇed.͟  The Inspector then advised that ͞as a 

consequence, the use can only realistically be seen as one to contributes to pedestrian 

aĐtiǀitǇ aŶd ǀitalitǇ duƌiŶg the Ŷoƌŵal ǁoƌkiŶg daǇ͟.  The Inspector further stated that 
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there was ͞Ŷo evidence that the use has acted as a deterrent to pedestrian flows or 

that pedestƌiaŶ aĐtiǀitǇ has ďeeŶ stifled siŶĐe its iŶtƌoduĐtioŶ.͟   

 

8.87 Further, at paragraph 58 of the appeal decision, the Inspector stated that he was 

͞satisfied that although soŵe Đonflict with policy SR5 is identified other material 

considerations indicate that the granting of conditional planning permission is justified 

and that a departure from strict adherence to this policy is warranted.  I do not consider 

that this would set an unfortunate precedent as the policy itself remains and would 

still applǇ ǁheŶ ĐoŶsideƌiŶg aŶǇ futuƌe pƌoposals of a siŵilaƌ Ŷatuƌe oŶ its ŵeƌits.͟ 

89 Sidcup High Street, Sidcup 

 

8.88 This Appeal related to an Enforcement Notice.  It was contended at the Inquiry that 

the Council were unable to identify any harm caused by the proposal.  At paragraph 18 

of the Sidcup decision, the Inspector concluded that the use of the coffee shop ͞has 

been beneficial to the area͟.  The Inspector further concluded that upholding the 

Enforcement Notice could prove ͞counter-productive to enhancing the viability and 

vitality of the Centre, thus making the Centre less attractive͟ (paragraph 20).  He also 

confirmed that A3 customers would be lost if the premises reverted to A1 use by virtue 

of the Enforcement Notice and, in that respect, footfall would be reduced.  A copy of 

this Appeal decision is attached at Appendix Nineteen. 

 

271 High Street, Epping 

 

8.89 A final case of relevance concerns the Café Neƌo͛s pƌeŵises at Ϯϳϭ High “tƌeet, Epping; 

a precedent that relates to a complex appeal and application history. 

 

8.90 An Enforcement Notice was served on Nero Holdings Limited on 12 October 2006.  The 

Notice was appealed and the Notice was upheld although it was subject to variation.  

The appeal decision was issued on 6 August 2007.  Nero Holdings Limited challenged 

the appeal but that was not successful.  Following the challenge, the Enforcement 

Notice remained active.  
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8.91 Epping Forest District Council then invited a new application from Café Nero to seek 

the retention of the coffee shop uses.  The application was registered on 18 June 2009.  

A copy of the Committee Report (dated 12 August 2009) is attached at Appendix 

Twenty. 

 

8.92 It is noted on the first page of the Committee Report that the current application 

differs from that which was previously considered as follows:- 

 

 ͞The ďusiŶess has Ŷoǁ ďeeŶ suĐĐessfullǇ tƌadiŶg siŶĐe Apƌil ϮϬϬ7 aŶd 

additional generic information has been supplied detailing consumer 

habits of customers suggesting the café increases footfall in the High 

Street. 

 

 The current application includes a proposed window display of a floor 

to ceiling set of 4 shelves to display goods for retail across the front 

window, replacing existing table and chairs in this area. 

 

 The current economic climate differs from when the application was 

previously considered. 

 

 Recent planning applications and appeals which have taken place 

suďseƋueŶt to the deteƌŵiŶatioŶ of the pƌeǀious appliĐatioŶ.͟ 

 

8.93 The report recognises that the size of the unit and habits of consumers results in 

approximately 21% of customers taking food products away for consumption off the 

premises, with the remaining eating onsite.  The store possesses a total of 52 seats.  In 

policy terms, the continuation of Café Nero within the premises in question would put 

the non-retail frontage proportion at 32.5%; the Policy states 30% as a threshold.  On 

page 18, the report acknowledges the merits of the scheme and suggests that 

͞ŵeŵďeƌs ŵaǇ ǀieǁ this uŶit as a fuŶĐtioŶ suppoƌtiŶg the ǀitality and viability of the 

ToǁŶ CeŶtƌe.͟ 
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8.94 Further, whilst the report concedes that there is a ͞depaƌtuƌe to plaŶŶiŶg poliĐǇ ǁith 

the presence of Café Nero, the report suggests that the ͞oďjeĐtiǀe uŶdeƌpiŶŶiŶg poliĐǇ 

to retain vitality in Town Centres may not have been compromised.  This view could be 

supported by emergent PPS4, which supports flexibility to changing economic climates 

aŶd ĐoŶsuŵeƌ tƌeŶds iŶ liŶe ǁith a ǀieǁ to deliǀeƌiŶg sustaiŶaďle deǀelopŵeŶt ;PP“ϭͿ,͟ 

 

8.95 The Committee Report did not provide a definitive recommendation.  Members 

decided that they should recommend approval of the application subject to the 

application being considered at a higher level (District Development Control 

Committee) on 6 October 2009.  At this Committee, it was decided to grant permission 

for the coffee shop.  A copy of the District Development Control Committee minutes 

and the decision notice granting planning permission are enclosed at Appendix 

Twenty-one.  

 

8.96 This ͞ǀolte faĐe͟ is a very interesting turn of events; an originally unacceptable use in 

a primary shopping frontage, which has been taken through the Courts, and has now 

become a desired use given the clear benefits of such a use, which has now been finally 

understood by that particular authority.  This demonstrates that a ͞ďlaĐk aŶd ǁhite͟ 

picture, simply as a reflection of a planning policy that may not actually reflect the 

͞ƌeal͟ position on the ground, cannot be drawn in circumstances such as Epping and 

indeed in the context of this Appeal at Kentish Town.  Whilst policy breaches may be 

in existence, the material considerations need to be understood fully before 

consequential actions are undertaken.  

 

 Other Research into the Benefits of Coffee Shops for Town Centres 

 

8.97 Allegƌa “tƌategies is oŶe of the ǁoƌld͛s leadiŶg consultancies across the European and 

global foodservice sector and is the undisputed authority on global coffee trends.  The 

company produces an annual study of the UK coffee market with the 2015 report 

being published on 15 December 2014. 
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8.98 The Appellant considers it would be difficult to conclude from a review of this report 

that Kentish Town will not benefit directly from the presence of Starbucks. In 

summary, the report confirms: 

 

 Coffee shops boost the local economy; 

 

 35% of the population use coffee shops; 

 

 Coffee shops are more popular than other eating-out restaurants; 

 

 Choice of coffee shops is equally important as choice of other shops to 

consumers; 

 

 The pƌeseŶĐe of Đoffee shops is iŶflueŶtial iŶ a Đustoŵeƌ͛s ĐhoiĐe of ǁheƌe 

to shop; 

 

 Customers require a convenient location for their coffee shops; 

 

 A quarter of all visitors to a centre have a coffee shop visit as the prime 

purpose of their trip; 

 The presence of a coffee shop prolongs the length of a visit to a centre, the 

frequency of those visits and the spend at other outlets; 

 

 Coffee shops are a focal point for social interaction, as they have been for 

350 years; 

 

 Coffee shops are one of the main social hubs on the High Street and are seen 

as safe places to go where people from all backgrounds can congregate; 

 

 They bring people together and provide a safe and comfortable place to 

meet; 
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 The presence of coffee shops on the High Street encourages 75% of 

consumers to shop for longer and 68% of the consumers interviewed would 

choose to visit another High Street if the one they were on did not have a 

coffee shop. 

 

Summary 

 

8.99 The AppellaŶt͛s assessment of the above appeal decisions identifies that, there are 

recognised material considerations in favour of allowing such uses within primary 

retail frontages. These considerations, as identified regularly within the above appeal 

decisions include: 

 

 An acknowledgement that branded coffee shops such as Starbucks generate 

high levels of patronage, commensurate with other A1 uses that are 

typically located within primary frontages; 

 

 They are attractors in their own right and typically locate within prime 

frontages; 

 

 The A1 element of the use is beneficial to retail vitality and viability; 

 

 The encouragement of greater flexibility and diversity of use contained 

within National Planning Guidance within town centres has been recognised 

as material in decisions. 

