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1 T anx d rected by tre Secrctary cf State for the Emairon ent to sa that
LONSldLL LN nas teen  J4en to the eport of Jhe Inupector I r o o Berrisse LA,
S U3y, cROPT, Yo held a local aaquary antlo your ciicnt 8 pneals apains  Llne

docisac ns ¢ ;

/ —
a  the Councal o1 tfe Cxt, of ‘Yfeotmainster 1o refure planning porpaiss.cn for
tio mcc el-p ene ¢f L ¢ witce €@ s 19-22 Mcunbio @ Ytacc a ¢ . 2 or I usc
Giusse S reet, B 1 by the ecrcctaon o ~» Jharteen store, olock of 11aus anu
ai.onetlies ne re pub.ic rouse rronting Perc, levs »néd vulic house wvien
1mriso evie~ over at {re sou nern e~d of tne site fror.ing 2 thoone Llo-e,

b the Councal of t:e London Borourn of C-noen te reruse vnlarmir, p> miosion
for 110 ede elovment of 18-5€ o venham Court Rosw, 6 Sievhen [ =s,

23-75 Rothonne Pliace, Tua8T Hevoe, Percy Heuse, 31 Gressc Street, Svenaen
Buildines, Gresse 2nsldines Henrv Po Ydin,s, 1-13 Siepnern § reet 41 -1" Pricy
Sivect w14 ali paoverties an suc~1 Place vy a couple cowmrasing 267,000 8sn ir

e of“uceu, 13,000 sa *1 or carveen, 40,000 sq £t “or otaaros, 2.,5200 sa f1 o~
shors 12,500 so 1t for canene, 5,000 so It for t-o nublic houses, «ne 93,000 saq ¥

for 88 1e.3den*i2l units
# copys of *nc 1evort 15 enclosed
2 T Inspecter said an his conclusions -

1 "I ronsider tnat a special neec e 1s*s fo the z-veilanis to esse 1le theur
Loncon of aces in core central loc~ 1on and tnat 1 e = .n assue 1s no her this
need 15 su i1cienil, otrong to oveiride tie rl~ nar g obgjecuions  Tarse
opjections r~ise ) nain issues tnc eflect of the ponoser uevelos ent on
corgecvron, ~he ccrsenuences of increao.rg tne ¢ wioyment potenti 1 21 tne
localiti,, ra ihe .mpact of “ne promosals on the caarccter ard “unc ions of the
area

1
!
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b so fur e congestion 1s concerned, che site does not appe.r 1o be erceri_onal

in re conte t of wne Ve ¥ rnd 50 f21 as tae deguacy of roads or nublic tr.rsport

18 corcerned The floor space anplied “or falls v 1a.nm £ e swec.fied ;lol ratio ~wf
the r~1n 1°sue 1~ I c¢o sider, ne*nrr 3 a.dferent nr wdle o uses ould produce
iover pedes*ricn or vealculal noverent I oam noe satisfied trat oni- vould be ‘e

¢ se as tne nronosed o £ ces incluce arcillary wses of an exeeoiional nature, le dara
to a lower orer~ll occunancy rate tran normal oflice developrent, ~+*d the sugrested
subsiatutiol of inaustiy ragnt well le d to a rore intensave use of *he floor swece

¢ wi'h regard <o the effect on ernloynent, ithe granting of an ODP 11dica es that
the annellnts’ caoe “or centralzsang tnear Loneon oifices has boen acce ted in
praincaple I see no local considersfione of an excentional nature releiirg to the
anpeal site such as to mdou 2t less .uatable for ilhe proposed de elenren. toan oJher
s.tes an cen rol1 London /s no builaing cevable off satisiying Jhe ernell=nts!
sveci~l neecs poears to e ast, I consader thai, so far as tne eifect on the
dastribulion of cnploy-ent a5 corce ned, the objections to the nrovosed use of the
siie are rnconclusave

d so far «s tne character of he arey as coaice ted, I consader ihat tre site s
rener~lly an necd of 1edevelowrert nd, 7atn Tic crcention of the fronvige to

