
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PLANNING COMMITTEE AGENDA ITEM: B1 

Date: 18th July 2017 NON-EXEMPT 

 

Application number P2016/3157/FUL 

Application type Full Planning Application 

Ward St George’s Ward 

Listed building Locally Listed Building  

Conservation area Mercers Road/Tavistock Terrace Conservation Area 

Development Plan Context Employment Growth Area  
Nags Head and Upper Holloway Road Core Strategy Area 
Within 100 metres of a TLRN Road 
Local Cycle Route 
Strategic Cycle Route 

Licensing Implications None 

Site Address 457-463 Holloway Road, London, N7 6LJ 

Proposal Change of use of Nos. 457-463 Holloway Road from 
office (Use Class B1) to residential (Use Class C3) to 
provide 14 residential units, part excavation of basement 
and light wells, demolition of the single storey rear 
extension, erection of a mews comprising 2 residential 
units (Use Class C3) and associated cycle and refuse 
storage and landscaping. 

 

Case Officer Simon Greenwood 

Applicant Care of Agent 

Agent Luke Davies - Gerald Eve  

 
1. RECOMMENDATION 

The Committee is asked to resolve to GRANT planning permission subject to:  
 

1. the conditions set out in Appendix 1 (Recommendation B); and 
 

2. conditional upon the prior completion of a Deed of Planning Obligation made under section 106 
of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 securing the heads of terms as set out in Appendix 
1 (Recommendation A). 
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2. SITE PLAN (site outlined in red)   

 
 

3. PHOTOS OF SITE/STREET 
 

 
Image 1: View of site frontage from Holloway Road 

 



 

               
Image 2: View of rear of the site from Mercer’s Road 

 
4. SUMMARY 

4.1 The application seeks permission for the part change of use of Nos. 457-463 Holloway Road 
from office (B1 use) and retail (A1 use) to 14 residential (C3 use) units and 119m² (GIA) 
business (Use Class B1) floorspace.  The proposal involves the refurbishment of the existing 
building, demolition of a single storey rear addition and the erection a mews comprising 2 
residential (C3 use) dwellings, and associated cycle and refuse storage. The proposal would 
provide 9 x 1 bed units, 4 x 2 bed units and 3 x 3 bed units, and 119 square metres of office 
floor space within 461 and 463 Holloway Road.  

4.2 The proposed involves the loss of employment floorspace within an employment growth area 
whilst providing a standard of residential accommodation which falls short of the Council’s 
requirements in a number of respects.  In particular, the proposed development is compromised 
in terms of the following: 

 Lack of wheelchair housing and poor accessibility  

 Provision of a ground floor studio unit contrary to Policy DM3.4  

 Inadequate provision of communal and private amenity space 

 Unsatisfactory dwelling mix 

 Cramped layout resulting in poor outlook from some rooms 

 Potential for mutual overlooking from Colllingwood Business Centre 

 Incongruous refuse and cycle stores to the front of the site on Holloway Road. 
 

4.3 The site and the existing building are subject to significant constraints.  The existing terraced, 
locally listed building is an attractive building and the applicant was advised that its demolition 
would not be supported.  The terraced building is also in a very poor condition internally and the 
extent of the required renovation works results in significant costs. 

4.4 The applicant has provided marketing and viability evidence that the scheme cannot viably 
provide any additional employment floorspace, and it is therefore considered that there is 
sufficient justification for the loss of the employment floorspace.   



4.5 The mix of the accommodation within the terraced building is determined by its layout which has 
constrained the opportunity to provide a policy compliant mix of units and has also informed the 
decision to provide a studio flat at ground floor level.  The shortcomings against policy 
requirements can therefore be attributed to the constraints of the existing building.   

4.6 The quantity and quality of private and communal amenity space is considered to be poor.  The 
applicant has satisfactorily demonstrated that, in viability terms, any reduction in the amount of 
development proposed in order to provide additional amenity space would likely be unviable.   

4.7 The provision of the mews building to the rear of the site gives rise to some concerns from a 
design point of view due to the cramped layout and poor outlook from some of the ground and 
first floor windows.  However, it has been demonstrated that the mews building is necessary in 
viability terms and is therefore required if the renovation of the existing terraced building is to be 
realised. 

4.8 In view of the constraints of the existing building and the site it is considered that a compromise 
in terms of policy and in terms of the quality of new development is necessary if the existing 
building is to be refurbished and brought back into use.  It may therefore be considered that, on 
balance, the proposal is acceptable. 

5. SITE AND SURROUNDING 

The site is located on the west side of Holloway Road and abuts the junction with Mercers Road 
to the north. The site comprises four vacant three storey red brick Victorian terraces with 
accommodation within a part lower ground floor and mansard roof, a single storey rear addition 
and a rear yard area. The building has a shopfront on the corner unit. The site is currently 
vacant but the previous lawful use of the site was as an office (B1 use) with a ground floor retail 
unit (A1 use) within 463 Holloway Road.  The existing building comprises 1,748m² (GIA) 
floorspace.  The building is in a poor condition internally. 

Internal condition of building 

 



5.1 Adjoining the site to the south is a red brick mansion block with a front garden incorporating a 
number of mature trees. To the rear of the site is a service road with a four storey building 
beyond this that has a gym at ground floor level fronting Mercers Road and office above and to 
the rear.   

5.2 The site is located within an Employment Growth Area, the Mercers Road / Tavistock Terrace 
Conservation Area and the building is locally listed (Grade B). 

6. PROPOSAL (IN DETAIL) 

6.1 The proposed development would comprise the part change of use of 457-463 Holloway Road 
from office (B1 use) and retail (A1 use) to 14 residential (C3 use) units and 119m² (GIA) 
business (Use Class B1) floorspace, refurbishment of the building, demolition of a single storey 
rear addition and the erection of a mews comprising 2 residential (C3 use) dwellings, and 
associated cycle and refuse storage. The proposal would provide 9 x 1 bed units, 4 x 2 bed 
units and 3 x 3 bed units, and 119 square metres of office floor space within 461 and 463 
Holloway Road. 

6.2 The proposed refurbishment works would comprise the replacement of the mansard roof 
cladding, reinstatement of stone balustrades to the ground floor bays, a replacement shopfront 
to 463 Holloway Road, replacement doors and windows, ground floor frontage to be repainted, 
insertion of window openings to the rear elevation, blocking up of rear window and doors 
openings, removal of tiling to the Mercers Road elevation and replacement with render to match 
the property, replacement and rationalisation of downpipes, insertion of air bricks and 
installation of vents to the roof and rear elevation. 

6.3 The proposed mews would comprise a two storey brick block to the rear of the site with a 
pitched steel roof, retractable timber window shutters and inset balconies on the gable ends. 

6.4 The other works at the site comprise the introduction of railings to the front of the site to create 
gardens and a boundary wall to the north, west and south sides of the rear of the site with 
landscaping within this.  

Artists impression of proposed development (design of mews building since amended) 

 



Revision 1 

6.5 The plans were amended on 28th March 2017 to remove three residential units, increase the 
extent of B1 provision and address officer concerns regarding overlooking through a 
reconfiguration of the fenestration arrangements.   

Revision 2 

6.6 The rear elevation drawing was amended on 11th April 2017 to amend the design of the rear 
sash windows (to the retained locally listed building). 

Revision 3 

6.7 The ground floor plan was amended to indicate a studio flat in place of a previously proposed 
one-bedroom flat.  The amendment was in order to comply with the London Plan and Islington 
space standards.  

7. RELEVANT HISTORY: 

Planning Applications: 

7.1 TP/19981/NE – Alterations and additions at No.s 459-463 (odd) Holloway Road to form a shop 
on the ground floor, offices on the first and second floors and residential accommodation on the 
third floor – Granted Permission (24/07/1958). 

7.2 P2013/4477/PRA – Application for prior approval from the Local Planning Authority for the 
change of use at 457 - 463 Holloway Road (Exc Ground Floor at 463) of office floorspace (B1a 
use class) to residential use (C3 use class) comprising of 25 residential units – Prior Approval 
Required and Approved (07/02/2014).  An informative was included on the decision notice 
which included the following advice: 

‘An informal assessment on the basis of the information currently before the Local 
Planning Authority indicates that the change of use of the building to residential is 
unlikely to be lawful.  This is due to the building potentially failing to have been in lawful 
use for B1(a) (offices) immediately before the 30th May 2013 or, if the building was not in 
use immediately before that date, when it was last in use as required by exception J.2 
(b) of the identified class of the Order.’    

7.3 830052 – Implementation of planning permission dated 30th September 1982 granting change 
of use to offices without complying with condition 2 of that permission – Refused Permission 
(26/04/1983). Condition 2 this related to stated: 

CONDITION: This permission shall operate for the benefit of the National Union of Students 
only and shall not ensure for the benefit of the land not of any other person for the time being 
having an interest therein. 
 
REASON: The proposed development is contrary to the policy of the Local Planning Authority 
but the circumstances of the particular case warrant an exception being made for the benefit of 
the applicant.   
 

7.4 820996 – Change of use of 457 Holloway Road from warehouse to offices; 461 Holloway Road 
ground floor from warehouse and offices to offices; and 459-463 Holloway Road third floor from 
residential to offices and associated changes to front elevations – Granted Conditional 
Permission (08/10/1982).  



Collingwood Business Centre, Mercers Road 

7.5 P2013/4782/PRA - Prior Approval application in relation to the following considerations arising 
from the change of use of the 3rd floor and part of the 2nd floor of the building to residential use 
(C3) use class creating 12 (6x 1-bedroom, 4x 2-bedroom, 2x 3-bedroom) residential units – 
Prior Approval Required and Approved (09/01/2014). 

7.6 P2015/1402/PRA – Application for prior approval from the Local Planning Authority in relation to 
the change of use of the 3rd floor and part of the 2nd floor of the building to residential use (C3) 
class creating 13 (7x 1-bedroom, 6x 2-bedroom) residential units – Prior Approval Required 
and Approved (01/06/2015). 

 ENFORCEMENT: 

7.7 E/2014/0411 – Unauthorised change of use to student accommodation – Case Closed as on-
going investigation under ref: E11/05942. 

7.8 E11/05942 – Change of use to flats – Advised that lawful use of the property was B1 and that 
Prior Approval application could not be implemented. Letter sent to cease use.  

7.9 E10/05023 – Unauthorised use as business academy – Use has ceased and case closed. 

PRE-APPLICATION ADVICE: 

7.10 Q2015/2455/MJR – Retention of the existing building’s façade, extensions at roof level and the 
erection of two-storey buildings to the rear of the site to provide a total of 28 new residential 
dwellings – Response Issued 27/07/2015).  Officer Comments: The scheme has been altered 
considerably from this proposal. 

8. CONSULTATION 

Public Consultation 

 
8.1 Letters were sent to occupants of 363 adjoining and nearby properties at Empire Square, 

Mercers Road, Manor Gardens, Highwood Road, Windsor Road and Holloway Road on the 12th 
September 2016. A site notice and press advert were displayed on the 15th September 2016. 
The public consultation on the application therefore expired on 6th October 2016. However it is 
the Council’s practice to continue to consider representations made up until the date of a 
decision. 

8.2 A further consultation was not undertaken following receipt of revised details of the proposed 
development.  It was not considered necessary on the basis of the responses received following 
the initial consultation and the fact that the revisions were considered to result in a reduction in 
any impacts of the proposed development.    

8.3 At the time of the writing of this report 3 responses had been received from the public with 
regard to the planning applications, one registering support and one raising objections to 
elements of the proposal. The points raised are summarised below:  

- Support the provision of housing at the site; 
- The sympathetic renovation is welcomed; 
- Overall the project appears to be well considered; 
- The proposed retail unit would be likely to remain empty and this space should be 

residential Officer note: the scheme has since been revised and a B1 unit is now 
proposed in place of the retail unit; 



- The mews building is over development and should include a green buffer zone 
(paras 11.6 & 11.9);  

- The refuse and cycle stores location to the front of the site would block views of the 
renovated front elevation of the locally listed building and is not in keeping with the 
character of the conservation area (para 10.41); 

- The shop front is at present out of character with the property and should be 
replaced with an original style bay window (para 10.42); 

- Concern raised regarding existing parking pressures and use of the service road to 
the rear of the site (para 10.137); and 

- The trees should be retained and as much additional planting provided as possible 
(paras 10.57-10.58).  

 
Internal Consultees 

 
8.4 Planning Policy: The proposal does not satisfactorily address policy DM5.2 Part B.  However, 

it is acknowledged that this particular EGA has been affected by office to residential permitted 
development.  Furthermore, whilst the site’s lawful use could contribute to the EGA function, the 
fact that it has been vacant for a while means that it hasn’t been contributing to the economic 
function.  Given the site specific issues the information provided by the applicant could be a 
reliable proxy for assessing the proposal against Policy DM5.2 Part B.   

