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"< d rected bp trc Secretary cf Stnce for tl.c Zn<>ron. nnt to sa t<. t
ionszuiiaw on nas < orn 4 ren to ?hc epont of ihc In»ec+or I r 4 I/ Berrl>Sc flAp
) f>S', <K'P, ?o hcJd a local a>qcurJ rnto your 4l1cnt s»»cals nCm~ns 1ne
r"r casx< ns c /

I
i
I

a the Councal oz ti e C>t of '/e tn>.nate< 1o oefu"e nlanntng pcnnass c n fo<
1< c ~c - cl-2 cni o'- c >+co c os 19-22 "~ i libo c 'xa o a r c r if u 4
G>isse S rect, <' by 1he c<cctzon o " iha< tee» store„»loci of >lais anu

onettos w< rc oub a4 i ouse <re»t>ng Pere„ l ei s nnd»u>lac ho<<ac <i>.in
Lln>.no e ite- over at ti e sou ner» e-d cf tnc sate fror.>. < 2 fh >o< i 1 lr "e,

b the Corneal of ti e I,ondon Bo>our n of
fo" tnr edn elo»-ent of 1Q- ~ST to»harn
23-c5 Rct/<c»ne Pl>cc, Tuc Hcunc, Pere j
Du11c11»r sr Grosso '1<> li Ini A <<en> v )u >c11

Stnec i ic ala p> cncntz es an >u< "< Place
c of ice, 13,000 so xt or car icen, 40,
sho;s 12,500 so >t fo> cani~, 5,000 sc
for SS <c >dc»+<el un>vs

C "neon to re>use»la>u>zr p m>."eton
Court Box~< 6 btc»hen I »,
Hc use, 31 Gr ssc Street,, S ion <en
» s, 1-13 St fnen 6 rect <'-1" P icy
c> a co»pie co>»its>.r~ 267<OCO nrj
000 sq fi o< etc<4<os, 2 >,500 sc f1. o"
ft for t-o»ublac houses, n<. 99,000 sc ~l

a co<pg of 'n4 <eco<t zs enclosed

2 T <c Inape ctor sard an ha conclusaons—

uI ronszdcr tnat a spec> al naca e as-n fo the -»ellan1,s to assi < le thea<
Loncon of aces an onc central loc aon and tn t 4 e - n as ue au ni her t? >s
need as su x>econ< <„nt"onC to ovc<rad<. 1,>e pl »a< - obgcc irons Tnr se
on Jcct>o»s < "1se 3 i>aan assue s tnc ef < ect of the p x>»oscr «c< clou crt on
cornet iten, -ho ccrsenuences of ancren < S t»e 4 <»xoyoent Potenta 1 a > tne
localt<z, nc 1,he mpect of ne pro»osals on cne cnarrctnr ard "unc tons of tl>e
area



b so f-r a" co»reef,ion is conccrncd, ihe ite doc" not apoc i Co be cree >4 onil
zn re conte t of inr t<c t md so fii as toe idccua<y of roi<'s or nub]ic t" vspozt
os co~cerned The floor so"cc anpli~d ror falls i Cs n t e soec fied lot ratio "ns

thc r-in i"sue i" I co sider, ne s r i c f eient ni t«>c o uses o«)cl produce
f ci er pedes*rien or venicul" i novo< ent" I sm not satisficci trit ini" > ould bc 'r c

c sc as tno or«nosed o f ccs inclucc arcilla~y «scs of an executional nature, le dir g
to a loircr orcr"11 occu»~ncy rate t< an normal of fice dcreloprent, "id ihc suggested
subsiitutioi of inaustiy tignt >rail le d to a <.oic inten~ive use of 'he floor soacc

c <ri'h regarcl ~o tire effect on ecnloymcntr Che granting of an ODP i> dl~~ es tl>iat
the acnellints'a~e oi ccntralising ineir Lonuon of f'ices has boen accc Ced in
pri>iciplc ] see no local consideration" of an cxccntiona1 nature rcl < irg to tl c

anneal site such as to < dc it less ~»it«hie foi the proposed de e]cnreni tris» o~her
s tes in ccn r"1 London t s no builuing caoable cf satisfying .hc

a<ncl]-"nts'»eci

1 neecs pnears to c ist, I consider thai., so fcr as tnc ef feet on tlie
distribution of cnploy-cnt is corce ncd, i.he obdections to thc nrouosed uso of the
si4e arc inconclusive