 

8.100 Fundamentally, even when adopted planning policies would not allow any further loss 

of Class A1 uses, the Inspectors in the above cases have been comfortable in allowing 

mixed A1/A3 coffee shops because of their characteristics and positive impact that 

they have on retail frontages and the vitality and viability of shopping centres. 
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8.101 As such, the relevant appeal decisions included in this evidence demonstrate that 

Inspectors have found that coffee shops of the type and size proposed at the Appeal 

Site are mixed use units trading within Class A1/A3.  These decisions have also 

demonstrated that coffee shops have generally been found to contribute to the 

vitality and viability of town centres; helped increase pedestrian footfall; and provide 

a complementary facility to the retail function of towns.  It is contended that no 

evidence can be provided to demonstrate that the proposed Starbucks at Kentish 

Town would act as a deterrent to pedestrian flows or activity, or that it would harm 

the vitality and viability of the Centre.  To the contrary, the evidence submitted points 

to the exact opposite of all of these indicators namely that the proposed use would be 

a significant benefit to Kentish Town Town Centre and certainly having an impact no 

worse that the extant use of the site. 

 

8.102 In terms of The Council͛s disŵissal of the attaĐhed Appeal deĐisioŶs, The Council does 

not give any detailed consideration to the findings of the various appeal decisions.  

The Council makes the poiŶt at paƌagƌaph Ϯ.ϳ of the OffiĐeƌ͛s ‘epoƌt that the appeal 

decisions relate mostly to locations outside London.  The relevance of this is not 

understood.  The various appeals have focused on relevant High Street Frontage 

Policies involving change of use of the premises.  These policies, wherever they might 

be within England, are generally similar in nature.  Equally, in terms of relevant 

National Planning Guidance which seeks to improve the vitality and viability of 

shopping centres, this applies to all such appeal decisions in England wherever they 

may be based.  Simply put, the fact that appeal decisions such as the Winchester and 

Brighton decisions are in no way less relevant to this Appeal simply because they do 

not fall within London.  That aside, there are a number of London sites referenced 

above including specifically, the proposed Starbucks at Pinner for which detailed 

supporting survey information is attached.  As such, the Appellant strongly reputes 

that The Council͛s ĐoŵŵeŶts iŶ this ƌespeĐt aƌe of aŶǇ ƌeleǀaŶĐe. 
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8.103 It is an established tenet of planning law that each application is determined on its 

own merits.  The Council avails itself to this principle to discount the appeal decisions 

submitted concerning coffee shops in core shopping frontages.  Notwithstanding this, 

established principles in respect to the nature and character of the operation of such 

coffee shops is are a relevant material consideration.  Whilst these appeal decisions 

relate to sites throughout the United Kingdom, they are universally similar in respect 

that the key issue in each case related to the impact of the proposals on the vitality 

and viability of the respective shopping area (as is the case in this Appeal).  Generally, 

most of the appeals have resulted as a result of the appeal proposal being contrary to 

local shopping policy in terms of the number and mix of uses within a particular 

shopping centre or primary shopping frontage/core frontage etc.  They have therefore 

all been considered in the context of the same issue as this Appeal.  National multiple 

coffee shops such as Starbucks, Costa Coffee, Café Nero all perform similar trading 

and operational roles and have similar characteristics (as evidenced by the appeal 

decisions referenced above).  These established character traits and established 

impacts on other shopping centres are relevant in the consideration of this appeal 

proposal.  The effects of such coffee shops are well established and therefore the likely 

effect of the appeal proposal on the health of Kentish Town Town Centre can be 

reasonably concluded. 

 

8.104 At paƌagƌaph Ϯ.ϴ of the OffiĐeƌ͛s ‘eport, The Council states that ͞ IŶ this Đase the Đoffee 

shop would not perform a complementary role because there are a variety of other 

coffee shops in the local aƌea alƌeadǇ.͟  Again, the relevance of this is not understood.  

It is a well-established tenet of the planning system to encourage commercial 

competition and provide choice to the consumer.  The fact that there are already 

existing coffee shops in the Centre does not mean that a further coffee shop will also 

not provide such a complementary role.  There are a number of coffee shops within 

Kentish Town Town Centre; only one national multiple namely Costa Coffee.  With one 

or two exceptions the rest of the café/coffee shops in Kentish Town Town Centre are 

more akin to a traditional ͞gƌeasǇ spooŶ͟ and which also have much greater restricted 

hours than that proposed with the Appeal proposal. 

 



 

53 

 

 

 
8.105 However, The Council͛s appƌoaĐh is flaǁed, pƌiŶcipally because it could be applied to 

any proposed use entering the centre for which there are other already existing uses, 

i.e. the pƌeseŶĐe of the eǆistiŶg TesĐo, “aiŶsďuƌǇ͛s, Co-op and Lidl stores should not 

be seen as a reason to discourage further convenience retail in the Centre. 

 
The contribution of the Appeal proposal as a retail unit to the vitality and viability 

of Kentish Town Town Centre and assessment of the overall health of Kentish Town 

Town Centre  

 

8.106 The Appeal Site has previously been used as a small convenience store with an 

ancillary financial and professional services use at the rear (cheque cashing).  Due to 

the uŶit͛s sŵall size, it is uŶlikelǇ to ďe attƌaĐtiǀe to aŶǇ ŵajoƌ ŶatioŶal ŵultiples.  The 

unit whilst well located close to Kentish Town Underground Station is not of a size or 

scale to be considered a key anchor unit within the Centre. 

 

8.107 As such, it is not considered as a matter of principle that the change of use of the 

Appeal Site from A1 use to a mixed A1/A3 use would result in any significant adverse 

impacts occurring on the health of Kentish Town Town Centre overall. 

 

8.108 The health of Kentish Town Town Centre has been undertaken.  A copy of this Health 

Check is attached at Appendix Twenty-two.  This is confirmed that the Centre is 

considered to be vital and viable and healthy.  As such, there is nothing to suggest that 

the health of the Centre is precarious and that the loss of this very small, limited 

amount of retail floorspace would unacceptably impact on the health of the Centre. 

 

8.109 Whilst the Appeal Site lies within the core shopping frontage, it is towards the 

periphery where the core shopping frontage changes to secondary shopping frontage 

but given its small size, it͛s not considered that it provides a meaningful contribution 

to the overall vitality and viability of Kentish Town Town Centre.  Certainly, in light of 

the evidence and arguments submitted above it is considered that the proposed use 

as a Starbucks will offer a significant enhancement of the Centre͛s vitality and viability. 
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Will the proposal create a harmful concentration of non-retail uses? 

 

8.110 IŶ liŶe ǁith the ƌeƋuiƌeŵeŶts of CaŵdeŶ͛s CPG 5, an assessment of the diversity of 

uses within the relevant Core Frontage has been undertaken. The relevant frontage 

extends from Regis Road to York Mews. The diversity of uses within the Frontage are 

set out in a table below:- 

 

Number Occupier Use Class 

317 Vacant A1 

321 Day Lewis Pharmacy A1 

323 Beef + Brew A3 

325 Appeal Site (vacant) A1 

327 Tolli  A1 

329-333 “aiŶsďuƌǇ͛s A1 

335 Everbest Greengrocers A1 

337 “aŵ͛s ChiĐkeŶ TakeaǁaǇ A5 

339 London Bread Company A1 

341 Pret A Manger  A1 

343 Gulshaan A3 

345 William Hill Bookmakers A2 

347 Dry Cleaners A1  

 

 
8.111 With reference to the table above, it can be seen that the existing percentage of A1 

uses within the frontage at present is 64%, a figure already below the 75% threshold. 

The effect on the diversity of uses in terms of the granting of planning permission for 

this application would be that the relevant percentage would drop to 57% 

(notwithstanding that a significant part of the floorspace on the existing site would 

remain in A1 use).  

 

8.112 In terms of the requirement of paragraph 3.48 of CPG 5 it should be noted that the 

unit will not result in more than two retail uses in a row. The application proposal 
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theƌefoƌe Đoŵplies ǁith this eleŵeŶt of The CouŶĐil͛s guidelines.  It is therefore not 

considered that the Appeal proposal results in an unacceptable concentration of 

non-A1 units at this location. 