Access and Inclusive Design: Objection raised. The units would not meet Category 2 and the 
two mews dwellings would not be wheelchair accessible due to being over two floors. 
Recommend that platform lifts are explored for the terrace building. 
 
Design and Conservation: The refurbishment works and removal of the rear addition are 
welcomed. The proposed railings to the front of the site should be traditional in design. Concern 
is raised to the height and proximity of the mews building to the main building. This should have 
a minimal area of two storey height fronting Mercers Road before dropping down to single 
storey height.  

 
Energy and Energy Efficiency: Generally acceptable subject to conditions and a legal 
agreement. 

 
Sustainability Officer: No objections raised subject to a condition to secure appropriate 
Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SUDS) measures. 

 
Highways: No response received. 

 

Public Protection: No objections raised. 

 

Tree Preservation Officer: Concerns are raised that the construction process will result in 

harm to the wild cherry tree adjacent to the site and that there will be post development 

pressure to lop or fell the tree.  

 

Refuse and Recycling: No response received.  

External Consultees 
 

8.5 Transport for London (Road Network): No objection subject to a condition requiring the 
submission of a construction logistics plan (Condition 21).    

Thames Water: No objection subject to informatives 



Crime Prevention Officer: Overall the design and layout of the proposal are sensible from a 
security perspective.  

 
London Fire and Emergency Planning: The Brigade is satisfied with the proposal.   
 

9. RELEVANT POLICIES 
 

9.1 Details of all relevant policies and guidance notes are attached in Appendix 2. This report 
considers the proposal against the following Development Plan documents. 

National Guidance 

9.2 The National Planning Policy Framework 2012 seeks to secure positive growth in a way that 
effectively balances economic, environmental and social progress for this and future 
generations. The NPPF is a material consideration and has been taken into account as part of 
the assessment of these proposals.  

9.3 Since March 2014 Planning Practice Guidance for England has been published online. 

Development Plan   

9.4 The Development Plan relevant to this site is comprised of the London Plan 2016, Islington 
Core Strategy 2011, Development Management Policies 2013. The policies of the Development 
Plan that are considered relevant to this application are listed at Appendix 2 to this report. 

Designations 
  

9.5 The site has the following designations under the London Plan 2016, Islington Core Strategy 
2011 and Development Management Policies 2013: 

- Locally Listed Building 
- Mercers Road / Tavistock Terrace Conservation Area 
- Employment Growth Area 
- Nags Head and Upper Holloway Road Core Strategy Area 
- Within 100 metres of TLRN Road 
- Local Cycle Route 
- Strategic Cycle Route 

 
Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) / Document (SPD) 

 
9.6 The SPGs and/or SPDs which are considered relevant are listed in Appendix 2. 

10. ASSESSMENT 

10.1 The main issues arising from this proposal relate to: 

- Land use 
- Design and Heritage  
- Density 
- Accessibility 
- Landscaping, Trees and Biodiversity 
- Neighbouring Amenity 
- Quality of Residential Accommodation 
- Dwelling Mix 
- Affordable Housing and Financial Viability 



- Sustainability, Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy 
- Highway and Transportation 
- Planning Obligations/Mitigation/CIL 

 
Land-use 

10.2 The site is currently vacant and although there have been a number of unauthorised uses, 
inclusive of an HMO, student accommodation and professional services, with the exception of a 
ground floor retail unit at 463 Holloway Road, the lawful use of the site is as office (B1) use. The 
ground floor retail unit has permission dating back to 1958 and while there have been a number 
of alternative uses of this part of the site over a number of years, there is no evidence to 
suggest that these have been in place for 10 years or longer and therefore resulted in a lawful 
change of use. As such, the lawful use of the ground floor corner unit is considered to be as 
retail (A1 use). 

10.3 It should be noted that as the site was in use as student accommodation in May 2013, albeit 
unlawfully, the prior approval for residential use (ref: P2013/4477/PRA) granted on the site 
could not be lawfully implemented, and as such it does not form a material consideration in the 
assessment of this application.  

10.4 The proposal would result in the loss of a retail unit, the reduction of office floorspace from 1570 
square metres to 119 square metres and the introduction of 16 new residential units. 

Office Use 
 

10.5 Paragraph 22 of the NPPF states that: 

‘Planning policies should avoid the long term protection of sites allocated for 
employment use where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being used for that 
purpose. Land allocations should be regularly reviewed. Where there is no reasonable 
prospect of a site being used for the allocated employment use, applications for 
alternative uses of land or buildings should be treated on their merits having regard to 
market signals and the relative need for different land uses to support sustainable local 
communities.’ 
 

10.6 The site is located within an Employment Growth Area and the proposal would result in the loss 
of 1451 square metres of office floor space with 119 square metres of business floorspace 
retained and refurbished. Within Employment Growth Areas policies DM5.1 and DM5.2 of the 
Development Management Policies 2013 seek to protect existing business floorspace.   
 

10.7 Policy DM5.2 details that where proposals result in a reduction in business floorspace, 
applications will be refused unless the applicant can demonstrate exceptional circumstances, 
including through the submission of clear and robust evidence that shows there is no demand 
for the floorspace, in accordance with Appendix 11 of the Development Management Policies 
2013. Furthermore, within Employment Growth Areas the loss of business floorspace should not 
have a detrimental individual or cumulative impact upon the area’s primary economic function.  
 

10.8 Although the site has been vacant for an extended period, the applicant has not submitted 
details of two years marketing information as detailed within Policy DM5.1 and Appendix 11 of 
the Development Management Policies 2013. However, this policy states that ‘in exceptional 
cases related to site-specific circumstances, where the vacancy period has been less than two 
years, a robust market demand analysis which supplements any marketing and vacancy 
evidence may be considered acceptable.’ 



10.9 The applicant has stated that due to the lack of employment use on the site for a long period of 
time, the disrepair of the building and the site circumstances, they consider that a market 
demand analysis and viability approach to the loss of the employment floor space is reasonable.  

10.10 The application is accompanied by an Economic Assessment, inclusive of a Market Demand 
Analysis. The assessment of the site’s potential use as offices is based on the current level of 
business floorspace with an assumption of investment to refurbish the building to a modern 
standard. The report concludes that due to the site’s location, the availability of other office 
space at similar rates within more desirable/central locations, the likely lack of demand for this 
type of office space and the physical constraints of the building, the site could not command 
sufficient rent/yield levels to make refurbishment desirable to a potential site occupier. As such, 
the re-use of the site as offices is unviable in the long term.   

10.11 The Council appointed BPS Chartered Surveyors (BPS) to undertake a review of the Economic 
Assessment in order to properly and thoroughly assess the property’s continued suitability for 
office use.  

10.12 The Economic Assessment suggests that the continued office use of the building would require 
substantial investment which would not generate a commercially acceptable return.  
Accordingly, continued use of the building as offices would be unviable and it has therefore 
reached the end of its economic life in commercial terms.  

10.13 The Assessment identifies that the building would not meet the demands of modern occupiers 
due to its layout and other characteristics.  The inadequacy of the building for office 
accommodation would give rise to leasing issues including multiple occupation, high tenant 
turnover and tenants with weak covenant strength.  It is concluded that the building has become 
functionally obsolete and that going forward the property does not meet the requirements of 
modern office space. 

10.14 BPS advised that they were substantially in agreement with the conclusions of the Economic 
Assessment regarding the future economic viability of retaining the property in office use given 
its current condition and the costs associated with refurbishment for continued, longer term use.  
It is also noted that the building is not located in an established office location. 

10.15 BPS’ analysis was supported by a marketing report prepared by Crossland Otter Hunt 
(Crossland), who are property consultants with direct expertise in the London office market.  
Crossland carried out a site inspection and came to a view that broadly agrees with the 
conclusions of the Economic Assessment regarding the ongoing viability of office use.  
Crossland note that the existing building is in a poor state of repair and is incapable of any form 
of occupation in its current condition.  Significant investment in a comprehensive refurbishment 
of the building would be required for its continued use.  Crossland’s key conclusions are 
detailed as follows: 

 Despite strong current demand in the office market the distance to the nearest tube 
station is a potential issue; 

 The accommodation is fragmented and would not provide desirable space for an 
occupier – the most likely scenario would involve multiple lettings of small units; 

 The accommodation could at best secure tenants with poor covenant strength, reflecting 
their sensitivity to costs; 

 Future lettings are likely to be based on shorter leases of typically 5 years with tenant 
breaks at the 3rd year giving limited income security; 

 Due to the lease length and tenant covenant strength there is a significantly enhanced 
risk of voids. 



10.16 The applicant’s financial appraisal based upon a refurbished office scheme indicates a negative 
residual site value of -£2,248,650.  BPS undertook a residual valuation using the figures 
provided within the Crossland report, and whilst showing an improved viability position, still 
indicated a negative residual value of -£1,690,065. Both assessments suggest a substantively 
negative residual value, therefore confirming that a refurbishment option is far from 
economically viable. 

10.17 The information provided does not meet the criteria detailed in Appendix 11 of the Development 
Management Policies 2013.  However, in view of the conclusions reached by Crossland and 
BPS regarding the viability of refurbishing the building for office use it is considered that it has 
been satisfactorily demonstrated that redevelopment of the site for business use is not 
financially viable.  Furthermore, it is considered to represent a reasonable assessment of the 
likely re-use of the building.  

10.18 The Economic Assessment considers the re-use of the whole site as office space and does not 
test a reduced area. In light of this, the potential for use of a reduced area of the building for 
office use needs to be considered. Policy DM5.1 of the Development Management Policies 
2013 requires proposals for change of use to incorporate the maximum amount of business 
floorspace reasonably possible on the site.  

10.19 The applicant’s financial viability assessment indicates that the use of whole of the site for 
purely office use is not viable. It also suggests that any increase in the commercial element of 
the proposal over that currently proposed reduces the viability of the scheme, which is 
proposing to make an off-site affordable housing contribution of £250,000. On the basis of the 
conclusions reached by BPS it can be accepted that any increase in commercial area would 
decrease the viability of the scheme, as well as the affordable housing contribution.  It is 
considered that the level of business floorspace has been maximised and should be accepted. 
It should also be noted that the initial application proposal included nil business floorspace and 
the scheme has been revised to provide 119m².  

10.20 Part B of policy DM5.2 seeks to ensure that the reduction of business floor space does not have 
a detrimental individual or cumulative impact on the area’s primary economic function. The site 
has not been in an authorised use for over 10 years, with hoarding surrounding the site and the 
building being vacant for the last few years meaning that it has not been contributing to the 
vitality or viability of the locality. It is considered that the refurbishment and re-use of the site, for 
office and residential use would reintroduce activity to this part of Holloway Road and provide 
further footfall for local businesses. Furthermore, this part of Holloway Road is in part 
characterised by mixed uses and there is no clear primary economic function such that the loss 
of some lawful but not functional office space would not detrimentally impact upon this.   

10.21 The Islington Employment Land Study 2016 sets out that outside of the Central Activities Zone 
(CAZ) there is unlikely to be significant developer interest in re-provision of employment space 
and that the marketability of B-use stock is being denuded. The Economic Land Study 
recommends for sites outside of the CAZ that the priorities for Employment Growth Areas 
should be reviewed to reflect the SME economy and the diverse demand for premises ranging 
from secondary offices, to studios, to business centres and co-working spaces.  

10.22 The proposed business floorspace at the site measures 119m², set across two floors with 78m² 
at ground floor level and 41m² at lower ground floor level. This area would be suitable for 
occupation by up to 10 employees (based upon a general average of one employee per 12m²) 
and is therefore suitable for SME occupation. As such, while the proposal would represent a 
loss of business floorspace within an Employment Growth Area, it would provide a good quality 
mixed use scheme that would address an identified need to provide SME business floorspace.  



10.23 In addition to the Economic Statement, Market Demand Analysis and Viability Assessment, the 
proposal would refurbish a locally listed building in need of significant works and would largely 
re-use the building for its original intended purpose as residential accommodation. As set out in 
the ‘Design’ section below this would maintain the setting of this part of the conservation area 
and would bring activity back to this prominent corner site.  

10.24 As such, it is considered that there are site specific circumstances that together with the 
submitted information justify the reduction in business floorspace at the site as an exceptional 
case. 

Loss of Retail 

10.25 The proposal would result in the loss of a ground floor retail unit at 463 Holloway Road 
measuring 178 square metres. Policy DM4.7 of the Development Management Policies seeks to 
protect shops located outside of Town Centres and Local Shopping Areas unless the premises 
have been vacant for a continuous period of at least 2 years and continuous marketing 
evidence for this vacancy us provided that demonstrates there is no realistic prospect of the unit 
being used.  