so far as tnc character of .he are i is co ice > od, I consider Chat tr c site is
rene> ]le in need of iedeiclonr art nd, ritn tio cxccotion of 4he frosisgc to
PcrcJ S rc< t, rcs little ar, action or "rcsitcctural nerit ihe rctert> on of thc
coin< r s ic co n> sin~ > o <o Pei c„Si re«i. snd I'os O7 and OS gott('nnen ( o«rt lko" u
uni,il «ch +ice as tre ir »rove< cni 1 nc is imulencn cd. < o«ld, I co< si<.er, lead to
an uns iis-sc"oiy npea n" if thc oroposed > e<r o n>di~s c>e set c, c> to confo>c>
irit > -rc imo>o«c"r ~ line, out I eo of the ocinion ih " scricus cons>de» on s«c«ld
be given to hc po" sibilit> of incor«os "ting 1 os ih Co 1<] Percy S "root >n the
re«e clonncni scl>cnc l urbci 14. Pere> Sir act is of speci "1 <r<no>4«ncc a it avoca> s

to have re s > ~d i s original Lac'c <ie "nd i o" 15-10 co> 1 r>bute groat]y to 'ne
Geo>Bi" n cn actor of the sir ei, as a vole»eve< er these a e chatters baruch co»lo.
noi e ann>on>u" ately oo cons>Bc-cd "t s < etailcd st Ce and in i he ] <L»t o any f»r'hr i
evi 'lance sue< i" <ed in connection ith t< e apr>eel sr sins+ «ne refusal of listed
building cosscn~, if tnis is pursued

c ]'ith rcgsr'«. Co he reight of the nroposed 'bui)dings, I do noi. tn3.»k i>1"t the
area calls or on cisl ennhasis anu as personaf]y o" the ooin on trat "»o re«
buildings should not e<cecd b storers on height I see no raison ehy a =Cisfactcry
design i >coiroriting tne acconmoda4ion a-plied foi ~l ould noi, Le acn~eved i ithin
this limitation

f 60 I ar as 4he functions of thc area "re conc«>v>ed> I rons> der h" t sone chan< c
in 4 ie e>i tirr- p ttern of ]and use is inevitable if ieoevelop ent i Co 1. >e p)
I do not third< Ch t tne amount of resi<>cntiD accos>caution»ronosed is unressonablc,
oi Chat tnc need to <col ce the ciistin- industrial c«ild>r~s is so <ell e Ciblisned
as to dusti y reiusal of i,he appell n4s'roposals on this account

g on balance I consider that the economic and. o'her adv ntagcs which ><o«ld accrs>c
from thc proposed rcucrelopment out reigli the planni>>C obgec~ions "

hc ieconmended that both acoeals sho ld ce allovec, and tnat your clicn"s snoulu be
as]ed, to give cireful consideration to i.he possioi]ity of retaining nos il<. to
18 Percy Street in their o.erall proposals

1nere is no disagreement rrith the Inspector on his fin«in-s of fec. or on any cuest> on

of fact, cut a, some nat difcerent vie>r is tahen of the balance of ine argu ~n.s Tne

Irspec*or's opinion that your clients hive established a sneciil rood to assemble all
thoir offices in ore central loc tion in London, anu i,hat tne cope"1 sii e is e> era) 1 r in
reed of icdevelopnent, is accepi,ed But these f"ctors have to be assossed in ~ >e light
of the general policy on olfice groath in rho central arcs set out in 4he Inii.ial
Development Plsn and r cntioned by the Camden Council in ~heir reasons for refusal of
permission The conclusion f'oi cd is Cha" i,hc particular develoor ant now oroposed docs



not accord >rzth the apc>ovcd policy of resi.>ic4ing office aevc'3opr nnt in centrzl
Londor, ana that in tne light of i,nc te w of scctior s 19 cnd 20(vz) of Pa> t ill
of the >i"tcn Statement of tne Initial Development Plan z.t canrot be rcg"~dcd as
appronrz"te he >easons for ihis conclusion erc t >at tne amount of oi'fico
acco i ocation included in the scnene under appeal is subs~ u>tinily greater than tr at
e istzng on th si1 e end that it is conside>ed to be urzcccptzbly »zgn in >cl"tion
to othei uses proposed in the scheme, esoeczzlly residential acco>moan"zon