 

8.113 The wording of Policy DP12 (Supporting Strong Centres and Managing the Impact of 

Food, Drink, Entertainment and Other Town Centre Uses) and the wording of CPG 5 

confirms that The Council will generally (our emphasis) resist proposals that would 

result in less than 75% of each Core Frontage being in retail use. The precise wording 

does therefore allow some exemptions to this requirement. Furthermore, whilst the 

application proposal would result in less than 75% of the premises in the relevant Core 

Frontage being in retail use, it is important to note that the level of A1 uses within the 

Core Frontage is already below 75% (currently standing at 62%). As such, the 

appliĐatioŶ pƌoposal ǁill Ŷot ƌesult iŶ aŶ adǀeƌse ͚tippiŶg poiŶt͛ ďeiŶg ƌeaĐhed and 

exceeded. 

 

8.114 It is not considered that the above level of uses in a Core Shopping Frontage is 

unreasonable. For instance, inspectors have suggested in various appeal cases 

elsewhere that an acceptable proportion of non-A1 uses in town centres could be as 

high as 50% and still retain their vitality and viability. 

 

8.115 Whilst the application proposal will lower the existing non-A1 units in the frontage 

from a figure already below 75%.  This ignores the fact that the significant proportion 

of the floorspace of the proposed Starbucks will be an A1 use and that the particular 

characteristics of the use means it attracts customers to a significantly greater degree 

than many A1 uses.  This is considered to be a material consideration which justifies 

the granting of planning permission.  
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8.116 The current frontage is therefore already contrary to the policy guidance.  It is 

therefore relevant to consider whether the appeal proposal in this situation is likely to 

have benefits to the vitality and viability to this core frontage and to the shopping 

centre as a whole.  For reasons explained already, the Appellant is firmly of the view 

that this is the case. 

 

8.117 Section 5 (Town Centre and Central London Frontage Audit) of the GVA Grimley 

Camden Retail and Town Centre Study (November 2013) notes that from the 2013 

health checks Kentish Town is considered to be performing well in relation to the 

provision of convenience and service units.  At paragraph 5.58 it is stated that ͞over 

the plan period, it will be important for the Centre…to improve the overall quality in 

the retail and service offer.  At present the retail offer is diluted along the length of 

Kentish Town Town Centre.  If vacancies within the Centre continue to increase, the 

Centre may benefit from consolidation of the retail core and greater land use flexibility 

in more peripheral areas͟. 

 

8.118 Whilst the Appeal Site lies within a core frontage, it is towards the end of the core 

frontage, at the northern end and it is considered that this would be a suitable location 

for introduction of a service use such as a coffee shop.   

 

8.119 In summary then, it is not considered that the proposal will give rise to an 

unacceptable concentration of non-retail uses at this location. 
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  SECTION 9:  OTHER RELEVANT ISSUES 

 

9.1 This section of the AppellaŶt͛s “tateŵeŶt considers other relevant planning issues 

which support the proposed appeal including:- 

 

 Whether the Appeal proposal represents sustainable development? 

 

 Amenity Issues; 

 

 Job Creation; 

 

 The Need for the Proposal. 

 

9.2 The above are factors which should be considered as part of any ͞ďalaŶĐiŶg eǆeƌĐise͟ 

into the merits of the appealed application.  These are separate issues which the 

AppellaŶt ĐoŶsideƌs ǁeigh iŶ faǀouƌ of a gƌaŶt of plaŶŶiŶg peƌŵissioŶ ďut ǁhiĐh doŶ͛t 

directly form part of the response to The Council͛s single reason for refusal.  It is 

notable that the OffiĐeƌ͛s ‘epoƌt ĐoŶfiƌŵs that The Council has not considered any of 

the above issues as part of its assessment of the appealed application.  This supports 

the AppellaŶt͛s asseƌtioŶ that The Council has not properly considered the application 

or undertaken the appropriate ͞ďalaŶĐiŶg eǆeƌĐise͟ as required.  Each of the above 

issues are now considered in turn below. 

 

  Does the Appeal Proposal Represent Sustainable Development? 

 

9.3 As stated earlier within this Statement the NPPF confirms that the purpose of the 

planning system is to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development 

(paragraph 6). 
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9.4 The NPPF confirms that these roles should not be undertaken in isolation because they 

are mutually dependant. In order to achieve sustainable development, economic, 

social and environmental gains should be sought jointly and simultaneously through 

the planning system. It is confirmed the planning system should play an active role in 

guiding development to sustainable solutions. It is confirmed that at the heart of the 

NPPF is a presumption in favour of sustainable development, which should be seen as 

a golden thread running through both plan-making and decision-taking. 

 

9.5 The NPPF thus promotes sustainable economic development through focusing main 

town centre uses in existing centres. The document places substantial weight on re-

using sustainably located buildings and land, securing economic growth and creating 

jobs and prosperity through the planning system. The proposed development would 

support this aim by maintaining the property in gainful use, adding an attractive new 

coffee shop into Kentish Town Centre and providing local employment.  The Appeal 

Site comprises previously developed land and is therefore a brownfield site. As such, 

the development of the Appeal Site also represents sustainable development by virtue 

of the recycling of previously developed land within the identified centre.  The Appeal 

Site, the proposal will thus re-use a vacant unit, it will increase trade and activity, 

encourage ͚liŶked tƌips͛ and longer stays thereby assisting in meeting the wider retail 

aims of Kentish Town Centre. 

 

9.6 The Appeal Site lies within a Core Shopping Frontage within Kentish Town Town 

Centre. As such, the Appeal Site is located within a sequentially preferable location 

and one where town centre uses, such as coffee shops, should be directed. As such, 

the Appeal Site is by its very nature a sustainable location in planning terms. In 

addition, the Appeal Site is located in a highly accessible location in close proximity to 

Kentish Town Underground and Railway Station and has a PTAL level of 6a. This again 

provides evidence that the Appeal Site is highly sustainable. 

 

9.7 On the basis that the Appeal Site represents sustainable development, there is as set 

out above a presumption in favour of the grant of planning permission. This weighs 

heavily in favour of the proposal. 
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Amenity Issues 

 

9.8 The Council does not raise any objection to the proposal on amenity grounds.  It is not 

considered that the Appeal proposal has any adverse impacts on any surrounding 

occupiers or other in respect to its use.  This is borne out by the lack of any objection 

by The Council on these grounds. 

 

9.9 With regard to amenity and environmental health issues, the following aspects of the 

proposal are highlighted: 

 

 The coffee shop will have proposed opening hours of 6.30 am to 9.00 pm 

seven days a week; 

 

 No hot food will be cooked on the premises. Only pre-prepared cold food 

will be heated, meaning there is no requirement for fume extraction as 

there will be no smell or odours from food cooking; 

 

 The unit will include on-site facilities for refuse storage to the rear; 

 

 Servicing will be as existing from York Mews. Thus, no adverse amenity 

impact should arise because there will be no noise or disturbance from late 

night opening.  Litter and waste can be dealt with internally and by normal 

collection arrangements. There will also be no additional highway impacts 

as the servicing arrangement will be the same as previous. It is not 

considered that the unit will have a greater servicing arrangement than an 

A1 operation previously on the site or as could occupy the unit under the 

extant use. 

 

 No plant is proposed as part of this application.  Therefore, there is no 

impact on residents of any plant arising being proposed.  Any air 
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conditioning plant that will be required will be the subject of a separate 

application or to be dealt with via condition. 

 

9.10 In light of the above, and the absence of any objection from The Council on these 

grounds, it is considered the absence of any amenity objection is another material 

consideration which weighs in favour of a grant of planning permission. 

 

 Job Creation 

 

9.11 The new store will create a range of high quality, permanent jobs. Approximately 12 

full-time and part-time jobs will be created at a variety of levels (from baristas to 

managers) for people at different stages of their careers. These jobs will offer long-

term, sustainable employment opportunities. Consequently, the long-term 

investment and job creation that will result from this proposal will provide sustainable 

economic growth by creating new jobs, attracting inward investment and returning a 

currently vacant property back into an economically viable use.  

 

The Need for the Proposal 

 

9.12 It is acknowledged by the Applicant that a ͞Ŷeed͟ for the proposal is not required to 

be demonstrated.  As such, a lack of ͞Ŷeed͟ for the proposal is not grounds for refusal 

of the Appeal.  Notwithstanding this, in assessing whether or not a Starbucks will be 

of greater benefit to the shopping centre than the existing use, it is relevant to 

consider other issues including the need for the proposal (juxtaposed to the need 

retaining the retail floorspace at this location. 