10.26 The applicant has not provided any marketing or vacancy evidence to justify the loss of the 
retail unit at the site. However, from the Council’s application and enforcement records it is clear 
that there have been a number of different uses of this specific part of the site as well as 
extended periods of vacancy. This evidence shows the unauthorised use of this part of the site 
as the entrance and reception area to a college/business academy in 2010, use as a student 
accommodation and private lettings office in 2013 and as an ‘Easy Flat Lounge’ in 2013. From 
2014 onwards the site has been set behind hoarding with no known operational use of this 
corner unit. In addition to this the Business Rates history for the premises detail that since April 
2010 this part of the site has been registered as ‘Warehouse and Premises’, while the applicant 
has also detailed that the site has not been used for an authorised use since 2005. 

10.27 The supporting text to policy DM4.7 details that dispersed shops provide a valuable service to 
the local community by providing for essential day-to-day needs. It is clear from the Council’s 
records that since at least 2010 the ground floor unit has not been in use for retail purposes and 
has been vacant for a significant period (in excess of two years) prior to the submission of the 
application. The unit has therefore not provided a valuable service to the local community for a 
considerable period of time and its loss would not result in a detrimental impact upon the local 
area. 

10.28 Part B of the policy DM4.7 states that where dispersed shops are proposed to be lost it should 
also be demonstrated that there is accessible provision of essential daily goods within a short 
walking distance (300m) of the site. Immediately to the north of the site (within 15 metres) on 
the opposite side of Mercers Road is a supermarket (Sainsbury’s) where essential daily goods 
can be purchased within an accessible location 

10.29 It is therefore considered that due to the vacancy of the A1 unit and the provision of essential 
daily goods within such close proximity to the site, the loss of the A1 unit is acceptable in this 
case. 

Residential Use 
 

10.30 Paragraph 49 of the NPPF states that housing applications should be considered in the context 
of the presumption in favour of sustainable development. Local planning authorities should 
normally approve applications for residential development, provided that there are not strong 
economic reasons why such development would be inappropriate. 



10.31 Core Strategy Policy CS12 ‘Meeting the housing challenge’ seeks to ensure that the Borough 
has a continuous supply of housing to meet London Plan targets. London Plan Policy 3.4 (and 
table 3.2) seek to maximise the supply of additional homes in line with the London Plan's 
guidelines on density, having regard to the site's characteristics in terms of urban design, local 
services and public transport, and neighbour amenity. 

10.32 It is therefore the case that there is a policy presumption in favour of the delivery of new 
housing, and the scheme would deliver 16 units which would contribute towards the Borough’s 
targets. 

Design and Heritage 
 

10.33 Planning policies relevant to design are set out in chapter 7 of the London Plan, Policy CS9 and 
policies in chapter 2 of Islington’s Development Management Policies.  

10.34 The application site is located within the Mercers Road / Tavistock Terrace Conservation Area 
and the building is locally listed for its façade quality. However, the building is currently in a state 
of disrepair, with the ground floor elevations and upper floor side elevations having been 
painted, doors and windows having been inappropriately blocked up, original features removed, 
downpipes added across the rear elevation, roof treatments neglected, tiling added to the side 
elevation, an unsympathetic single storey extension added, an overly large fascia panel added 
to the shopfront and a modern shopfront added.   

10.35 These previous additions detract from the quality and overall appearance of the building within 
the conservation area. The proposed refurbishment works would include repainting and re-
rendering of the ground floor and upper floors of the side elevation in a more traditional grey 
colour, reinstatement of historic windows, doors and stone features, re-cladding of the roof and 
the rationalisation of the downpipes. Although there would be some new elements added to the 
building, such as air bricks, vents to the rear and roof, and the blocking up of some windows to 
avoid overlooking, these would be limited, located in areas where they would not be prominent 
and would be in keeping with the design of the building. The refurbishment works would 
reinstate a number of traditional features, provide a coherent appearance and design quality to 
the terrace row and would ensure that the building would represent an enhancement to this part 
of the conservation area.  

10.36 The existing single storey rear projection at the site would be demolished as part of the 
proposal. This addition is of a utilitarian design that is not sympathetic to the design of the main 
building and detracts from its traditional design quality. As such, its demolition and replacement 
is considered to be acceptable in principle. 

10.37 The proposal would introduce a two storey mews building to the rear of the site that would have 
a simple gable ended form and pitched metal roof. Its use of London stock brick would 
reference the traditional materials of the locality, while the metal roof would provide a traditional 
material within a modern form. The timber detailing to the windows, windows which break the 
eaves line, inset first floor balconies to the gable ends and projecting porch canopies would help 
to articulate this simple form and break up the mass of bricks.  

10.38 The Design and Conservation Officer has raised concerns regarding the scale and proximity of 
the mews building to the locally listed building. However, by reason of the small scale of the 
building, its simple form would ensure that it would appear subordinate to this building and 
would not be highly prominent in the locality. Furthermore, although in close proximity to the 
main building, the mews would have a clear visual separation from this building, further 
reinforced by the differentiation in design and height. The proposed mews building would 
therefore not result in harm to the character and appearance of this part of the conservation 
area.  



10.39 The overall quality of materials and finishes is considered to be key to the success of the 
proposal. Conditions are attached with regard to materials and painted areas to ensure that a 
development of an appropriate high quality would be delivered.   

10.40 Previously the front of the site onto Holloway Road was partially defined with a low level brick 
wall and bollards, with a paved area to the rear of this. It is proposed to introduce a consistent 
railing treatment and gates to the front of the site with landscaping to the rear of this. The 
introduction of a consistent frontage treatment and landscaping would enhance the setting of 
the building and would be more in keeping with the landscaped gardens of the adjoining 
properties to the south. However, a condition is recommended to ensure that the proposed 
railings are of a traditional design in keeping with the character of the building. On the Mercer’s 
Road elevation and surrounding the rear yard would be a brick wall and railings, which together 
would provide consistency with the other materials at the site.  

10.41 The proposal includes the installation of powder coated bin and cycle stores within the front 
garden area onto Holloway Road. These would appear incongruous and overly prominent in the 
front garden areas thereby harmful to the character and appearance of the Mercer’s Road 
Conservation Area.  It can be accepted that there are limited opportunities to accommodate bin 
and cycle storage elsewhere on the site without undermining the viability of the scheme.  It is 
considered that there is potential for an improved arrangement of the bin and cycle storage to 
the front of the building.  As such, a condition is recommended requiring revised details of bin 
and cycle stores to be submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority prior to first 
occupation.  However, it is considered unlikely that concerns around the appearance of the 
enclosures could be fully overcome.  Accordingly, it is considered that the bin and cycle stores 
would be likely to result in less than substantial harm to the character and appearance of the 
conservation area.  In accordance with paragraph 134 of the NPPF, the harm should be 
weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, which include the refurbishment of the 
existing building and the delivery of new housing.      

10.42 An objection has been received on the basis that the existing shop front to the retail unit is out 
of character with the remainder of the building and it should be replaced with a bay window to 
match the building.  The existing retail unit will accommodate the proposed business (Use Class 
B1) unit and bay window arrangement may not be appropriate to the proposed use of the unit.  
An appropriate appearance for the unit will be secured through the proposed materials condition 
(condition 3).      

10.43 Overall, it is considered that the proposal will maintain the character and appearance of the 
Mercers Road / Tavistock Terrace Conservation Area, in particular through the retention and 
enhancement of an attractive building which has been in a state of disrepair for a considerable 
period of time.  The proposed mews building would replace an unsightly rear extension to the 
existing building and would not result in harm to the character and appearance of the 
Conservation Area.        

Density 

 
10.44 The London Plan encourages developments to achieve the highest possible intensity of use 

compatible with the local context. The development proposes a total of 16 new residential 
dwellings comprised of 44 habitable rooms (hr).  

10.45 In assessing density, it is necessary to consider that the London Plan policy notes that it would 
not be appropriate to apply these limits mechanistically with local context and other 
considerations to be taken into account when considering the acceptability of a specific 
proposal. 



10.46 The site has a public transport accessibility level (PTAL) of 5, which is ‘Very Good’. In terms of 
the characteristics of the area, this would be defined as Urban by the London Plan. The London 
Plan for areas of this PTAL rating identifies the suggested residential density range of 200-700 
hr/ha or 70-260 u/ha. 

10.47 The proposed development has a residential density of 489 hr/ha and 178 u/ha, both of which 
are within the density range of the London Plan policy.  

Accessibility 
 

10.48 As a result of the changes introduced in the Deregulation Bill (Royal Assent 26th March 2015), 
Islington is no longer able to insist that developers meet its own SPD standards for accessible 
housing, therefore we can no longer apply our flexible housing standards nor local wheelchair 
housing standards. 

A new National Standard 
 

10.49 The new National Standard is broken down into 3 categories; Category 2 is similar but not the 
same as the Lifetime Homes standard and Category 3 is similar to our present wheelchair 
accessible housing standard. Planning must check compliance and condition the requirements.  
If they are not conditioned, Building Control will only enforce Category 1 standards which are far 
inferior to anything applied in Islington for 25 years. 

10.50 Planners are only permitted to require (by condition) that housing be built to Category 2 and or 3 
if they can evidence a local need for such housing i.e. housing that is accessible and adaptable. 
London Plan 2016 Policy 3.8 (Housing Choice) to require that 90% of new housing be built to 
Category 2 and 10% to Category 3.  

Accessibility Assessment: 

10.51 The main part of the site is currently accessed via steps up to the main entrances at upper 
ground floor level. The proposal would therefore not have level access to the residential units 
within the terraced block. It is noted that the Council’s Access and Inclusive Design Officer has 
advised that open aspect platform lifts could be installed to provide level access to the upper 
and lower ground floor units. However, the installation of lifts within the front lightwells would 
reduce the daylight/sunlight received to the lower ground floor flats, whilst also potentially 
requiring an increase in the light wells. Of more significance is the internal access, whereby 
should level access be provided to the upper ground floor there would not be any access to the 
upper floor units.   

10.52 Although the applicant details that the two mews dwellings would be wheelchair accessible, the 
two-bedroom unit would not have living space at ground floor level and the bathroom would not 
be accessible. The proposed 3 bed unit would have level access, living space and an 
accessible W.C at entrance level and a platform lift to the upper floor. As such, whilst the 
provision of a wheelchair unit over two floors is not desirable it would meet with the requirement 
of Category 3 of the Building Regulations.  

10.53 Although the failure of the majority of the proposed residential units to meet Category 2 
standards is regrettable, due to the site constraints, inclusive of the historic layout of the locally 
listed building and the limited space available for the provision of the mews units, in this case 
the provision of Category 1 is sufficient.    

10.54 The proposed office space would have level access from Holloway Road, however there would 
be stairs between 461 and 463 Holloway Road and the lower ground floor level. To ensure the 



office space is accessible and inclusive a condition is recommended requiring details of 
accessible WCs to the office and means of access to the different floor levels (condition 11).  

10.55 Although the proposal does not include any wheelchair accessible housing the proposal 
generates a requirement for an additional wheelchair accessible parking bay to be provided. 
The legal agreement requires the applicant to provide a contribution towards the provision of 
accessible parking bays within the locality where this may be possible or to provide a 
contribution towards other accessible transport initiatives.  

Landscaping and Trees  
 

10.56 Policy DM6.5 states that development should protect, contribute to and enhance the landscape, 
biodiversity and growing conditions of the development site and surrounding areas, which 
expands on the aims of Core Strategy Policy CS15. Developments are required to maximise 
provision of soft landscaping, including trees, shrubs and other vegetation. 

10.57 The proposal includes landscaping across two communal areas at the site, comprising 
hardstanding areas, planters, a soft landscaped communal garden and three trees. The 
successful use of landscaping would enhance the setting of the building and provide planting 
and trees visible from Holloway Road. A condition is recommended requiring details of the 
landscaping and tree planting to be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority.    

10.58 There are no trees within the site.  However, there are two trees immediately to the rear of the 
site. The submitted Arboricultural Impact Assessment details the protection of these trees during 
construction and the pruning of these trees in discussions with the Council.  The Council’s Tree 
Preservation Officer has raised concerns that construction impacts may make retention of a wild 
cherry tree immediately adjacent to the proposed mews building unfeasible.  Furthermore, if the 
tree survives development there will be post development pressure to prune or remove the tree 
due to its proximity to the development.  At the time of writing additional information is awaited 
from the applicant’s arboricultural consultant and an update will be provided at the committee 
meeting.      

Location of tree adjacent to mews building and external amenity areas 

 



Neighbour Amenity 
 

10.59 The Development Plan contains policies which seek to appropriately safeguard the amenities of 
residential occupiers when considering new development. Policy DM2.1 of the Development 
Management Policies Document 2013 states that satisfactory consideration must be given to 
noise and the impact of disturbance, vibration, as well as overshadowing, overlooking, privacy, 
direct sunlight and daylight receipt, over-dominance, sense of enclosure and outlook.  