Percy S*reet, ras little av ectrion or ~renxlectural nerit  Lhe refteriazon of the
corner s.te ¢o nr.sing 10, 19 Perc, Stizcel and l'os 57 and 58 Tottennen Loart Rora
until such *1re as tre arnroverenl l.ne 1s imolenen ed v1oald, I corsicer, lead to
an uns 18 1ctory  npea n~. af the vroposed tev owidinss cre set ooV to conloin
waty —re amnove eny lane, out I en of the ooanion Jh.' scricus consider on saculd
be gaven to *he possitalits of incornor-iing 1 os 1h 1o 18 Percy, S*recet an the

reue clonnen. scheme  Jurber 14 Perc, Stieet 1s of speci~l wrmortance a. at anvears
to have re*s 17d 1 5 original bLine' “-cade »nd . o5 15-18 cortribute greatly to *ne
Geo1gi~n cn. ecler of the sur el as a 1ole  hovever these a ¢ natters /mch conla
nove enmonriteely oe considered 7t 1 cetalled st ge and an che liygnt oF any furfhbra
evilence suvt a*v2d 1n conneclaion 1th tie apmerl arainst ue refusal of Tasted
building consen., af this as pursued

e Vath regard Lo *he reight of the wroposed burldings, I do noil tonink tn-~{ the
erca calls “or sn=cial emphasis ana «n personaily o” the ovan.on tral wm, rew
buildings should not ec<ceed & storess 3n height I see no reasen vwhy a ~=tlisfactery
desipn 11icorrorating tne accommodalion a~plied for olould nol Le acn.eved vathin
this limita.ion

f bBo far as ihe functions of the srea ~re concerned, I ronsider that scme change
in ithe exzoiing pottern of land use s anevitable i1f i1ecevelop ent 2. 1o lore plonr

1 do not thaink thet tne anocunt of residential accoirouation monosed 15 unrelsonablec,
o1 lhet tnec need to i1enlace the exisiin~ industrial owrldin.s 15 so ell e L-blisned
as to justi®y re.usal of ithe appeil.nis' wvroposals on this acccount

g on balance I consider that the economic and o’her adv ntages vhich would accrue
from the proposed reacselopment outreagh the planning objections

le reconrended that both anmeals should oe allovea, and tnet your clien*s snoulu be
asled to grve coreflul consideration to ithe possicirlity of retaining tics 14 to
18 Percy Street in thear overall proposels

inere 15 no dissgrcenent with the Inspector on his finaincs of fact or un any cuestion

of fact, out a some nat dafferent view 1s taken of the balance of wne argu =n.s ‘Ine
Irspector's opanion that your clients have establashed a speca-~l reed to assewble all
their offices in ore central locetion in London, end that tne zopeal site as rereralls an
reed of icdevelopnent, 15 acceplted But these f-ctors heve to be assessed 1n v® light
of the general policy on oifice growth in the central aren set out an the Initial
Developnent Plan end rentioned by the Camden Councal an cheir reasens for refusel of
permission The corclusion for ed 1s tha* the particular develovrent now proposed does

‘ — - e




not accord wath the apovioved policy of resiricling offace aeveloprent an central
Londor, ana that in tne laght of ine te ~., of scctiors 19 end 20(va) of Part IT1

of the 11%ten Statement of tne Imitaal Development Plan 1t canrot be reg-rded as
approori~te  The 1easons for ihis conclusion ere tiat tne amount of office
acce 1 ouation included an the scnene under appeal 1s subs. ntiarly greater than t:at
e 1sting on ih= sile and that 1t 15 considered to be uracceptadly nign in rel-tion

to olher uses proposed in the scheme, esvecitlly residential accosmoda®ion

4 At the ancuiry evidence was gaven aboit proposals in the submritlted Greater London
Developmeni Plan (and in surgestea revisions therelo nut for ardcd nore recenily