 

9.13 The Appeal Site is located in close proximity to Kentish Town Underground and 

Railway Station.  As such, the Appeal Site is located in a prime position to provide 

coffee and sustenance for customers utilising Kentish Town Station.  At present, in the 

vicinity of this important transport node, the only dedicated national multiple coffee 

shops are the Costa Coffee at 307-309 Kentish Town Road (slightly further away from 

the underground/train station) and the Pret A Manger at 341 Kentish Town High Road.  
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These are the only such facilities in the immediate vicinity of the Underground and 

Railway Station.  Given the volume of pedestrian traffic which goes through the station 

on a regular basis, it is considered that there is a significant demand for such coffee 

shop provision in the Kentish Town Major Town Centre to address this need.  The 

appeal proposal will therefore meet this need. 
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 SECTION 10: THIRD PARTY REPRESENTATIONS 

 

10.1 This seĐtioŶ of the AppellaŶt͛s “tateŵeŶt giǀes ĐoŶsideƌatioŶ to those thiƌd paƌtǇ 

representations received in respect of the appealed application.  The OffiĐeƌ͛s ‘epoƌt 

confirms that in total 37 objections were received.  In addition, objections were 

received from four local resident groups.  Generally, these objections were based on 

the operator being Starbucks.  Many of the third party representations objected to 

Starbucks in principle as a company, but also on the basis that there were sufficient 

coffee shops in Kentish Town Town Centre already and that there was no need for any 

more and that the proposal would take business away from other coffee shops in the 

Centre. 

 

10.2 Overall, in terms of the number of users of Kentish Town Town Centre, this number of 

objections is very small.  As set out in Section 5 of this Statement already, Starbucks 

serves over 68,000 people in Camden on a monthly basis.  This is based simply on a 

review of only a selected number of Starbucks units within Camden and excludes many 

outlets that the company has within the Borough.  It should be recognised therefore 

that the support by patrons of Starbucks in Camden far outweighs those who have 

raised an objection.   

 

10.3 In respect to the objections raised by these parties it is not the role of the planning 

system to assess the appropriateness of an individual occupier, rather, it is the 

proposed land use which is relevant.  An objection to a particular individual coffee 

shop operator based upon the nature of the occupier, is not a material consideration 

relevant to this Appeal. 

 

10.4 There has never been a requirement to demonstrate a ͞Ŷeed͟ for a town centre use 

within a town centre location.  Similarly, the impact of one retailer/occupier within a 

centre on another retailer/occupier within the same centre is not a matter of planning 

control, this is simply commercial competition rather than trade diversion.  

Furthermore, National Planning Guidance is very clear that it seeks to foster 
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competition.  As such, the local resident third party objections which have been 

received, are almost without exception based upon issues which are not material 

planning considerations in the context of this Appeal.   

 

10.5 The above is aĐkŶoǁledged ǁithiŶ the OffiĐeƌ͛s ƌepoƌt.  IŶ ƌespeĐt to the oǀeƌǀieǁ of 

loĐal ƌesideŶt oďjeĐtioŶs, the OffiĐeƌ͛s ƌepoƌt states:  

 

  ͞Competition between retailers and whether or not there is a need for another 

coffee shop is not a planning consideration.  Similarly, the proposed occupier (in 

this Đase “taƌďuĐksͿ is Ŷot ƌeleǀaŶt to the deteƌŵiŶatioŶ of the appliĐatioŶ.͟ 

 

10.6 In summary the third party representations that have been received have 

predominantly been based around an ͞aŶti-“taƌďuĐks͟ campaign.  The principle basis 

for these objections are not material considerations relevant to this Appeal. 
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 SECTION 11:  CONCLUSIONS 

 

11.1 This Appeal focuses on the refusal of a planning application by The Council for the 

change of use of the Appeal Site from a retail shop (Use Class A1) use as a Starbucks 

coffee shop (mixed A1/A3 use).  The concept of a coffee shop as a mixed A1/A3 use is 

well-established through a number of appeals and is widely accepted by planning 

Inspectors and local planning authorities.  

 

11.2 The Council has refused the application simply because it is considered contrary to 

policy in terms of the percentage of A1 uses in the existing core frontage.  

Notwithstanding that the level of A1 uses is already below the threshold, The Council 

has not undertaken any ͞ďalaŶĐiŶg eǆeƌĐise͟ or any detailed consideration of the 

proposed use, its particular characteristics and nature and its consequential impact on 

the future vitality and viability of Kentish Town Town Centre.  Without this detailed 

consideration, The Council has singularly failed to understand and properly appreciate 

the appeal pƌoposal.  The CouŶĐil͛s asseƌtioŶ that the appeal pƌoposal ǁill ďe 

detrimental to the health of Kentish Town Town Centre is to fundamentally 

misunderstand the role and nature of such coffee shops and their well-established 

trading traits and acknowledged positive impacts on shopping centres. 

 

11.3 Whilst it is acknowledged that the level of A1 uses in the relevant Core Shopping 

Frontage following the proposed change of use would be at odds with Policy DP12 

(Supporting Strong Centres and Managing the Impact of Food, Drink, Entertainment 

and Other Town Centre Uses) of the Camden Development Policies 2010-2015 

(November 2010) and the relevant CPG 5, Policy DP12 does allow exceptions to the 

requirements of the policy.  Notwithstanding the terms of the policy, the policy is 

intended to preserve the vitality and viability and health of the relevant Core Frontage.  

The evidence contained within this Statement illustrates that overwhelmingly a 

Starbucks use of the Appeal Site would be a positive benefit to Kentish Town Town 

Centre. 
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11.4 The appƌopƌiateŶess of a “taƌďuĐks use at this loĐatioŶ is that iŶ the CouŶĐil͛s aŶŶual 

Retail Survey it currently and historically has always considered the Starbucks units 

within Camden to be classed as A1 units. Equally, the Costa Coffee unit at Kentish 

Town Road is also considered to be Use Class A1. 

 

11.5 Research by Allegra Strategies highlights the benefits that a branded coffee shop 

brings to a town centre. A Starbucks outlet would bring the ground floor of the 

application property back into gainful use supporting the vitality and viability of 

Kentish Town Town Centre and bringing associated economic benefits through linked 

spending in the surrounding area. The proposal will create employment opportunities 

and provide an important facility for commuters using Kentish Town Underground and 

Railway Station. 

 

11.6 There is a significant volume of appeals which have been detailed within this report in 

respect to Class A1/A3 coffee shop uses, it is clear that Inspectors have considered 

that there are significant material considerations in favour of allowing coffee shop 

uses within retail frontages. These have been detailed in previous sections.  Whilst it 

is correct that each application should be determined on its own merits, the significant 

volume of appeal decisions have all focused on the same issue which is focal to this 

Appeal.  Namely, the impact of the proposed use on the health, vitality and viability of 

Kentish Town Town Centre.  The submitted Patronage Surveys and Customer Surveys 

of Starbucks use coupled with the volume of other supporting information confirms 

that such uses will be a positive addition to the town centre.   

 

11.7 Whilst the Council have ͞slaǀishlǇ͟ applied the policy they have not given any 

consideration to the reason behind the policy which is to protect the vitality and 

viability of the town centre.  On the basis of the evidence submitted, the proposed use 

can be considered to be beneficial to the town centre and in which case is in 

accordance with the thrust of the relevant policies. 