10.60 Overlooking/Privacy: policy identifies that ‘to protect privacy for residential developments and 
existing residential properties, there should be a minimum distance of 18 metres between 
windows of habitable rooms. This does not apply across the public highway, overlooking across 
a public highway does not constitute an unacceptable loss of privacy’. In the application of this 
policy, consideration has to be given also to the nature of views between habitable rooms. For 
instance, where the views between habitable rooms are oblique as a result of angles or height 
difference between windows, there may be no harm. 

10.61 The proposed units within the existing terraced building would utilise the existing window 
openings in the property. The windows which face over Holloway Road would not result in any 
harmful overlooking. A roof level window is proposed in the northern elevation of the building 
which would face towards the residential properties within 465 Holloway Road.  However, these 
views would be across a highway and would therefore not constitute a loss of privacy. 

10.62 The windows in the mews element of the development would be set closer to the Collingwood 
Business Centre to the south of the site.  On the basis that the windows within the mews units 
would face a commercial premises it is considered that they would not result in unacceptable 
overlooking.  It is noted that the prior approval for conversion of the 2nd and 3rd floors of the 
Collingwood Business Centre from office to residential use was granted in 2015.  However, the 
conversion does not appear to have been undertaken.  In the event that it is converted there will 
be some increased mutual overlooking.  However, the windows within the mews unit would be 
located at ground and first floor level whilst the windows within Collingwood House would be 
located at 2nd and third floor level.  In view of the location of the windows on the buildings any 
direct overlooking would be limited and it would predominantly be at an oblique angle.  There 
would be an 18m separation between Collingwood House and the existing terraced building and 
in the event that the 2nd and 3rd floor of Collingwood House was converted to residential there 
would not be any harmful overlooking.         

10.63 An inset balcony and window at first floor level of the mews building would face towards the 
residential property at 1 Mercers Road, this view would be across a highway and therefore it 
would not constitute a loss of privacy. The inset balcony and first floor window in the south end 
of the mews would face over the proposed shared amenity space at the site and towards a 
parking area to the rear of Manor Mansions and would not result in any unacceptable 
overlooking.  

10.64 Noise and Disturbance: The proposed development would be unlikely to cause any specific 
nuisance with regard to noise and disturbance to neighbouring occupiers as the proposed use 
as offices and residential are compatible the surrounding predominantly residential and 
commercial uses. Furthermore, the main entrance to the site is from Holloway Road, which is a 
busy route through the borough. As such, it is considered that the level of pedestrian activity 
generated by the development would not give rise to any discernible increase in the level of 
noise, disturbance, litter or antisocial behaviour for local residents.  

10.65 With regard to servicing, the limited scale of the proposed office development would ensure that 
servicing requirements are limited and could be accommodated on Mercers Road without 
detrimentally impacting upon the amenity of neighbouring occupiers. 



10.66 Daylight and Sunlight: The application has been submitted with a sunlight and daylight 
assessment. The assessment is carried out with reference to the 2011 Building Research 
Establishment (BRE) guidelines which are accepted as the relevant guidance. The supporting 
text to policy DM2.1 identifies that the BRE ‘provides guidance on sunlight layout planning to 
achieve good sun lighting and day lighting’. 

10.67 Daylight: the BRE Guidelines stipulate that there should be no real noticeable loss of daylight 
provided that either: 

The Vertical Sky Component (VSC) as measured at the centre point of a window is greater than 
27%; or the VSC is not reduced by greater than 20% of its original value. (Skylight); 
 
And 
 
The daylight distribution, as measured by the No Sky Line (NSL) test where the percentage of 
floor area receiving light is measured, is not reduced by greater than 20% of its original value. 
 

10.68 Sunlight: the BRE Guidelines confirm that windows that do not enjoy an orientation within 90 
degrees of due south do not warrant assessment for sunlight losses. For those windows that do 
warrant assessment, it is considered that there would be no real noticeable loss of sunlight 
where: 

In 1 year the centre point of the assessed window receives more than 1 quarter (25%) of annual 
probable sunlight hours (APSH), including at least 5% of Annual Winter Probable Sunlight 
Hours (WSPH) between 21 Sept and 21 March – being winter; and less than 0.8 of its former 
hours during either period.  

 
In cases where these requirements are breached there will still be no real noticeable loss of 
sunlight where the reduction in sunlight received over the whole year is no greater than 4% of 
annual probable sunlight hours.   
 

10.69 Where these guidelines are exceeded then sunlighting and/or daylighting may be adversely 
affected. The BRE Guidelines provide numerical guidelines, the document though emphasizes 
that advice given is not mandatory and the guide should not be seen as an instrument of 
planning policy, these (numerical guidelines) are to be interpreted flexibly since natural lighting 
is only one of many factors in site layout design. 

Sunlight and Daylight Losses for Affected Properties Analysis 
 

10.70 Residential dwellings at the following properties listed and detailed on the map below have been 
considered for the purposes of sunlight and daylight impacts as a result of the proposed 
development: 

- 1 Mercers Road; and 
- 465 Holloway Road. 

 
10.71 1 Mercers Road: The Daylight Sunlight Report demonstrates that while there would be some 

reductions in VSC and NSL to the living room bay window at this site, the level of reduction 
would be minimal and would be in accordance with the BRE Guidelines. There would be no 
reduction in sunlight to this property.  

10.72 465 Holloway Road: The Daylight Sunlight Report details that five windows in this property 
would have reductions in both VSC and NSL. However, the reductions are minimal and would 
be in accordance with the BRE Guidelines. There would be no reduction in sunlight to this 
property. 



Quality of Residential Accommodation 
 

10.73 Islington Core Strategy policy CS12 identifies that to help achieve a good quality of life, the 
residential space and design standards will be significantly increased from their current levels. 
The Islington Development Management Policies DM3.4 sets out the detail of these housing 
standards. 

10.74 Unit Sizes: All of the proposed residential units comply with the minimum unit sizes of policy 
DM3.4 of the Development Management Policies 2013.  

10.75 A 43m² studio flat is proposed on the ground floor at 457 Holloway Road.  Policy DM3.4 resists 
studios where these could be amalgamated to form larger units. However, were this unit to be 
amalgamated either vertically or laterally; this would result in either an overly large unit in one 
case or an undersized unit in another case, which is not desirable. As such, in this case it is 
considered that the provision of a studio flat is acceptable in this case.  

10.76 Aspect and outlook: There would be a separation of approximately 4.5m between the mews 
block and the refurbished block resulting in poor outlook from some ground and first floor 
windows, as illustrated below.  However, on the basis that of the proposed units would have a 
dual outlook it may be considered that, overall, the outlook from the proposed residential units 
would be satisfactory. 

10.77 The mews building immediately adjoins an access road which is not within the applicant’s 
ownership.  The owner of the land could, in theory, erect a means of enclosure as a permitted 
development in front of windows which would block outlook and cause a loss of light.  The 
applicant has been asked to provide an assurance, for example details of an easement over the 
land, to satisfy Officers that such a scenario could not occur.  A verbal update will be provided at 
the committee meeting. 

Partial ground floor plan 

 



Partial first floor plan 

 

10.78 Overlooking/Privacy: The proposed mews building would incorporate ground floor windows 
facing back towards the rear windows of the terrace building, which would result in some mutual 
overlooking. Within the mews, these windows are secondary and therefore a condition is 
recommended requiring these windows to be obscurely glazed.  

10.79 Although, the proposal includes a number of lower ground and ground floor windows that face 
onto communal open space these all include suitable defensible space. Although the ground 
floor windows in the west side of the mews dwelling would be located directly on the rear 
boundary of the site and would not have any defensible space, these windows would face onto 
a service road and would be set back from the neighbouring properties. Due to this and the 
inclusion of wooden screens, this is considered to be acceptable in this case.   

10.80 Daylight/Sunlight: Policy DM3.4 requires all residential development to maximise natural light 
enabling direct sunlight to enter the main habitable rooms for a reasonable period of the day. 
The BRE Guidelines detail the level of light rooms should receive through the assessment of 
daylight and sunlight.  

10.81 With regard to the units within the existing terraced building, the submitted Daylight Sunlight 
Assessment makes an assessment of the lower ground, ground and first floor windows/rooms at 
the site. This shows that a number of lower ground and ground floor windows would have 
insufficient VSC. However, all of the units would have good levels of ADF, which is a more 
reliable test for actual light levels within rooms. While the windows/rooms at second and third 
floor level have not been tested, all of the first floor windows have daylight figures far in excess 
of minimum requirements.  

10.82 The proposed mews dwellings would comfortably exceed the BRE Guidelines for daylight.  The 
assessment does not assume that the proposed timber privacy fins will be in place in front of the 
north-west facing windows.  However, suggested condition 13 provides for obscure glazing to 
be used as a means of maintaining adequate privacy and this would ensure adequate daylight 
to the rooms served by these windows.    



10.83 As such, it is considered that the proposed residential units would have sufficient levels of 
daylight and sunlight. 

10.84 Amenity Space: Policy DM3.5 of the Development Management Policies identifies that ‘all new 
residential development will be required to provide good quality private outdoor space in the 
form of gardens, balconies, roof terraces and/or glazed ventilated winter gardens’. The minimum 
requirement for private outdoor space is 5 square metres on upper floors and 15 square metres 
on ground floor for 1-2 person dwellings. For each additional occupant, an extra 1 square metre 
is required on upper floors and 5 square metres on ground floor level with a minimum of 30 
square metres for family housing (defined as 3 bed units and above).  

10.85 Although the scheme includes two family units at third floor level, due to the site constraints it is 
not possible to provide private amenity space in the form of balconies or terraces to the existing 
locally listed building at the property. As such, the proposal relies predominantly upon two 
communal external areas for the provision of amenity space; one to the front of the site and one 
within a rear courtyard. The communal area to the front of the site would face onto Holloway 
Road, however it would be set back from the road by a wide pavement, and would provide 
some usable space. The area within the rear of the site is more restricted in size but due to its 
location and the provision of soft landscaping it would be likely to get more use.   

10.86 Notwithstanding the communal areas, the two bed unit within the mews building would have a 
private balcony area measuring 7 square metres, which is in accordance with minimum 
requirements. Furthermore, while the family unit within the mews would have 17 square metres 
of amenity space, which is below minimum standards, this would contribute towards the amenity 
of this larger unit. Two lower ground floor units would also have limited private amenity space 
within rear lightwells.  

10.87 It is considered that the overall provision of private and communal amenity space is poor.  
However, it can be accepted that any increase in the provision of amenity space would require a 
reduction in the amount of development which would be likely to undermine the financial viability 
of the scheme.  In view of the constraints of the site and the existing building it is considered 
that the provision of communal space is acceptable in this case and would provide some usable 
space for the residential occupiers. 

10.88 Noise: A condition is recommended requiring all residential units to include sufficient sound 
insulation to meet British Standards.  

10.89 Refuse: Separate commercial and residential refuse stores would be provided within the front 
area of the site. 

10.90 Play Space: The proposal would result in a child yield of 2, which requires 10 square metres of 
play space to be provided based on Islington’s requirement of 5 square metres per child 
(including semi-private outdoor space, private outdoor space and gardens suitable for play).  It 
is considered that there is limited opportunity to meet the requirements in view of the constraints 
of the site.  

Dwelling Mix 

10.91 The scheme proposes a total of 16 residential units with an overall mix comprised of: 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10.92 Part E of policy CS12 of the Islington Core Strategy requires a range of unit sizes to meet the 
needs in the borough, including maximising the proportion of family accommodation. In the 
consideration of housing mix, regard has to be given to the constraints and locality of the site 
and the characteristics of the development as identified in policy DM3.1 of the Development 
Management Policies.  

10.93 The dwelling mix has an over provision of 1 bedroom and 3 bedroom units and an under 
provision of 2 bedroom units.  However, the layout of the existing building is considered to be a 
significant constraint to providing a policy compliant unit mix and it is considered that the 
proposed layout and unit mix is determined by the existing layout of the building. 

10.94 For the reasons set out above it is considered that on balance the proposed dwelling mix is 
acceptable in this case. 

Affordable Housing and Financial Viability 
 

10.95 London Plan policies 3.9 (mixed and balanced communities), 3.12 (negotiating affordable 
housing) and 3.13 (affordable housing thresholds) seek to provide a more balanced mix of 
tenures in all parts of London and that the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing 
should be sought for all planning applications. Policy CS12 (G) states that Islington will meet its 
housing challenge to provide more affordable homes by: 

- requiring that 50% of additional housing to be built in the borough over the plan period 
should be affordable. 

- requiring all sites capable of delivering 10 or more units gross to provide affordable 
homes on-site. Schemes below this threshold will be required to provide financial 
contribution towards affordable housing provision elsewhere in the borough. 