4. At the znruzry evidence ras given eboit crepe~ala in the sub> itted Greater London
Development, Plan (and in su~gestcu revisions thereto nut for zrdcd no~e >crently
by the Greater London Council) for the future allocation of of fice floor su cc n tne
G>eater London A>cz, and it h s been necess ry io consider ?.o f r thej should bc
>eg" iaed ns relevz >t to ti>is ppczl ine iie i taken is tn~t >h~tc>e»sou> ric «n>s to
4he cirreni, oolicy on oifice Crouth in Ccntrzl Lonaon mich folloiv cor side>ation of
the rcport oi he carel of In>?uzr? into tne Grea~er Loroon Developncnt Pl"n, no
general deo iture from 4?e policy sct oi in i,he Initial Developren4 Plan ould be
du tifien zt he present time >bought h s been Ciien to ti e conteni.ion mare on
behalf of lour clients 4hat tnc pionosea develoor ent »ou) d, have pl ~nzn„savant~gas
of the linc" indicated by "Ne G"e ter Lorcon Ccu>cil as gus*zfyzng f voirablc
ioi side> i>on oi'cher es cont ining nei office uei elo i ei i Bu4 unc ihc> or not such a
contention could in any cz~cumstinces 3ustify z soeczal czcept>on to thc establi hed
policy, or the eviaencc before the Secretary oi" State in the p>csent insiancc yourclicnis'lain is rot considcrcd 1.o have bein fully subsi, n1,iated

5 On balance therefore, after vc>„cz>erul consideration of all the f "cts snd
"i gumeni s, i iclucinL those o«l i>d p rties, ihc Secrct~>z of St tc has decided not
to accept inc Insoectoi 's iecomninuatioi ihe>afore he hereby aismisses the anpeuZ

6 Loss o1>d< cmion i>oui>i ho eier be scen to an alta>n tive scheme ivhich ccntzzncd, > o>
ez. ui>pie, a lwger air int of residential ~cc< nnod~tzon (sich as appears to h" ve bien
envzs"Ced at tne 4z»e "ien 'he application as made > or u office aevelooment Peri i t1
anu greztc> provi ion i'or other usc vhich at nre~ent make a valuaole con" izbi1,zoi to
tl e cha>aeter of t»e a>ca

7 The Secrii,ary of State notes that the Inspecto~ is of the opinior that sr> ious
consider"tion should be Given to the possibility oP incoiporating 1 os 14. to 18

b -ec ir ""e redo c'op»cn sc" erne, sz>iie, in ii >s vie», Iio 1>> Pe> cy S i> e? is
of s} eciel iiuortence occiusc it zncezrs io have "eta>ned. its orzyznz" eric? facadi
~nd hcs 15 to 18 contriou e greatly to the ( eo>gian ch~rai" er oi'»e s.rect es .
»hole Tne Secreta>p oi'tate a>rees, neveitnele s, tha4 these zre matters i hich
could r o>e a>p~oprzately be considered at a deiailed st" ge and, in 4»e light o anyfurther evidence subnztted >vzth the appeal against re usal of listed buzldzrg co >sent,if this is oursued

I em Gentlemen
Your obedient Servant

J C LIPPARD
Authorised by the Secret »y of State
to sign in that behalf



Department of the Environment
2 Msrsham Street, London SW1P 3EB

Under the provisions of section 245 of the Town snd Country Planning Act 1971 a person
who is aggrieved by the decision given in the accompanying letter msy challenge its
validity by an application made to the High Court within 6 weeks from the date when
the decision is given (This procedure applies both to decisions of the Secretary cf
State and to decisions given by an Inspector to whom an appeal has been transferred
under paragraph 1(1) of Schedule 9 to the Town and Country Planning Act 1971 )

The grounds upon which an application may be made to tho Court are<-

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

2 that any of the relevant requirements have not been complied with, and the
applicant's interests have been substantially predudiced by the failure to comply

"The relevant requirements" are defined in section 245 of the Act they are the
requirements of that Act and the Tribunals snd Inquiries Act 1971 or any enactment
replaced thereby, and the requirements of any order, regulations or rules made miami
those Acts or under any of the Acts repealed by those Acts Zhese irrlude the Town
and. Country Planning (Inquiries Procedure) Rules 1969 (SI 1969 Bo 1092), which relate
to the procedure on cases dealt with by the Secretarv of State, and the Town snd
Country Planning Appeals (Determination bl Appointed. Persons) (Inquiries Procedure)
Rules 1968 (SI 1968 No 1952), which relate to the procedure on appeals tiansferred to
Inspectors

The right to make an application under section 245 as a "person aggrieved" is 11mit d
to the appellant or applicant (ss the case may be) and persons whose le6sl rights harm
been infringed The local authority who are directly concerned with the cave are
given a similar right of appeal

parson who thinks he msy have grounds for challenging the decision should seek legal
savice before taking sny action
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