 

11.8 In summary it is respectfully requested that this Appeal be granted. 
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Delegated Report Analysis sheet  Expiry Date:  
18/02/2016 

 

N/A / attached Consultation 
Expiry Date: 

11/02/2016 

Officer Application Number(s) 

Kate Phillips 
 

2015/7282/P 
 

Application Address Drawing Numbers 

325 Kentish Town Road  
London  
NW5 2TJ 
 

Refer to Draft Decision Notice 

PO 3/4             Area Team Signature C&UD Authorised Officer Signature 

    

Proposal(s) 

Change of use of ground floor from retail (Class A1) to a coffee shop (mixed use Class A1 / Class A3) 
and alterations to shopfront  
 

Recommendation(s): 
 
 

Application Type: 
 
Full Planning Permission 
 



 

 

Conditions or Reasons 
for Refusal: 

 
 

Refer to Draft Decision Notice 

Informatives: 

Consultations 

Adjoining Occupiers:  
No. notified 
 

14 
 

 
No. of responses 
 
No. electronic 

 
37 
 
00 

No. of objections 
 

37 
 

Summary of consultation 
responses: 

 

 

 
Objections have been received from the following parties: 
(listed alphabetically by road name) 
 

• 17a Bartholomew Road 

• 32 Bartholomew Villas 

• 159 Burnley Road 

• 68 Caversham Road 

• 20 College Lane x2 

• 9 Dunollie Place 

• Gaisford Street (unknown) 

• 27c Gaisford Street, Kentish Town 

• 75b Falkland Road 

• 49 Falkland Road 

• 73 Fortess Road 

• 193 Kentish Town Road (The Wine Cellar) 

• 235 Kentish Town Road (Meadows Coffee Shop) 

• Flat 1, 269 Kentish Town Road 

• 16 Leighton Place 

• 5 Leverton Street 

• Flat 4, 48 Leverton Street x2 

• 13 Mansfield Road 

• 53 St Margarets Road 

• 5 Oakeshott Avenue 

• 17 Ospringe Road 

• 96 Queen’s Crescent x2 

• 4 Raglan Street 

• 6 Raglan Street x2 

• Unknown addresses x7 
 
Objections were also received from the following ward councillors: 

• Meric Apak (Kentish Town) 

• Jenny Headlam-Wells (Kentish Town) 
 
The objections are summarised below: 
 

• Contrary to DP12 and CPG5 guidance 

• Impact on the character of the area 

• Stripping the village character of Kentish Town 

• Won’t create many jobs for local people 

• Ratio of retail to food/drink uses 

• Sufficient coffee shops already / no requirement for more 

• Will take business away from the other coffee shops 

• Need to support local / independent businesses 

• Don’t want/like Starbucks / unethical / doesn’t pay tax / poor reputation 

• In the list of 14 Appeals granted in favour of Starbucks in the whole of the 



 

 

UK only 1 appeal has been won in central London. 
 
 
 
Officer comment 

 
Competition between retailers and whether or not there is a need for another coffee 
shop is not a planning consideration. Similarly, the proposed occupier (in this case 
Starbucks) is not relevant to the determination of the application.  
 
The proposal is contrary to Policy DP12 and CPG5 guidance (see section 1 of the 
officer’s report below).  
 

Kentish Town Road 
Action (KTRA) 
 
 

 
Object on the following grounds: 
 

• Frontage is currently 62% A1 use. If this application were approved the 
percentage of A1 retail would drop to 54%. Contrary to Policy DP12.  

• Secondary Frontages in Kentish Town are failing – see Policy SW2 in the 
submitted Kentish Town Neighbourhood Plan. 

• The vitality and viability of the Core Frontage of Kentish Town Road is 
threatened by this application. 

• It is claimed that “Starbucks is a compatible use to existing shops and 
services in Kentish Town Road.” In reply to these specious arguments we 
reply that Kentish Town centre already has plenty of coffee shops. 

• Starbucks is certainly not “a compatible use to existing shops and services 
in Kentish Town”. In fact Starbucks would endanger the viability of existing 
independent coffee shops. 

• We have read the list of only 14 Appeals granted in favour of Starbucks in 
the whole of the UK and we noted that only one Appeal has been won in 
central London. 

 
Officer comment 

 
See section 1 of the officer’s report below. 
 

Inkerman Area Residents 
Association 

 
Object on the following grounds: 
 

• Strong local opposition to any reduction of retail in the high street  

• Contrary to CPG5 

• Sufficient coffee shops already / no requirement for more 

• The proposal would detract from the viability and vibrancy of the area by 
reducing the variety and interest that retail provides. 

 
Officer comment 

 
See section 1 of the officer’s report below. 
 

Transition Kentish Town 
Core Group 

 
Object on the following grounds: 
 

• Detrimental impact on retail provision 

• Must prevent further erosion of retail provision 

• Contrary to CPG5  
 
Officer comment 



 

 

 
See section 1 of the officer’s report below. 
 

Kelly Street Residents 
Association (KSRA) 

 
Object on the following grounds: 
 

• Contrary to Policy DP12 and CPG5 

• Reject the applicant's argument that a Starbucks coffee shop will be a 
"compatible use to existing shops and services in Kentish Town Road” 

• Sufficient coffee shops already / no requirement for more 
 
Officer comment 

 
See section 1 of the officer’s report below. 
 

Site Description  

 
The application site is No. 325 Kentish Town Road. The building is a three storey brick building on the western 

side of the road, with a retail unit at the ground floor level (currently vacant) and living accommodation on the 

upper floors.  

 

Planning permission was granted last year to enlarge the retail unit and to erect a mansard roof extension and 

three storey rear extension to No. 325 Kentish Town Road, to allow the conversion of the upper floors from 1 

no. 3 bed self-contained flat to create 3 no. 1 bed self-contained flats; and also for a three storey extension at 

the rear (10 York Mews) to provide ground floor storage space and 1 no. 3 bed maisonette. 

 

The application site is within the designated ‘Kentish Town’ Town Centre and is specifically designated as a 

Core Frontage.  

 

Relevant History 
 
3125 Kentish Town Road 
 
2015/2605/P - Rear extension to existing retail unit (Class A1), erection of mansard roof extension and three 
storey rear extension at 1st, 2nd and 3rd floor level of No. 325 Kentish Town Road  and conversion of the 1 no. 
3 bed self-contained flat to create 3 no. 1 bed self-contained flats at first, second and third floor level. Erection 
of three storey rear extension to infill space known as 10 York Mews to provide ground floor storage space and 
cycle store and 1 no. 3 bed maisonette on first and second floor. Provision of internal courtyard/terrace at first 
floor level with access from 10 York Mews and installation of green wall at first and second floor level of 10 
York Mews (internal elevation). – Granted subject to section 106 legal agreement 17/12/2015. 
 
2010/5366/P - Change of use of the ground floor from retail unit (Class A1) to financial and professional 
services (Class A2). – Refused 02/12/2010. 
Reason for refusal: 
 

1. The proposed change of use from retail (Class A1) to financial and professional services (Class A2) 
would result in the loss of a retail unit which would be harmful to the overall character, function, vitality 
and viability of the Kentish Town Centre, contrary to policy CS7 (Promoting Camden's centres and 
shops) of the London Borough of Camden Local Development Framework Core Strategy and policy 
DP12 (Supporting strong centres and managing the impact of food, drink, entertainment and other town 
centre uses) the London Borough of Camden Local Development Framework Development Policies. 



 

 

 
317 Kentish Town Road 
 
2013/0684/P - Change of use from retail (Class A1) to Financial and Professional Services (Class A2) at part 
ground floor level, including alterations to shop front – Refused 05/04/2013. Appeal dismissed 30/10/2013 
Reason for refusal: 

1. The proposed change of use to Class A2 financial and professional use, by reason of the loss of Class 
A1 retail floorspace and resulting overconcentration of non Class A1 retail uses within the designated 
Core Frontage, would be would be harmful to the character, function, vitality and viability of the core 
shopping frontage in which it is located and to the Kentish Town Town Centre. The proposal would 
thereby be contrary to Policies CS3 (Other Highly Accessible Areas), CS5 (Managing the impact of 
growth and development) and CS7 (Promoting Camden's centres and shops) of the Core Strategy and 
Policies DP10 (Helping and promoting small and independent shops) and DP12 (Supporting strong 
centres and managing the impact of food, drink, entertainment and other town centre uses) of the 
Development Policies of the Camden Local Development Framework.  

 
339 Kentish Town Road 
 
9501212 - Change of use of ground floor and basement from A1 (retail) to A3 (restaurant) as defined by the 
Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987 – Refused 
Reason for refusal: 
 

1. It is considered that the introduction of a non-retail use in this location would have an adverse effect on 
the quality and character of the shopping parade. It would be contrary to the Council’s policies as 
expresses in the Borough Plan and the draft Unitary Development Plan to resist the loss of retail use 
within the defined ‘core frontage’ of the District Shopping Centre.  