- seeking the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing, especially social rented 
housing, from private residential and mixed-use schemes over the threshold set above, 
taking account of the overall borough wide strategic target. It is expected that many sites 
will deliver at least 50% of units as affordable, subject to a financial viability assessment, 
the availability of public subsidy and individual circumstances on the site. 

- delivering an affordable housing tenure split of 70% social housing and 30% 
intermediate housing’ 

- ensuring affordable housing units are designed to a high quality and be fully integrated 
within the overall scheme. 

 
10.96 Islington Core Strategy policy CS12 is clear that sites capable of delivering 10 or more units 

gross are required to provide the maximum viable level of on-site affordable housing, especially 
social rented housing, subject to a financial viability assessment. 

Dwelling Type Private (No. units 
/ %) 

Policy DM3.1 
Target Mix 

One Bedroom  9 / 56% 10% 

Two Bedroom  4 / 25% 75% 

Three Bedroom  3 / 19 % 15% 

Four Bedroom or 
more 

0 / 0% 0% 

TOTAL 16 100% 



Financial Viability Assessment 

10.97 At application stage a FVA was submitted which sought to demonstrate that the scheme cannot 
viably make any affordable housing contributions, either on-site or as a payment in lieu of on-
site provision.  The applicant’s FVA adopts a ‘market’ value approach to the benchmark land 
value which is defined by RICS Guidance.  This approach is contrary to the Mayor’s Housing 
SPG and the Council’s Development Viability SPD which promote an existing use value (EUV) 
‘plus’ approach basis for benchmarking viability.  The proposed ‘market’ value is informed by 
what the applicants advisors considered to be three comparable land sales and two new build 
transactions.   

10.98 The applicant’s FVA was reviewed by BPS who considered that the benchmark land value of £3 
million (using the applicant’s interpretation of the ‘market value’ approach) was significantly 
overstated.  The application site has a very low or negligible EUV and in this respect is relatively 
unique compared to most urban sites where higher existing use values are the norm rather than 
the exception.  BPS took into account that the existing use value of the site is potentially 
negligible and considered a number of valuation methodologies including an alternative use 
value (AUV) based upon an independent development of the proposed mews house to the rear 
and resumption of ground floor retail activity in the existing property.  At this stage BPS 
suggested that there was no inherent value arising from the upper parts of the existing building 
without substantial conversion works and then only to residential use which would trigger the 
council affordable housing policies.  BPS suggested that the scheme would generate an AUV of 
£950,000.   

10.99 BPS note that it is not clear how the applicant has taken planning policy into account when 
arriving at the proposed benchmark figure.  Actual land transactions reflect site specific factors 
and the individual circumstances of developers whereas planning viability assessments are 
based on standardised market assumptions.  The applicant’s FVA indicates that the site’s 
market value is informed by comparison sites where prior approval has been granted for 
conversion from offices to residential with no affordable housing requirement.  BPS note that the 
absence of affordable housing requirements will have inflated the values of these sites. 

10.100 It should be noted that an appeal was recently dismissed in relation to a proposed development 
at the Former Territorial Army Centre, Parkhurst Road, Islington N7 0LP.  The appeal Inspector 
considered whether a market based approach to establishing benchmark land value was 
appropriate.  The Inspector’s report noted at paragraph 39 that:    

‘It seems to me that a purely market based approach to site valuation where there are no 
demonstrably comparable schemes available for benchmarking seeks to prioritise the 
third limb of paragraph 023 of the PPG dealing with viability. Such an approach simply 
allows for a comparison against other transacted bids which may or may not have had 
comparable attributes such as EUV, AUV or abnormal costs for example. Such an 
approach diminishes the importance of the first limb of the PPG guidance, which 
requires land value to be informed by policy. This position aligns with Paragraph 4.1.5 of 
the Mayor’s Housing SPG which states that a market value approach should only be 
accepted where it can be demonstrated to properly reflect policy requirements and take 
account of site specific circumstances.’   

10.101 This decision lends strong support to the view that a market value approach to determining a 
benchmark land value is inappropriate. 

Revised Financial Viability Assessment 

10.102 The application was subsequently amended following discussions with officers which resulted in 
the introduction of business floorspace on the ground floor and a reduction in the number of 



residential units.  The applicant submitted an updated FVA to reflect the revisions to the scheme 
and BPS issued an updated report in March 2017.  There remained disagreement in relation to 
the approach to benchmark land value and consequently to the overall financial viability.  BPS 
noted that it is unlikely that a shared opinion on the approach to benchmarking site value will be 
reached.  

10.103 BPS previously calculated the scheme could deliver a financial contribution in lieu of on-site 
affordable housing of £500,000, whilst the applicant has made an offer of £250,000 which is 
based upon an anticipated growth in values of the residential units.  In view of the updated 
assessments and limited difference between the affordable housing contributions, BPS have 
reviewed the other areas of disagreement between the parties.   

10.104 In BPS’ initial assessment of AUV no value allowance was made against the existing office 
premises on the basis that office use was no longer viable.  Although the former offices were 
previously considered to have a nil current use value BPS subsequently reconsidered whether it 
would be realistic to ascribe a value to the built form to allow a contrast between a cleared site. 
This recognises that were consent to be granted for the proposed scheme the developer would 
benefit from the presence of an existing structure for conversion rather than be faced with the 
cost equivalent of new build.  BPS note that the cost advice indicates a high reuse cost rate and 
as such there may not be a material cost advantage to reuse rather than rebuild, but it is also 
logical to assume that a rational developer would adopt the route which generated highest sales 
values relative to cost. In this sense conversion of the existing structure must be viewed as 
potentially conferring an advantage over new build.  Moreover, BPS noted that the previous nil 
valuation may not adequately reflect a land owners realistic hope value. 

10.105 Taking into account the above, BPS included an allowance for the office space at £400,000 
(£40 per sq ft) into the previous AUV would result in an updated AUV of £1,350,000.  This 
adjusts the residual value surplus to £250,000 for the affordable housing contribution. 

10.106 BPS advise that ascribing a value to the former offices is not incompatible with an EUV/AUV 
approach. Equally the earlier nil valuation of this space could be argued to not adequately 
reflect a land owner’s realistic hope value, acknowledging that consent for a change of use is 
implicit having established the current use as offices is no longer viable.  BPS state that there is 
scope to apply a more flexible approach to defining AUV as part of our benchmark which as 
accounted for above would indicate the applicant’s affordable housing offer is the maximum 
reasonable sum. 

10.107 Given uncertainty over future costs and values BPS suggest that that a review of viability is 
undertaken on an outturn basis in order to capture a fair proportion of any potential uplift in 
scheme value in accordance with the Council Development Viability SPD, which the applicant 
has agreed to.  The Council’s Development Viability SPD indicates that advanced stage reviews 
should be undertaken upon the sale of 75% of the units and any surplus generated over and 
above the returns detailed within the FVA could be secured towards off-site affordable housing 
or carbon offset.  

Conclusion 

10.108 It is considered that the revised approach to the AUV proposed by BPS in which some value is 
attached to the existing structure stands to reason and is therefore appropriate.  It is noted that 
a £250,000 payment in lieu of on-site affordable housing represents a relatively low contribution 
given the scale of the proposed development.  However, it is acknowledged that the costs 
associated with the renovation of the existing building are high whilst the retention and 
enhancement of an attractive locally listed building within the Mercers Road Conservation Area 
is desirable.  Officers are therefore satisfied that the proposed contribution is the maximum that 
could be reasonably supported and the proposal is considered acceptable in terms of financial 



viability and affordable housing.  A review mechanism has also been agreed with the applicant, 
which will have the potential to capture a fair proportion of any uplift should values and costs 
change.       

Sustainability, Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy 

10.109 The London Plan (2015) Policy 5.1 stipulates a London-wide reduction of carbon emissions of 
60 per cent by 2025. Policy 5.2 of the plan requires all development proposals to contribute 
towards climate change mitigation by minimising carbon dioxide emissions through energy 
efficient design, the use of less energy and the incorporation of renewable energy. London Plan 
Policy 5.5 sets strategic targets for new developments to connect to localised and decentralised 
energy systems while Policy 5.6 requires developments to evaluate the feasibility of Combined 
Heat and Power (CHP) systems. 

10.110 All development is required to demonstrate that it has minimised onsite carbon dioxide 
emissions by maximising energy efficiency, supplying energy efficiently and using onsite 
renewable energy generation (CS10). Developments should achieve a total (regulated and 
unregulated) CO2 emissions reduction of at least 27% relative to total emissions from a building 
which complies with Building Regulations 2013, unless it can be demonstrated that such 
provision is not feasible. A higher saving (50% in comparison with total emissions from a 
building which complies with the Building Regulations 2006, which translates into a 39% saving 
compared with the 2013 Building Regulations) is required of major development in areas where 
connection to a decentralised energy network (DEN) is possible. Typically all remaining CO2 
emissions should be offset through a financial contribution towards measures which reduce 
CO2 emissions from the existing building stock (CS10). 

10.111 The Core Strategy also requires developments to address a number of other sustainability 
criteria such as climate change adaptation, sustainable transport, sustainable construction and 
the enhancement of biodiversity. Development Management Policy DM7.1 requires 
development proposals to integrate best practice sustainable design standards and states that 
the council will support the development of renewable energy technologies, subject to meeting 
wider policy requirements. Details are provided within Islington’s Environmental Design SPD, 
which is underpinned by the Mayor’s Sustainable Design and Construction Statement SPG. 
Major developments are also required to comply with Islington’s Code of Practice for 
Construction Sites and to achieve relevant water efficiency targets as set out in the BREEAM 
standards. 

10.112 Carbon Emissions: Policy CS10A states that the promote zero carbon development by 
minimising on-site carbon dioxide emissions, promoting decentralised energy networks and by 
requiring development to offset all remaining CO2 emissions associated with the building 
through a financial contribution towards measures which reduce CO2 emissions from the 
existing building stock.  
 

10.113 Paragraph 2.0.7 of the Council’s Environmental Design states that the Council’s ‘CO2 reduction 
targets apply to all major developments, including refurbishments.  It is accepted that some 
schemes, particularly refurbishment schemes, may struggle to reach the relevant target. In such 
instances the onus will be on the applicant to demonstrate that CO2 emissions have been 
minimised as far as reasonably possible.’ 
 

10.114 Paragraphs 2.0.8 – 2.0.10 detail the Council’s energy hierarchy which should be followed in 
meeting the Council’s CO2 emissions reduction target.  The final stage of the hierarchy requires 
developers to: 
 

‘…offset all remaining CO2 emissions (Policy CS10) through a financial contribution, 
secured via a Section 106 agreement, towards measures which reduce CO2 emissions 



from the existing building stock (e.g. through solid wall insulation of social housing). For 
all major developments the financial contribution shall be calculated based on an 
established price per tonne of CO2 for Islington. The price per annual tonne of carbon is 
currently set at £920, based on analysis of the costs and carbon savings of retrofit 
measures suitable for properties in Islington. 
 

10.115 There has been disagreement between the applicant and the Council’s Energy Conservation 
Officers regarding the appropriate baseline for calculating carbon emissions reductions.  The 
Council’s Energy Conservation Officer advises that the baseline for calculating carbon 
emissions reductions should be derived from Building Regulations Part L1A.  The applicant 
notes that Part L of the building regulations is split into two categories with Part L1B covering 
refurbishments and Parts L1A and L2A covering new builds.  The Council’s Energy 
Conservation Officer advises that Parts L1A/L2A of the building regulations go into calculation 
of Target Emissions Rates (TER) in detail.  However, Part L2A/L2B, focusing on existing 
buildings, do not really address or require TERs.  Therefore, by implication, the SPD requires 
calculation of a baseline using Parts L1A/L2A.       
 

10.116 The applicant has calculated that, based upon a L1B baseline, the refurbished building would 
achieve a 49.3% carbon reduction against a 2013 baseline target, which would give rise to a 
requirement for a £44,231 carbon offset contribution.  Furthermore, the new build building would 
achieve a 10.2% carbon reduction against a 2013 baseline target giving rise to a requirement 
for a £7,439 carbon offset contribution.  The total carbon offset contribution on this basis would 
therefore be £51,670. 
   

10.117 The required contribution based upon an L1A baseline for the entire scheme is not known as an 
L1A baseline calculation has not been undertaken.  However, the contribution would be a 
greater than that based upon a L1B baseline.  The Environmental Design SPD acknowledges 
that refurbishment schemes may struggle to meet relevant CO2 reduction targets and provides 
for applicants to demonstrate that carbon emissions have been minimised.  However, the SPD 
is clear that the requirement for a financial contribution relates to all major developments and 
does not differentiate between new build and refurbishment schemes.  A L1A calculation has 
been sought and an update will be provided at the committee meeting.  Recommended 
condition 14 will be updated based upon this calculation. 
 