by the Grenter London Council) for the future allocation of office floor sv ce .n tre
Gieater London A1cnr, and 1t h.s been necess.ry Lo conszder Fo for thes should be
1egaraed 15 relevaat to thais ppeqld lne vie: taken 15 tn~t vhoiever nmoaafic “.ons to
the crrent nolicy on orface growih in Central Lonaon mich* follow corsidezation of
the renort of he Parel of Inquiry into tne Greacer Lorcon Developnent Plan, no
general den~iture from tre policy set ou* in ihe Inmiti~l Developrenl Plan oculd he
Justifiea 1t *he present time  ihought h.s been gaven to tre contention mace on -
behalf of your clients ihat tne pironosea develoorent would have plemin, savantapges

of ithe linas indacated by *he Gre ter Loraon Ccurcil as Jus*aifying £ vourahle

co1 sader vion of scheres cont 1naing net offace develo: ere  Bul wneober or not such a
contention could in any circunsisnces justify 2 saecial exception Lo the establi hed
policy, or the eviaence before the Secretery of Stote in the present ainstance your
clienis’ claain 15 rot considered 1o have beun fully subsli.nliated

TEY

5> On balance iherefore, after ver, careful considerction of all the focts and
“rgumenys, 1iclacang those o: W111d puriies, the Secrciury of Stote has decided not
tc accept tne Insvectoir's recomnenaatior lheirefore he hereby cismisses the anpead

6 Less obgectaion vould ho erer be scen to an alteinatave scheme whach centained, 171
example, a l.rger aic wnt of residential ~ccemnodation (such as appears to hove bien
envas~ged at tne tairme -1en ‘he applacation as made 10r an office cevelonment per: 1t)
anu greater provision for other uses vhich at precent make a valuaole con“iibulion to
tie chaiacter of tne area

7 The Secrctary of State notes that the Inspector 1s of the opinior that sciious
consideration should be given to the possibiliiy of incoiporating los 14 to 18

Powny S*-2c* ir *%e rede alopoeen scheme, since, AN uus view, o 1l Percy S.r-et i3
of sypecizl 1wortence veciuse 1t nvears w0 have vetained 1ts origina? oricl facade
and ncs 15 to 18 contriou*e preatly to the {eorgian chrracter of ine s.reel as o
whole  Tnae Secretary of State agrees, nevertnele,s, that thesc 2re natters ihach
could rore appropraalely be considered ai a celarled st ge and an ine light o any
further evadence submtted watih the appeal apzinst re®usal of listed buildirg coisent,
1f this 1s oursued

|
I 2m Gentlemen ‘
Your obedient Servant

J C LIPPARD
Authorised by the Secre.ary of State
to sign an that behalf
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Department of the Enviromment
2 Marshem Street, London SWIP 3EB

Under the provasions of section 245 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1971 a person
who is aggrieved by the decision given in the accompesnying letter msy challenge 1ts
valadity by an application made to the High Court within 6 weeks from the date when
the decision 18 given (Thas procedure applies both to decisions of the Secretary cf
State and to decisions given by an Inspector to whom an appeal has been transferraed
under parsgraph 1(1) of Schedule 9 to the Town and Country Planning Act 1971 )

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

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

‘ 2 that any of the relevant requirements have not been complied with, and the
applicant’s interests have been substantially prejudiced by the farlure to comply

"The relevant requirements" are defined in section 245 of the Act they are thre
requirements of that Act and the Tribunals and Inguiries Act 1971 or any enactment
replaced thereby, and the requirements of any order, regulations or rules made wices
those Acts or under any of the Acts repealed by those Actas fhese 1rclude the Towm
and Country Planming (Inquiries Procedure) Rules 1969 (SI 1969 Fo 1092), which relate
to the procedure on cases dealt with by the Secretarv of State, and the Tomn end
Country Planning Appeals (Determination by Appointed Persons) (Inquiries Procedure)
Bules 1968 (SI 1968 Wo 1952), which relate to the procedure on appeals tiansferred to
Inepectors

The right to make an spplication under section 245 as a "persor sggrieved" is limat 4
to the appellant or epplicant (as the case may beg and persons whose legal rights have
been infringed The local authority who are dareectly concerned with the case are
given a similar right of appesl

.peraon who thinks he mey have grounds for challenging the decision should seekh legal
advice before taking any action
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