 

Relevant policies 

 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2012 

 

London Plan (consolidated with alterations since 2011) 

 

LDF Core Strategy and Development Policies 

 
CS1 Distribution of growth 
CS2 Growth areas   
CS5 Managing the impact of growth and development 
CS7 Promoting Camden’s centres and shops  
CS8 Promoting a successful and inclusive Camden economy 
CS11 Promoting sustainable and efficient travel 
CS14 Promoting high quality places and conserving our heritage 

 
DP1 Location and management of Camden’s growth 
DP12 Supporting strong centres and managing the impact of food, drink, entertainment and other town centre 
uses 
DP16 The transport implications of development  
DP17 Walking, cycling and public transport 
DP20 Movement of goods and materials  
DP24 Securing high quality design 
DP26 Managing the impact of development on occupiers and neighbours 
DP28 Noise and vibration 
DP29 Improving Access 
DP30 Shopfronts 
  

Camden Planning Guidance (CPG)  

 



 

 

CPG1 Design (2015) 
CPG5 Town Centres, Retail & Employment (September 2013) 
CPG6 Amenity (2011) 
CPG7 Transport (2011)  
CPG8 Planning Obligations (2015) 

 

Assessment 

 
1. Proposal 
 

1.1 The proposal is for a change of use of the ground floor from retail use (Class A1) to a coffee shop (mixed 

use Class A1 / A3). This application relates to approximately 125 square metres of floor space. 

 
1.2 The submitted plans also illustrate changes to the external appearance of the shopfront (i.e. moving the 
entrance door). N.B. This alteration has already been approved pursuant to planning permission 2015/2605/P, 
dated 17/12/2015.  

2. The principle of development 

2.1 Policy DP12 notes that the Council will ensure that the development of shopping, services, food, drink, 

entertainment and other town centre uses does not cause harm to the character, function, vitality and viability 

of a centre, the local area or the amenity of neighbours. The application site is within the ‘Kentish Town’ Town 

Centre, and forms part of a designated Core Frontage. CPG5 (paragraph 3.45) notes that Kentish Town has a 

good range of shops and services for its size, with many independent traders and a significant amount of food 

and drink uses. 

 

2.2 CPG5 (paragraph 3.46) guides that the Council will generally resist proposals that would result in less than 

75% of the premises in Core Frontages being in retail use; and paragraph 3.48 guides that the Council will 

generally resist proposals that would result in more than 2 consecutive premises within the Core Frontages 

being in non-retail use, in order to prevent concentrations of uses that would harm a centre's attractiveness to 

shoppers or its residential amenity.  

 

2.3 The applicant has compiled a table of the uses within the frontage; however, the table is inaccurate insofar 

as it excludes No. 317 Kentish Town Road and therefore includes only 13 separate units. In actual fact, the 

frontage of which the application site forms a part (Nos. 317 to 347 Kentish Town Road) consists of 14 

separate units at the ground floor level. 

 

2.4 At the time of the officer’s site visit (23/02/2016), the current uses were as follows: 

 

No. Current occupier Use 
class 

Comments 

317 [Vacant] A1 Planning permission 2013/0684/P (317 & 319 
Kentish Town Road) for a change of use from 
retail (Class A1) to Financial and Professional 
Services (Class A2) at part ground floor level, 
including alterations to shop front, was refused 
on 05/04/2013 and dismissed at appeal on 
30/10/2013. (see section above for reason for 
refusal) 
 
Vacant since 2008.  
 

319 Bet Fred 
(bookmaker) 

A2 Planning permission 2013/0684/P (317 & 319 
Kentish Town Road) for a change of use from 
retail (Class A1) to Financial and Professional 



 

 

Services (Class A2) at part ground floor level, 
including alterations to shop front, was refused 
on 05/04/2013 and dismissed at appeal on 
30/10/2013. (see section above for reason for 
refusal) 
 

321 Day Lewis Pharmacy 
 

A1  

323 Beef & Brew Restaurant 
 

A3 Planning permission 21560 (dated 05/02/1976) 
gave permission for “Change of use of the 
ground floor from retail shop to restaurant and 
shop for the sale of hot food.” 

325 Best One  
(convenience store) 

A1 
 

 

327 Tolli Patisserie 
 

A1  Planning permission F11/1/G/36322R1 (dated 
31/05/1983) gave permission for: 
 
“Use of the ground floor as a retail bakery with 
ancillary food preparation, cold food take-away 
and ‘eat-in’ facilities” 
  

329-333 Sainsbury’s Supermarket 
 

A1  

335 Everest Food & Wine 
 

A1  

337 Sam’s Chicken 
(Fast food / take-away) 

A3 / A5  

339 The London Bead Company 
(haberdashery) 

A1 Planning permission 9501212 for a change of 
use of ground floor and basement from A1 
(retail) to A3 (restaurant) was refused on 
10/01/1996. (see section above for reason for 
refusal) 
 

341 Pret a Manger  
(sandwich bar) 

A1  

343 Gulshaan Indian Restaurant  
 

A3 Planning permission 31168 (dated 10/11/1980) 
gave permission for a change of use of the 
basement and ground floor as a restaurant / 
wine bar. 
 

345 William Hill 
(bookmaker) 

A2 Planning permission 8802306 (345 & 347 
Kentish Town Road) (dated 14/09/1988) gave 
permission for a change of use from 
amusement arcade to estate agents at ground 
floor of 345 and basement storage at 345-347. 
 

347 Dry Cleaners  
 

A1 Planning permission 12847 (dated 09/09/1974) 
gave permission for use of the ground floor 
shop premises as a dry-cleaning business with 
a reception counter and shopfront. 
 

 

Use Class  Number  Percentage (%) 

A1 9 64 

A2 2 14 

A3 / A5 3 22 

Total 14 100 



 

 

 

2.5 The Council’s calculations indicate that, of the 14 units in the frontage, currently 9 of them are operating as 

A1, which is 64%. The frontage already fails to comply with the CPG5 requirement for at least 75% of the 

premises in Core Frontages to be in retail use and the proposal to change the use of No. 325 from A1 to a 

mixed use of A1 and A3 would result in even fewer of the units in the frontage being in A1 use (57%).  

 

2.6 The applicant acknowledges that the proposal would fail to comply with the Council’s guidance; however, 

they have provided a number of appeal decisions where changes of use from A1 to A3 (or to a mixed A1 / A3 

use) have been allowed. The Appeal Inspectors’ reasons include the following: 

• The coffee shops would not have an adverse effect on the vitality or viability of the shopping centres 

• The coffee shops would attract large numbers of customers / strong patronage 

• The coffee shops would perform a complementary function to the town centre / facilities for breaks and 

refreshments are required in town centres / proposal would add to consumer choice by increasing the 

range of town centre activities 

• Allowing the use of a vacant premises 

 

2.7 The appeal decisions provided by the applicant relate mostly to locations outside London. Nevertheless, 

each case must be assessed on its own merits, and in this case it is considered that allowing the proposed 

change of use from A1 to a mixed A1 / A3 use would cause undue harm to the character, function, vitality and 

viability of the shopping frontage. 

 

2.8 The proposal would result in even fewer of the premises in the Core Frontage being in retail use; if the 

change of use was allowed, only 57% of the units in the frontage would remain in A1 use. Whilst coffee shops 

such as Starbucks may attract large visitor numbers, in this case the coffee shop would not perform a 

complementary role because there are a variety of other coffee shops in the local area already. Instead, the 

proposal would further reduce the range of shopping services provided in this part of Kentish Town, which may 

deter shoppers from coming to this area for the purpose of shopping, which in turn may impact on the 

remaining shops in the frontage and their ability to attract shoppers / continue operating.    

 

2.9 To conclude, the proposal would result in fewer than 75% of the units in the frontage being in retail use, 

contrary to CPG5 guidance. As a result, the proposal would cause undue harm to the character, function, 

vitality and viability of the shopping frontage. The principle of development is not considered to be acceptable 

and planning permission should be refused on this basis. 

 
3. Design considerations  

 

3.1 The submitted plans illustrate changes to the external appearance of the shopfront (i.e. moving the 

entrance door). This alteration has already been approved pursuant to planning permission 2015/2605/P, dated 

17/12/2015. The proposal is therefore considered to be acceptable in this respect.  

 

3.2 Restaurants and cafes often require require external flues and extraction fans etc., which may adversely 

affect the character and appearance of the host building and the wider area. The accompanying Planning 

Statement notes that the Starbucks’ operation does not involve the cooking of any hot food on the premises 

and there is consequently no need for substantial extraction equipment or any other associated ventilation. 

Notwithstanding the proposed operating model, if the application was otherwise considered to be acceptable, a 

suitable planning condition could prevent future occupiers from installing extraction/ventilation equipment 

without first obtaining planning permission. This would allow the Council to assess the impact on the character 

and appearance of the host building and the wider area.  

 

3.3 If the application was otherwise considered to be acceptable and new signage was required for the new 

tenant, this would be subject to a separate advertisement consent application.  