10.118 The proposed development will re-use the structure of the existing terraced building and it can 
be accepted that this would be likely to result in less carbon emissions from construction than a 
complete new build scheme and therefore results in a benefit in terms of sustainable 
development.     
 

10.119 A carbon offset payment of £21,840 is indicated within the BPS viability model.  This sum was 
based upon carbon reduction calculations carried out at an earlier stage of the application 
process and is no longer of any relevance in terms of carbon offset.  However, on the basis that 
it has been accepted in financial viability terms that the proposed development could not viably 
support an increased carbon offset contribution, a contribution of £21,840 is considered 
acceptable.   
 

10.120 Efficiency: The proposal, in the most part, is a refurbishment a historic terrace building and the 
application proposes significant improvements over the existing building. While some f these 
elements fall below expected standards, they would represent an improvement to the U-values, 
air tightness and 100% low energy efficient lighting. This would represent a significant 
improvement in efficiency over the existing building. The proposed mews units would meet 
expected standards. 

10.121 Heating and shared heating networks: Policy DM7.3 of the Development Management Policies 
document identifies that major development should connect to a Shared Heating Network 



linking neighbouring development and existing buildings, unless it can be demonstrated that this 
is not reasonably possible. There is no network within 500 metres of the site, the site does not 
fall into an opportunity area as identified in the London Plan and there are no opportunities for a 
shared network in the vicinity. In such cases, policy 5.6 of the London Plan and Islington’s 
Environmental Design SPD set out that a site wide CHP should be provided, or where not 
feasible then a communal heating (and cooling where relevant) system should be installed.  

10.122 A site wide communal heating system would require the construction of a central boiler/energy 
centre, which for a development of this scale and within an existing locally listed building being 
refurbished rather than re-built, it is not considered to be economically or practically feasible in 
this case. In order to ensure that the inclusion of individual boilers does not preclude any future 
connection the system should be designed to be future proofed for connection to a district 
heating network and this will be secured with a S106 legal agreement.  

10.123 Renewables: The proposal precludes the use of photovoltaic panels due to the roof of the mews 
dwellings being largely overshadowed and the design and heritage implications of adding these 
to the roof of the main building. This has been accepted by the Council’s Energy Services 
Team.  

10.124 Overheating and Cooling: The overheating modelling and cooling hierarchy is acceptable. 

10.125 Sustainability: The proposed dwellings within the refurbished building are detailed to achieve a 
rating of ‘Excellent’ under BREEAM Domestic Refurbishment 2014 scheme and the proposed 
mews houses include sustainable measures that are equivalent to the former Code for 
Sustainable Homes Level 4 (to be confirmed by applicant), which is in accordance with policy. 
The office element of the proposal is conditioned to achieve a BREEAM Office Refurbishment 
and fit-out rating of ‘Excellent’. 

10.126 Green Performance Plan: This is secured in the legal agreement.  

10.127 Sustainable Urban Drainage: The SUDS strategy has been reviewed and accepted by the 
Councils Sustainability Officer.  The details are secured by condition (Condition 15). 

10.128 Water Usage: The water usage of the proposal is secured by condition. 

10.129 The energy and sustainability measures proposed are, on balance, considered to be 
acceptable, and accord with London Plan and Islington Policies. 

Fire Safety 

10.130 Policy 7.13 of the London Plan is concerned with Safety, Security and Resilience to Emergency 
and states, inter alia, that: 

‘Development proposals should contribute to the minimisation of potential physical risks, 
including those arising as a result of fire, flood and related hazards.’  

10.131 The London Fire and Emergency Planning Authority and the council’s Building Control team 
have commented on the proposed development. Neither consultee has raised an objection to 
the proposed development in principle,  

10.132 Queries have been raised regarding means of escape from the ground floor accommodation 
within the mews building.  Timber privacy fins are indicated on the north west elevation of the 
mews block which would prevent the use of these windows as a means of escape.  
Furthermore, the mews building immediately adjoins an access road which is not within the 
applicant’s ownership.  The owner of the land could, in theory, erect a means of enclosure as a 



permitted development in front of windows which would provide a means of escape in the event 
of a fire.  The applicant has been asked to provide an assurance, for example details of an 
easement over the land, to satisfy officers that the proposal is acceptable in fire safety terms.  A 
verbal update will be provided at the committee meeting.          

10.133 An informative (7), advising the applicant to contact the council’s Building Control team in 
relation to fire safety, and to refer to the comments of the London Fire and Emergency Planning 
Authority dated 19/09/2016 (in which advice regarding the use of sprinklers was provided), is 

recommended. 

Highways and Transportation 
 

10.134 The site has a Public Transport Accessibility Level (PTAL) of 5, which is ‘Very Good’. The site is 
located in close vicinity to a number of major bus routes along Holloway Road, Upper Holloway 
Overground Station and Tufnell Park Underground Station in close proximity to the site.  

10.135 Public Transport Implications: The site is located within a highly accessible location, it includes 
24 residential and 1 commercial cycle parking spaces, and the introduction of residential would 
not significantly increase the level of site use from the lawful use as offices. As such, the 
proposal would not detrimentally impact upon the surrounding transport infrastructure.  

10.136 Vehicle Parking: The site currently has a parking area to the rear within a courtyard accessed 
off a service road. The proposal would remove all onsite parking, which is supported.  

10.137 Residential occupiers of the new units would not be eligible to attain on-street car parking 
permits for the surrounding Controlled Parking Zone (CPZ) in the interests of promoting the use 
of more sustainable forms of transport and tackling congestion and overburdened parking 
infrastructure, this is secured in the legal agreement. The exceptions to this would be where, in 
accordance with Council parking policy, future persons occupying the residential development 
are currently living in residential properties within Islington prior to moving into the development 
and they have previously held a permit for a period of 12 months consecutive to the date of 
occupation of the new unit. These residents are able to transfer their existing permits to their 
new homes. Residents who are ‘blue badge’ (disabled parking permit) will also be able to park 
in the CPZ.  It is noted that the service road to the rear of the site is private land and should not 
be used for servicing or parking in relation to the proposed development. 

10.138 Delivery and Servicing Arrangements: With regard to servicing, Holloway Road is a TFL red 
Route and stopping is not permitted at any time.  Servicing would take place on Mercers Road 
and it is considered that the servicing requirements are limited and could be accommodated on 
Mercers Road without detrimentally impacting upon the amenity of neighbouring occupiers. 

10.139 Refuse collection would continue to take place on-street on Holloway Road and Mercers Road, 
as is currently the case.   

10.140 Cycle Parking: In accordance with Appendix 6 of the Development Management Policies 2013 
the proposal should provide 24 cycle parking spaces for the residential element of the proposal 
and 1 cycle parking space for the office use.  

10.141 The proposal includes cycle stores to the front of the site for the residential and commercial 
units within the refurbished terrace building, while to the rear two cycle spaces would be 
provided within porch storage areas for the two mews dwellings. The level of provision of cycle 
storage has not been detailed on the plans and as such a condition is recommended requiring 
details to be submitted. 



10.142 Construction: The legal agreement secures the repair and re-instatement of the footways and 
highways adjoining the development; and that the development would be constructed in 
compliance with the Code of Construction Practice and secures a monitoring fee. A condition is 
recommended requiring the submission of a Construction Environmental Management Plan to 
minimise disruption to surrounding streets and residential amenity (condition 4). 

10.143 TfL have requested that a construction logistics plan is secured by condition (condition 21).   

10.144 Conclusion: The proposal is not considered to give rise to any particular concerns from a 
highways point of view.  Comments have been sought from the Council’s highways officer and 
an update will be provided at the committee meeting. 

Planning Obligations/Mitigations/CIL 
 

10.145 Islington’s CIL Regulation 123 infrastructure list specifically excludes measures that are required 
in order to mitigate the direct impacts of a particular development. This means that the 
measures required to mitigate the negative impacts of this development in terms of carbon 
emissions, lack of accessible parking spaces and local accessibility cannot be funded through 
Islington’s CIL. Separate contributions are therefore needed to pay for the necessary carbon 
offset, accessible transport, highway reinstatement and local accessibility investment required to 
ensure that the development does not cause unacceptable impacts on the local area. 

10.146 None of the financial contributions included in the heads of terms represent general 
infrastructure, so the pooling limit does not apply. Furthermore, none of the contributions 
represent items for which five or more previous contributions have been secured. 

10.147 The carbon offset and accessible transport contributions are site-specific obligations, both with 
the purpose of mitigating the negative impacts of this specific development. The carbon offset 
contribution figure is directly related to the projected performance (in terms of operation 
emissions) of the building as designed, therefore being commensurate to the specifics of a 
particular development. This contribution does not therefore form a tariff-style payment. 
Furthermore, in the event that policy compliant onsite accessible car parking spaces had been 
provided by the development (or other accessibility measure) a financial contribution would not 
have been sought.  Therefore, this is also a site-specific contribution required in order to 
address a weakness of the development proposal, thus also not forming a tariff-style payment. 

10.148 The highway and footway reinstatement requirement is also very clearly site-specific. The total 
cost will depend on the damage caused by construction of this development, and these works 
cannot be funded through CIL receipts as the impacts are directly related to this specific 
development. 

10.149 None of these contributions were included in Islington’s proposed CIL during viability testing, 
and all of the contributions were considered during public examination on the CIL as separate 
charges that would be required in cases where relevant impacts would result from proposed 
developments. The CIL Examiner did not consider that these types of separate charges in 
addition to Islington’s proposed CIL rates would result in unacceptable impacts on development 
in Islington due to cumulative viability implications or any other issue. 

10.150 The agreement will include the following agreed heads of terms:  
 
- Viability review in line with the Islington Development Viability Supplementary Planning 

Document (2016). Submission of residential sales values and build cost information at an 
advanced stage of the development process on sale of 75% of private residential units. 
Reasonable fees of consultant appointed by the council to be paid for by the applicant. In 
the event of an improvement in viability, a financial contribution towards the provision of 



affordable housing to be paid to the council, to be determined in accordance with the SPD 
and capped at the equivalent of the council’s affordable housing target; 

- The repair and re-instatement of the footways and highways adjoining the development. 
The cost is to be confirmed by LBI Highways, paid for by the applicant and the work carried 
out by LBI Highways. Conditions surveys may be required; 

- Compliance with Code of Employment and Training including delivery of 1 work placement 
during the construction phase of the development, lasting a minimum of 26 weeks. London 
Borough of Islington Construction Works Team to recruit for and monitor placements. 
Developer/ contractor to pay going rate for an operative, and industry research indicates 
that this is invariably above or well above the national minimum wage and even the London 
Living Wage (£9.75 as at 10/07/2017). If these placements are not provided, LBI will 
request a fee of £5000;  

- Compliance with the Code of Local Procurement; 

- Compliance with the Code of Construction Practice, including a monitoring fee of £1600, 
and submission of site-specific response document to the Code of Construction Practice for 
approval of LBI Public Protection, which shall be submitted prior to any works commencing 
on site; 

- Car free residential units – removal of future resident’s rights to obtain an on street parking 
permit; 

- The provision of one additional accessible parking bay or a contribution towards bays or 
other accessible transport initiatives of £2000; 

- The wheelchair accessible unit shall be required to be marketed as such for a minimum 
period of 6 months. Developers should include prominent information on the design 
standards met by the unit and the specific qualities and capacity of the wheelchair 
accessible unit in their marketing brochures and show rooms, on their websites and any 
billboards used to advertise the development; 

- CO2 offset contribution of £21,840; 

- Green Performance Plan; 

- Future proof on site heating and power solution so that the development can be connected 
to a local energy network if a viable opportunity arises in the future; 

- Council’s legal fees in preparing the S106 and officer’s fees for the preparation, monitoring 
and implementation of the S106. 

 
10.151 Under the terms of the Planning Act 2008 (as amended) and Community Infrastructure Levy 

Regulations 2010 (as amended), the Mayor of London’s and Islington’s Community 
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) will be chargeable on this application on grant of planning permission. 
This will be calculated in accordance with the Mayor’s adopted CIL Charging Schedule 2012 
and the Islington adopted CIL Charging Schedule 2014 and is likely to be £87,701.81 for the 
Mayoral CIL and £143,189.62 for the Islington CIL. This will be payable to the London Borough 
of Islington after the planning consent has been implemented. The affordable housing is exempt 
from CIL payments and the payments would be chargeable on implementation of the private 
housing. 