 
4 Impact on the residential amenity of nearby and neighbouring residential properties  

4.1 Policy DP12 notes that the Council will ensure that the development of shopping, services, food, drink, 

entertainment and other town centre uses does not cause harm to the amenity of neighbours. The nearest 



 

 

residential properties will be those within the application building (on the upper floors) when the most recent 

planning permission is implemented (2015/2605/P); those to the rear (fronting onto York Mews); and those 

within the neighbouring buildings.  

 

4.2 Given that the application site is located on a busy commercial street, it is not considered that allowing the 

change of use from A1 to a mixed use of A1 and A3 would cause significant harm to any nearby residential 

properties in terms of general comings and goings etc.  

 

4.3 Policy DP12 notes that the Council will, in appropriate cases, use planning conditions to address problems 

associated with food, drink and entertainment uses. The applicant has proposed the following opening hours: 

0630 hours to 2100 every day.  If the application was otherwise considered to be acceptable, these opening 

hours could be controlled by condition.  

 

4.4 As already noted, the Starbucks’ operation does not involve the cooking of any hot food on the premises 

and, if the application was otherwise considered to be acceptable, a suitable planning condition could prevent 

future occupiers from installing extraction/ventilation equipment without first obtaining planning permission. This 

would allow the Council to assess the impact on nearby and neighbouring residential properties.  

 

4.5 Overall, the proposal is considered to be acceptable in this respect.  

 

5. Transport considerations 

  

5.1 Policy DP12 (d) advises that the Council will consider the impact of parking, stopping and servicing and 

Policy DP20 expects development that would generate significant movement of goods or materials during 

construction and/or operation to seek opportunities to minimise disruption for local communities.  

 

5.2 The scale of the proposal does not warrant the submission of a transport assessment and/or delivery and 

servicing management plan. The application has a high PTAL rating (6a) and is located within a designated 

Town Centre which already attracts visitors.  

 

5.3. Overall, it is not considered that the proposed change of use from A1 to a mixed use of A1 and A3 would 

cause any harmful transport impacts in the wider area and the proposal is considered to be acceptable in this 

respect. 
 

Recommendation: Refuse planning permission. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
 

 

I, Katherine Jayne Kellaway, of K.J.K. Market Research Services, PO Box 6, 

Haselbury Plucknett, Crewkerne, Somerset, TA18 7NZ, have had 

considerable experience over the last thirty two years in Market Research 

Enquiries. I have undertaken research for a wide range of companies, many 

of which are household names. I have also acted as a witness regarding 

Licence Applications. 

 

I am a Full Member of the Market Research Society of 15 Northburgh Street, 

London, EC1V 0AH. 
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TERMS OF REFERENCE 
 
 
K. J. K. Market Research Services were instructed by Pegasus Planning, of  
 
2 – 10  Kings Parade Mews, Clifton. Bristol, BS8 2RE, to undertake a  
 
Customer Research within Starbucks, 19-23 High Street, Pinner, 
 
HA5 5PJ 
 
  
The purpose of this report is to provide evidence in the form of a Market 

Research Survey to ascertain the purpose of customers’ visit to Pinner, 

Middlesex, the mode of transport used to travel to High Street, Pinner and 

their usage of Starbucks. In addition to ask customers their view as to whether 

they felt that Starbucks added or did not add to the vitality of Pinner District 

Centre 

 

Gender, ages and postcodes were recorded 

. 
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RESEARCH METHODOLGY 
 
 
The survey consisted of 200 interviews.   
 
All the interviews were conducted in Starbucks at  19-23 High Street, Pinner.. 
  
 
There was no quota as to age and gender, but no person was interviewed  
 
under the age of sixteen years. 
 
 
A specimen questionnaire can be seen on pages 4 & 5 of this document. 
 
 
 

The interviews were conducted on the following dates and at the following 
times: 
 
Thursday, 21st January 2010  9.15am -   5.15pm 
       
Saturday, 23rd January 2010  8.45am -   4.20pm 
   
 
The interviews were conducted by Katherine Jayne Kellaway,  a partner of            
 
K. J. K. Market Research Services. 
 
 
Interviews were conducted with no involvement with staff. There was no  
 
selection as regards age and gender other than no respondents under 16  
 
years was interviewed.  Respondents were approached at the  
 
counter while waiting to be served or waiting for their drinks to be served, or  
 
at their tables. Respondents were not approached if in detailed conversation  
 
or whilst eating, so as to cause minimal intrusion. 
 
 
All interviews were conducted under the Code of Conduct as laid down by  
 
The  Market Research Society. 
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          MARKET RESEARCH SURVEY      Specimen Questionnaire  
 

I am an independent Market Research Interviewer making enquiries with customers 

using Starbucks at 19-23 High Street, Pinner Would you mind assisting for a few 

moments? 

 

 

1 Have you been interviewed before 

If Yes, close 

1 Yes 2 No 

2a What is the main purpose of your 

visit to Pinner today? 

1 Shopping   

2 Leisure/Tourism   

 Record one purpose only 3 Work   

  4 To visit Starbucks   

  5 Visit doctor/dentist    

  6 Other   

2b What else will you be doing in 

Pinner today? 

1    

2    

 Multi answer allowed 3    

  4    

3 How have you travelled to Pinner 

today? 

1 Car   

2 Bus   

 Record main means of travel only 3 Walk   

  4 Underground   

  5 Other   

4 Did you especially plan to visit 

Starbucks today or just passing? 

1 Planned to visit 2 Just 

passing 

5a How often do you visit Starbucks, 

here in High Street, Piinner? 

1 Daily   

2 5 or 6 days a week   

  3 3 or 4 days a week   

       4 1 or 2 days a week   

  5 Once fortnightly   

  6 Once monthly   

  7 Less often    

  8 First visit Ask 5b   

5b If first visit, will you return? 1 Yes 2 No 

6a Do you feel Starbucks adds to the 

vitality of Pinner District Centre? 

1 Yes 2 No 3 DK 

6b If Yes, why do you think this? 1    

  2    

7 Do you visit Pinner District Centre 

more often, less often or the same 

as before since Starbucks opened 

here? 

1 More often   

2 Less often   

3 The same as before   
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            Specimen Questionnaire 

 

Classification: 

 

Male Female  18 or 

  under      

19-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-65  66+  

         

 

 

May I ask for your postcode? 

 

 

 

In order to confirm that you have been interviewed today and I have correctly 

recorded your responses, would you please write your name and sign this 

questionnaire below. 

 

 

Name…………………………………Signature………………………………………. 
 

 

 

I, the undersigned, have carried out this interview in accordance with the rules and 

conditions of The Market Research Society. The respondent was unknown to me prior 

to this interview. 

 

Date: Signature of interviewer: 

 

 

 

 

                                        KJK Market Research Services 
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          MARKET RESEARCH SURVEY                 Sample Results 
 

I am an independent Market Research Interviewer making enquiries with customers 

using Starbucks in 19-23 High Street, Pinner. Would you mind assisting for a few 

moments? 

1 Have you been interviewed before 

If Yes, close 

1           Yes                 

            0 

2         No 

        200 

2a What is the main purpose of your 

visit to Pinner today? 

1 Shopping    46 (23.0%) 

2 Leisure/Tourism    28 (14.0%) 

 Record one purpose only 3 Work    29 (14.5%) 

  4 To visit Starbucks    54 (27.0%) 

  5 Visit doctor/dentist       4 (  2.0%) 

  6 Other    39 (19.5%) 

2b What else will you be doing in the 

Pinner today? 

1    

2    

 Multi answer allowed 3    

  4    

3 How have you travelled to Pinner 

today? 

1 Car  106 (53.0%) 

2 Bus    27 (13.5%) 

 Record main means of travel only 3 Walk    62 (31.0%) 

  4 Underground    4 (  2.0%) 

  5 Other    1 (  0.5%) 

4 Did you especially plan to visit 

Starbucks today or just passing? 

1 Planned to visit 

  158  (79.0%)         

2  

  42 (21.0%) 

5a How often do you visit Starbucks, 

here in High Street, Pinner? 

1 Daily      6 (  3.0%) 

2 5 or 6 days a week    12 (  6.0%) 

  3 3 or 4 days a week    36 (18.0%) 

       4 1 or 2 days a week    74 (37.0%) 

  5 Once fortnightly    20 (10.0%) 

  6 Once monthly    18 (  9.0%) 

  7 Less often     21 (10.5%) 

  8 First visit Ask 5b    13 (  6.5%) 

5b If first visit, will you return? 1 Yes   

  11 

 84.6%  

2 No 

    0 

2           DK 

           2 

        15.4% 

6a Do you feel Starbucks adds to the 

vitality of Pinner District Centre? 