 
11. OVERALL ASSESSMENT, SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

Overall Planning Assessment 

11.1 It is noted that the proposed development falls short of policy requirements in a number of 
respects whilst providing a standard of residential accommodation which may be considered 
less than satisfactory.  In particular, it is noted that the proposed development is compromised 
in terms of the following: 

 Loss of employment floorspace within an Employment Growth Area  

 Loss of retail use 

 Lack of wheelchair housing and poor accessibility  

 Provision of a ground floor studio unit contrary to Policy DM3.4  

 Inadequate provision of communal and private amenity space 

 Unsatisfactory dwelling mix 

 Cramped layout resulting in poor outlook from some rooms 

 Potential from mutual overlooking from Colllingwood Business Centre 

 Less than substantial harm to the character and appearance of the Mercer’s Road 
Conservation Area by reason of the bin and cycle stores located to the front of the 
terraced building. 
 

11.2 It is therefore considered that, overall, the scheme is significantly compromised in policy terms 
and in terms of the quality of the proposed development.  It is noted that the site and the 
existing building are subject to significant constraints.  The existing terraced, locally listed 
building is an attractive building and the applicant was advised at pre-application stage that its 
demolition would not be supported.  The terraced building is also in a very poor condition 
internally and the extent of the required renovation works results in a significant costs 
associated with redevelopment of the site.  The existing building is also in a state of disrepair 
externally and the site has been boarded up for several years resulting in harm to the street 
scene         

11.3 The applicant has demonstrated that the scheme cannot viably provide any additional 
employment floorspace and it is therefore considered that there is sufficient justification for the 
loss of the employment floorspace.  Accordingly, the loss of the employment floorspace may be 
considered a necessary cost of bringing the building back into use.  In view of the scale and 
siting of neighbouring development it is considered that, even if demolition were an option, there 
is limited opportunity to increase the scale of development on the site and therefore to deliver 
additional planning benefits such as an increased employment floorspace and/or affordable 
housing.   

11.4 The mix of the accommodation within the terraced building is determined by its layout which has 
constrained the opportunity to provide a policy compliant mix of units and has also informed the 
decision to provide a studio flat at ground floor level.  The shortcomings against policy 
requirements can therefore be attributed to the constraints of the existing building.  It is noted 
that all of the units will be dual aspect and will exceed minimum space standards and in this 
respect will provide a good quality of residential accommodation.   

11.5 The quantity and quality of private and communal amenity space is considered to be poor.  The 
scheme was revised during the application process to increase the provision of private and 
communal amenity space.  It is noted that any increase in the provision of amenity space would 
require a reduction in the amount of development proposed.  The applicant has satisfactorily 
demonstrated that, in viability terms, any reduction in the amount of development proposed in 
order to provide additional amenity space would likely be unviable.   



11.6 The provision of the mews building to the rear of the site gives rise to some concerns from a 
design point of view due to the cramped layout and poor outlook from some of the ground and 
first floor windows.  However, it has been demonstrated that the mews building is necessary in 
viability terms and is therefore required if the renovation of the existing terraced building is to be 
realised. 

11.7 The bin and cycle stores are considered likely to result in less than substantial harm to the 
character and appearance of the Conservation Area.  In accordance with paragraph 134 of the 
NPPF this harm can be balanced against the public benefits of the proposal which include the 
delivery of new housing and the refurbishment of the locally listed building. 

11.8 The scheme is considered to be less than satisfactory in terms of accessibility.  This can again 
be attributed to the constraints imposed by the site and the existing building and can be 
justified.  The loss of the retail unit can be justified as set out earlier in this report. 

11.9 In conclusion it is considered that the proposed development is significantly compromised both 
in policy terms and in terms of the overall quality of the scheme for the reasons identified above.  
However, it is considered that, in view of the constraints of the existing building and the site, the 
shortcomings of the scheme can be justified.  It is therefore considered that the applicant has 
adequately demonstrated that a compromise in policy terms and in terms of the quality of new 
development is necessary if the existing building is to be refurbished and brought back into use.  
It is considered that the existing, locally listed building is attractive and its refurbishment and re-
use is a desirable outcome.  The delivery of 16 new residential units which will provide a 
reasonable standard of internal accommodation along with the provision of 119m² business 
floorspace suitable for occupation by an SME and a £250,000 payment in lieu of on-site 
affordable housing are amongst the benefits that can be weighed in favour of the proposal.  It 
may therefore be considered that, on balance, the proposal is acceptable.              

Summary 

11.10 A summary of the proposal and its acceptability is provided at paragraphs 4.1 – 4.5 of this 
report.  

Conclusion 

11.11 It is recommended that planning permission be granted subject to conditions and a s106 
agreement securing the heads of terms as set out in Appendix 1 - RECOMMENDATIONS. 



APPENDIX 1 – RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

RECOMMENDATION A 
 
That planning permission and listed building consent be granted subject to the prior completion of a 
Deed of Planning Obligation made under section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
between the Council and all persons with an interest in the land (including mortgagees) in order to 
secure the following planning obligations to the satisfaction of the Head of Law and Public Services 
and the Service Director, Planning and Development / Head of Service – Development Management 
or, in their absence, the Deputy Head of Service: 

 
- Viability review in line with the Islington Development Viability Supplementary Planning 

Document (2016). Submission of residential sales values and build cost information at an 
advanced stage of the development process on sale of 75% of private residential units. 
Reasonable fees of consultant appointed by the council to be paid for by the applicant. In 
the event of an improvement in viability, a financial contribution towards the provision of 
affordable housing to be paid to the council, to be determined in accordance with the SPD 
and capped at the equivalent of the council’s affordable housing target; 

- The repair and re-instatement of the footways and highways adjoining the development. 
The cost is to be confirmed by LBI Highways, paid for by the applicant and the work carried 
out by LBI Highways. Conditions surveys may be required; 

- Compliance with Code of Employment and Training including delivery of 1 work placement 
during the construction phase of the development, lasting a minimum of 26 weeks. London 
Borough of Islington Construction Works Team to recruit for and monitor placements. 
Developer/ contractor to pay going rate for an operative, and industry research indicates 
that this is invariably above or well above the national minimum wage and even the London 
Living Wage (£9.75 as at 10/07/2017). If these placements are not provided, LBI will 
request a fee of £5000;  

- Compliance with the Code of Local Procurement; 

- Compliance with the Code of Construction Practice, including a monitoring fee of £1600, 
and submission of site-specific response document to the Code of Construction Practice for 
approval of LBI Public Protection, which shall be submitted prior to any works commencing 
on site; 

- Car free residential units – removal of future residents rights to obtain an on street parking 
permit; 

- The provision of one additional accessible parking bay or a contribution towards bays or 
other accessible transport initiatives of £2000; 

- The wheelchair accessible unit shall be required to be marketed as such for a minimum 
period of 6 months. Developers should include prominent information on the design 
standards met by the unit and the specific qualities and capacity of the wheelchair 
accessible unit in their marketing brochures and show rooms, on their websites and any 
billboards used to advertise the development; 

- CO2 offset contribution of £21,840; 

- Green Performance Plan; 

- Future proof on site heating and power solution so that the development can be connected 
to a local energy network if a viable opportunity arises in the future. 



- Council’s legal fees in preparing the S106 and officer’s fees for the preparation, monitoring 
and implementation of the S106. 

 
That, should the Section 106 Deed of Planning Obligation not be completed within the timescale 
agreed within the Planning Performance Agreement, the Service Director, Planning and Development 
/ Head of Service – Development Management or, in their absence, the Deputy Head of Service may 
refuse the application on the grounds that the proposed development, in the absence of a Deed of 
Planning Obligation is not acceptable in planning terms.  
 
ALTERNATIVELY should this application be refused (including refusals on the direction of The 
Secretary of State or The Mayor) and appealed to the Secretary of State, the Service Director, 
Planning and Development / Head of Service – Development Management or, in their absence, the 
Deputy Head of Service be authorised to enter into a Deed of Planning Obligation under section 106 
of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 to secure to the heads of terms as set out in this report to 
Committee. 

 
RECOMMENDATION B 
 
That the grant of planning permission be subject to conditions to secure the following: 
 

List of Conditions: 
 

1 Commencement  

 CONDITION: The development hereby permitted shall be begun not later than the 
expiration of three years from the date of this permission. 
 
REASON: To comply with the provisions of Section 91(1)(a) of the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990 as amended by the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 
(Chapter 5). 
 

2 Approved plans list 

 CONDITION: The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with 
the following approved plans:  
 
1803 (02)000 Rev P1; 0803 (02)001 Rev. P3; 1803 (02)002 Rev. P2; 1803 (02)003 Rev. 
P3; 1803 (02)004 Rev. P3; 1803 (02)005 Rev. P3; 1803 (02)006 Rev. P3; 1803 (02)007 
Rev. P3; 1803 (02)008 Rev. P3; 1803 (02)009 Rev. P2; 1803 (02)010 Rev. P3; 1803 
(02)011 Rev. P3; 1803 (02)012 Rev. P3; 1803 (02)013 Rev. P3; 1803 (02)100 Rev. P2;  
1803 (02)101 Rev. P2;  1803 (02)102 Rev. P3; 1803 (02)103 Rev. P2; 1803 (02)104 
Rev. P3; 1803 (02)105 Rev. P3;   1803 (02)106 Rev. P3;  1803 (02)107 Rev. P3;  1803 
(02)108 Rev. P1; 1803 (02)200 Rev. P3;  1803 (02)201 Rev. P3; 1803 (02)202 Rev. P3; 
1803 (02)013 Rev. P3; Design and Access Statement (06.08.2016); Addendum to 
Design and Access Statement (17.02.2017); Arboricultural Report (22.07.2016); 
Construction and Demolition Management Plan (Rev. A); Daylight and Sunlight Study 
(July 2016); Energy Strategy (Rev. 05); Sustainable Design and Construction Statement 
(Rev. 05); Environmental Noise Survey (19.05.2016); Planning Statement (August 
2016); Health Impact Assessment; Structural Condition Survey Report (May 2016); 
Structural Engineering Report (June 2016); TM52 Overheating Study; Transport 
Assessment (27.07.2016); Underground Drainage Statement (July 2016);                  
 
REASON: To comply with Section 70(1)(a) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
as amended and also for the avoidance of doubt and in the interest of proper planning. 
 

3 Materials (Compliance) 



 CONDITION: Details including drawings at scale 1:20 and samples of all facing 
materials used in the development shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority prior to any superstructure work commencing on the 
development. The details and samples shall include but not be limited to the following:  
 
a) Facing brickwork(s); sample panels of proposed brickwork to be used showing the 
colour, texture, bond, and pointing;  
b) Paint colour;  
c) Windows, including materials, profile, reveal depth and detailing;  
d) Entrance doors;  
e) Any other materials used;  
g) A green procurement plan for sourcing the proposed materials.  
 
The Green Procurement Plan shall demonstrate how the procurement of materials for 
the development will promote sustainability, including through the use of low impact, 
sustainably-sourced, reused and recycled materials and the reuse of demolition waste  
The development shall be carried out strictly in accordance with the details and samples 
so approved, shall be maintained as such thereafter and no change therefrom shall take 
place without the prior written consent of the Local Planning Authority.  
 
REASON: In order to ensure that the resulting appearance and construction of the 
development is of an acceptably high standard, so as to preserve and enhance the 
character and appearance of the surrounding townscape. 
 

4 Construction Environmental Management Plan (Details) 

 CONDITION: A Construction Environmental Management Plan assessing the 
environmental impacts (including (but not limited to) noise, air quality including dust, 
smoke and odour, vibration and TV reception) of the development shall be submitted to 
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority prior to any works commencing 
on site.  The report shall assess impacts during the construction phase of the 
development on nearby residents and other occupiers together with means of mitigating 
any identified impacts.  The development shall be carried out strictly in accordance with 
the details so approved and no change therefrom shall take place without the prior 
written consent of the Local Planning Authority 
 
REASON: In the interests of residential and local amenity, and air quality,  
 

5 External pipes, cables and CCTV (Details) 

 CONDITION: No cables, plumbing, down pipes, rainwater pipes, foul pipes or CCTV 
cameras or related equipment and installations shall be located/fixed to any elevation(s) 
of the buildings hereby approved.  
 
Should additional cables, pipes be considered necessary the details of these shall be 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority prior to their 
installation.  
 
REASON: To ensure that the resulting appearance and construction of the development 
is to a high standard.  
 

6 Landscaping (Details) 

 CONDITION: A landscaping scheme shall be submitted to and approved in writing by 
the Local Planning Authority prior to any superstructure work commencing on site. The 
landscaping scheme shall include the following details:  
 



a) soft plantings: including grass and turf areas, 5 medium sized trees, shrub and 
herbaceous areas;  
b) enclosures: including types, dimensions and treatments of walls, fences, screen 
walls, barriers, rails, retaining walls and hedges; 
c) hard landscaping;  
d) lighting: including specification of all lamps and light levels/spill; and 
e) any other landscaping feature(s) forming part of the scheme.  
 