1 Yes 

173 

86.5% 

2 No 

9 

4.5% 

3           DK 

          18 

         (9.0%) 

6b If Yes, why do you think this? 1 See pages 11 & 12   

  2  

 
  

7 Do you visit Pinner District Centre 

more often, less often or the same 

as before since Starbucks opened 

here? 

1 More often    90 (45.0%) 

2 Less often      0  

3 The same as before  110 (55.0%) 
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         Sample Results 

Classification: 

 

Male Female  18 or 

  under      

19-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-65  66+ 

    87 

43.5% 

  113 

56.5% 

   11 

 5.5% 

   10 

  5.0% 

   44 

22.0% 

   62 

31.0% 

   34 

17.0% 

   21 

10.5% 

   18 

 9.0% 

 

 

May I ask for your postcode? 

 

See page 13 

 

In order to confirm that you have been interviewed today and I have correctly 

recorded your responses, would you please write your name and sign this 

questionnaire below. 

 

 

Name…………………………………Signature………………………………………. 
 

 

 

I, the undersigned, have carried out this interview in accordance with the rules and 

conditions of The Market Research Society. The respondent was unknown to me prior 

to this interview. 

 

Date: Signature of interviewer: 

 

 

 

 

                                        KJK Market Research Services 
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AT Q.2a  What is the main purpose of your visit to Pinner District Centre today? 

2a (6) Other 

 

 

School run (11) 

Visit to hair salon. (8) 

Taking children to a class. (3) 

House hunting. (2) 

Bank. (2) 

Visiting a relation. (2) 

Hospital. (1) 

College. (1) 

Interview. (1) 

Leisure. (1) 

Massage. (1) 

Gym. (1) 

Visiting the church. (1) 

Weight Watchers. (1) 

Visiting a friend. (1) 

Car to the garage. ((1) 

Collecting for charity. (1) 
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Q2(b). What else will you be doing in Pinner District Centre today? 

(Multi answers allowed) 

 

Shopping. (70) 

Revisit Starbucks. (26) 

Go to work. (16) 

Window shopping. (10) 

Leisure. (10) 

School run. (7) 

Gym. (4) 

Bank. (3) 

Go to the park. (3) 

Restaurant. (3) 

Attending a meeting. (2) 

Dropping a child off to class. (2) 

Hair salon. (2) 

Meet a friend. (2) 

Go to baby clinic. (1) 

Estate Agent. (1) 

Football match. (1) 

Interview. (1) 

Internet Café. (1) 

Visiting family. (1) 

Student meeting. (1) 

Meet husband. (1) 

Post Office. (1) 

Public house. (1) 
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Q.3. How have you travelled to Pinner District Centre today? 

(Record the main means of travel only) 

5 (Other) 

 

 

Bicycle. (1) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10 



 

 

Responses at Q.6(b). If Yes (at Q.6a., Do you feel Starbucks adds to the vitality of 

Pinner District Centre?). Why do you think this? 

 

Starbucks provides a good social meeting place and somewhere to relax for Pinner 

residents, which was not here before. (71) 

Nowhere else to get good coffee and food in Pinner, good for the area. (43) 

Since Starbucks has arrived, I visit and stay longer in Pinner and use the other shops 

in the High Street more as a result, which has helped the High Street. (42) 

Starbucks provides and good amenity and meeting place for mums and young 

children which is not available in Pinner before. (42) 

Starbucks is always busy and friendly so adds vitality to the High Street. (40) 

When Starbucks goes to an area it helps enhance that area,  and it has helped Pinner. 

(37) 

Starbucks is a known brand and has good standards. (36) 

There is nowhere in the High Street to get decent coffee, this has helped and enhanced 

the High Street. (25) 

Starbucks has a good ambience and atmosphere and is a welcoming venue to visit. 

(24) 

They have friendly staff and a helpful manager and have time for their customers. 

(23) 

It is a good location here for Starbucks and is in keeping with Pinner. (23) 

Starbucks attracts people to Pinner. (22) 

It is a good quality venue for coffee and is good for Pinner.(19) 

Starbucks attracts a lot of different people and caters for all ages groups. (16) 

We just like Starbucks.(16) 

Pinner needs Starbucks. (14) 

Since Starbucks has closed in Northwood and Watford I now come to Pinner 

Starbucks, and shop in the town as well.  (10) 

Starbucks has a continental feel which is good for the High Street. (7) 

Starbucks will remain here , an independent shop would be more likely to close. (7) 

Starbucks coming to the High Street has saved it from becoming another empty shop. 

(7) 

All aspects of Starbucks adds vitality to the area. (6) 

Starbucks must not close, I would miss it if it wasn’t here. (6) 
Starbucks has added interest on a dying street. (6) 

I would not come to Pinner if Starbucks was not here. (6) 

There should be a Starbucks here for the benefit of all residents. (6) 

There are other places in Pinner, but it is more comfortable here for those with 

children. (5) 

The street in Northwood where Starbucks was, is now much more quiet since it 

closed. (5) 

Starbucks have better coffee than Neros. (5) 

Starbucks takes the place of a public house with no alcohol. It is especially needed 

with so many public houses closing. (4) 

Neros is not big enough and Pinner needed somewhere else, Starbucks has filled this 

requirement. (4) 

Starbucks have joined with the community, especially with their community notice 

board. (4) 

Starbucks has made Pinner a more interesting place. (3) 

Good to have an extra variety of coffee shops in Pinner. (3)) 
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Starbucks has a good exterior décor and is appealing for the street. (1) 

This Starbucks in Pinner is the nearest for residents as Starbucks have closed in 

Northwood and Watford Borders and have been missed. (1) 

This is my first visit today, it has good décor and ambience. I will definitely  come 

back. (1) 

It does not detract from Pinner. (1) 

Starbucks has created jobs. (1) 

I love to visit Starbucks. I wish it was larger as it gets so busy and crowded. (1) 

It is a nice meeting place, shame the bookshop went but this a good alternative and 

good for the street. (1) 

It  creates competition for Neros. (1) 

Vitality from the customers point of view but I do like to see small business keeping 

open. (1) 

It does add vitality, but Starbucks is a contentious issue, the signage is the problem, 

but the premises are fine. (1) 

I was against Starbucks coming but I welcome them now, and stay longer in Pinner 

and shop here. There is a nice frontage on to the High Street and is clean and tidy. (1) 

I have been a local retailer and know that Starbucks has attracted people to the High 

Street. (1) 

 

 

 

At Q.6(a) Do you feel Starbucks adds to the vitality of the Pinner District 

Centre?  

Some respondents replied No, and wished for their comments to be recorded.  
 

Neither adds or detracts. (1) 

I like Starbucks but it has not added or detracted from the area. (1) 

Not added vitality as we already have coffee shops,  but we need  a curtain material or 

fabric shop selling sewing aids.. (1) 

Masses of coffee shops here. (1) 

Prefer independent shops, but seldom here so don’t  really know. (1) 

 

 

At Q.6(a) Do you feel Starbucks adds to the vitality of the Pinner District 

Centre?   

Some respondents replied Don’t’ Know, one respondent wished for his comment 

to be recorded. 

 

I was sad at Starbucks closing in Northwood. I come to Pinner now more often and as 

a result I shop here as well. (1) 
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Postcodes from where respondents came. 

 

      

HA5            110              

HA2              23 

HA4              18 

HA1              11 

HA6              11 

WD19     6 

WD17     2 

WD18     2 

B1     1 

GU16     1 

HA3     1 

HA9     1 

HP3     1 

HP5     1 

NW2     1 

RH19     1 

RM10     1 

SE5     1 

SL9     1 

W1     1 

W9     1 

W13     1 

WD4     1 

WD6     1 

WD23           1 

 

Total            200 
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Additional data 
 
 
In the sample, 1 respondent withheld her name. 
 
In the sample, 8 respondents did not know/refused their full postcode. 
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VITALITY  (Collins English Dictionary) 
 
 

1. Physical and mental vigour. 
 

2. The power or ability to continue in  
    existence, live or grow. 

 
   3.     A less common name for vital force. 
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