All landscaping in accordance with the approved scheme shall be completed / planted 
during the first planting season following practical completion of the development hereby 
approved. The landscaping and tree planting shall have a two year maintenance / 
watering provision following planting and any existing tree shown to be retained or trees 
or shrubs to be planted as part of the approved landscaping scheme which are 
removed, die, become severely damaged or diseased within five years of completion of 
the development shall be replaced with the same species or an approved alternative to 
the satisfaction of the Local Planning Authority within the next planting season.  
 
REASON: In the interests of residential amenity and ecological and biodiversity value.  
 

7 Fixed Plant (Compliance) 

 The design and installation of new items of fixed plant shall be such that when operating 
the cumulative noise level LAeq Tr arising from the proposed plant, measured or 
predicted at 1m from the facade of the nearest noise sensitive premises, shall be a 
rating level of at least 5dB(A) below the background noise level LAF90 Tbg. 
  
The measurement and/or prediction of the noise should be carried out in accordance 
with the methodology contained within BS 4142: 1997.  
 
REASON: To ensure that an appropriate standard of residential accommodation is 
provided.  
 

8 Sound Insulation between uses (Details) 

 CONDITION: Full particulars and details of a scheme for sound insulation between the 
proposed office use (B1a use class) and the residential use (C3) of the buildings shall 
be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority prior to 
commencement of any works on the relevant part of the development.  
 
The sound insulation and noise control measures shall be carried out strictly in 
accordance with the details so approved, shall be implemented prior to the first 
occupation of the development hereby approved, shall be maintained as such thereafter 
and no change therefrom shall take place without the prior written consent of the Local 
Planning Authority.  
 
REASON: To ensure that the development does not have an adverse impact on 
amenity.  
 

9 Sound Insulation from External Sources (Details) 

 CONDITION: Prior to superstructure works commencing on site a scheme for sound 
insulation and noise control measures shall be submitted to and approved in writing by 
the Local Planning Authority. The sound insulation and noise control measures shall 
achieve the following internal noise targets (in line with BS 8233:2014):  
 
Bedrooms (23.00-07.00 hrs) 30 dB LAeq,8 hour and 45 dB Lmax (fast)  
Living Rooms (07.00-23.00 hrs) 35 dB LAeq, 16 hour  



Dining rooms (07.00 –23.00 hrs) 40 dB LAeq, 16 hour  
 
The sound insulation and noise control measures shall be carried out strictly in 
accordance with the details so approved, shall be implemented prior to the first 
occupation of the development hereby approved, shall be maintained as such thereafter 
and no change therefrom shall take place without the prior written consent of the Local 
Planning Authority.  
 
REASON: To ensure the future residents of the development do not experience 
unacceptable levels of noise from the adjacent road network.  
 

10 Accessibility (Compliance) 

 CONDITION: Notwithstanding the Design and Access Statement and plans hereby 
approved, 1 (one) of the residential units shall be constructed to meet the requirements 
of Category 3 of the National Standard for Housing Design as set out in the Approved 
Document M 2015 'Accessible and adaptable dwellings' M4 (3). 
 
A total of 1 x 3-bed unit shall be provided to Category 3 standards and shall be fully 
fitted out and ready for a wheelchair user at handover. 
 
Building Regulations Approved Plans and Decision Advice Notice, confirming that these 
requirements will be achieved, shall be submitted to and approved in writing by Local 
Planning Authority prior to any superstructure works beginning on site. 
 
The development shall be constructed strictly in accordance with the details so 
approved. 
 
REASON: To secure the provision of visitable and adaptable homes appropriate to meet 
diverse and changing needs. 
 

11 Office Accessibility (Details) 

 CONDITION: Notwithstanding the plans hereby approved, prior to the first occupation 
details of accessible W.Cs and a lift within the office (B1) floor space shall be submitted 
to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

 
REASON: To secure the provision of accessible office space appropriate to meet 
diverse and changing needs. 
 

12 Cycle and Refuse Stores (Details) 

 CONDITION: Notwithstanding the details hereby approved, details of the location, 
layout, design and appearance of the refuse and cycle store(s) (which shall provide for 
no less than 24 cycle parking spaces for residential use and 1 for office use), shall be 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  
 
The cycle storage spaces and refuse stores shall be provided prior to the first 
occupation of the development hereby approved and maintained as such thereafter.  
 
REASON: To ensure adequate cycle parking space and physical waste enclosure space 
is available and easily accessible on site, to promote sustainable modes of transport 
and to secure the high quality design of the structures proposed. 
 

13 Obscure Glazing (Details) 

 CONDITION:  Details of obscure glazing or timber screens to windows on the north-east 
elevation of the mews block shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 



Planning Authority.  
 
All obscurely glazed windows shall be fixed shut, unless revised plans are submitted to 
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority which confirm that those 
windows could open to a degree, which would not result in undue overlooking of 
neighbouring habitable room windows. 
 
The development shall be carried out strictly in accordance with the details so approved 
and maintained as such thereafter. 
 
REASON: To prevent the undue overlooking of neighbouring habitable room windows.  
 

14 Energy Efficiency (Details) 

 CONDITION: The energy measures as outlined within the approved Energy Strategy 
shall together provide for no less than a tbc% on-site total C02 emissions reduction in 
comparison with total emissions from a building which complies with Building 
Regulations 2013.  
 
Should, following further assessment, the approved energy measures be found to be no 
longer suitable, a revised Energy Strategy shall be submitted to and approved in writing 
by the Local Planning Authority prior to any superstructure works commencing on site.  
 
The revised energy strategy shall provide for no less than a tbc% on-site total C02 
reduction in comparison with total emissions from a building which complies with 
Building Regulations 2013.  
 
The final agreed scheme shall be installed and operational prior to the first occupation of 
the development.  
 
The development shall be carried out strictly in accordance with the details so approved 
and shall be maintained as such thereafter.  
 
REASON: In the interest of sustainable development and to ensure that the Local 
Planning Authority may be satisfied that the C02 emission reduction targets are met.  
 

15 Sustainable Urban Drainage (Details) 

 CONDITION: Notwithstanding the plans submitted, details of a drainage strategy for a 
sustainable urban drainage system and its ongoing maintenance shall be submitted to 
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority prior to any superstructure 
works commencing on site. The details shall be based on an assessment of the 
potential for disposing of surface water by means of appropriate sustainable drainage 
systems in accordance with the drainage hierarchy and be designed to maximise water 
quality, amenity and biodiversity benefits.  
 
The submitted details shall include the scheme’s peak runoff rate and storage volume 
for the 1 in 100year storm plus 33% climate change allowance and demonstrate how the 
scheme will aim to achieve a greenfield run off rate (8L/sec/ha)and at minimum achieve 
a post development run off rate of 50L/ha/sec. The drainage system shall be 
installed/operational prior to the first occupation of the development. The details shall 
demonstrate how the site will manage surface water in excess of the design event, and 
shall set out a clear maintenance plan for the system.  
 
The development shall be carried out strictly in accordance with the details so approved 
and shall be maintained as such thereafter.  



 
REASON:  To ensure that sustainable management of water and minimise the potential 
for surface level flooding. 
 

16 Ventilation (Details) 

 CONDITION: Prior to occupation of the residential units, full details of ventilation for the 
residential accommodation shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. The development shall be carried out strictly in accordance with the 
details so approved and shall be maintained as such thereafter.  
 
REASON: To ensure the future residents of the development do not experience 
overheating or poor quality air.  
 

17 Water Usage (Compliance) 

 CONDITION: The development shall be designed to achieve a water use target of no 
more than 95 litres per person per day, including by incorporating water efficient fixtures 
and fittings. 
 
REASON: To ensure the sustainable use of water. 
 

18 Tree Protection (Details) 

 CONDITION: No site clearance, preparatory work or development shall take place until 
a scheme for the appropriate working methods (the arboricultural method statement, 
AMS) in accordance with British Standard BS 5837 2012 –Trees in Relation to 
Demolition, Design and Construction has been submitted to and approved in writing by 
the local planning authority. 
 
Development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details.  
 
REASON:  In the interest of biodiversity, sustainability, and to ensure that a satisfactory 
standard of visual amenity is provided and maintained prior to the any works being 
carried out which could impact the trees. 
 

19 BREEAM (Compliance) 

 CONDITION: The development shall achieve a BREEAM Office refurbishment and fit-
out rating (2014) of no less than 'Excellent' for the office accommodation.  
 
REASON: In the interest of addressing climate change and to secure sustainable 
development.  
 

20 Permitted Development (Compliance) 

 CONDITION: Notwithstanding the provision of the Town and Country Planning (General 
Permitted Development) Order 2015 (or any amended/updated subsequent Order) no 
works under Schedule 2, Part 1 of the above Order shall be carried out to the 
dwellinghouses hereby approved without express planning permission.  
 
REASON: To ensure that the Local Planning Authority has control over future 
extensions and alterations to the resulting dwellinghouses in view of the limited space 
within the site available for such changes and the impact such changes may have on 
residential amenity and the overall good design of the scheme. 
 

21 Construction Management Plan and Construction Logistics Plan (Details) 
 CONDITION: No construction works shall take place unless and until a Construction 

Management Plan (CMP) and a Construction Logistics Plan (CLP) have been submitted 



to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 
 
The reports shall assess the impacts during the construction phase of the development 
on surrounding streets, along with nearby residential amenity and other occupiers 
together with means of mitigating any identified impacts. 
 
The reports should demonstrate that vehicular activity associated with construction will 
be co-ordinated with activity associated with the redevelopment of neighbouring sites in 
order to manage the cumulative impact on the local highway network. 
 
The CMP shall include details of a telephone contact for neighbouring residents in 
relation to queries or concerns regarding construction management.    
 
The development shall be carried out strictly in accordance with the approved CMP and 
CLP throughout the construction period. 
 
REASON: In the interests of residential amenity, highway safety, and the free flow of 
traffic on streets, and to mitigate the impacts of the development. 

 
List of Informatives: 

 
1 Positive Statement 

 INFORMATIVE: To assist applicants in a positive manner, the Local Planning Authority 
has produced policies and written guidance, all of which is available on the Council’s 
website.  
 
A pre-application advice service is also offered and encouraged. Whilst this wasn’t taken 
up by the applicant, and although the scheme did not comply with guidance on receipt, 
the LPA acted in a proactive manner offering suggested improvements to the scheme 
(during application processing) to secure compliance with policies and written guidance. 
These were incorporated into the scheme by the applicant. 
 
This resulted in a scheme that accords with policy and guidance as a result of positive, 
proactive and collaborative working between the applicant, and the LPA during the 
application stages, with the decision issued in a timely manner in accordance with the 
NPPF.  

 
2 S106 

 INFORMATIVE: You are advised that this permission has been granted subject to the 
completion of a S106 legal agreement to secure agreed planning obligations. 
 

3 Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) (Granting Consent) 

 INFORMATIVE:  Under the terms of the Planning Act 2008 (as amended) and 
Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 (as amended), this development is 
liable to pay the London Borough of Islington Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) and 
the Mayor of London's Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL). These charges will be 
calculated in accordance with the London Borough of Islington CIL Charging Schedule 
2014 and the Mayor of London's CIL Charging Schedule 2012. One of the development 
parties must now assume liability to pay CIL by submitting an Assumption of Liability 
Notice to the Council at cil@islington.gov.uk. The Council will then issue a Liability 
Notice setting out the amount of CIL payable on commencement of the development.   
 

Failure to submit a valid Assumption of Liability Notice and Commencement Notice prior 
to commencement of the development may result in surcharges being imposed and the 



development will not benefit from the 60 day payment window.  
 

Further information and all CIL forms are available on the Planning Portal at 
www.planningportal.gov.uk/planning/applications/howtoapply/whattosubmit/cil and the 
Islington Council website at www.islington.gov.uk/cilinfo. Guidance on the Community 
Infrastructure Levy can be found on the National Planning Practice Guidance website at 
http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/community-infrastructure-
levy/. 
 

4 Superstructure 

 INFORMATIVE: DEFINITION OF ‘SUPERSTRUCTURE’ AND ‘PRACTICAL 
COMPLETION’ A number of conditions attached to this permission have the time 
restrictions ‘prior to superstructure works commencing on site’ and/or ‘following practical 
completion’. The council considers the definition of ‘superstructure’ as having its normal 
or dictionary meaning, which is: the part of a building above its foundations. The council 
considers the definition of ‘practical completion’ to be: when the work reaches a state of 
readiness for use or occupation even though there may be outstanding works/matters to 
be carried out.  
 

6 Thames Water 

 INFORMATIVE: The applicants are reminded that Thames Water does not allow 
connections for the removal of groundwater. Where the developer proposes to 
discharge to a public sewer, prior approval from Thames Water Developer Services will 
be required. They can be contacted on 0800 009 3921. Reason - to ensure that the 
surface water discharge from the site shall not be detrimental to the existing sewerage 
system.  
 
Should your proposed building work fall within 3 metres of pipes connecting to a public 
sewer it is recommended that you email Thames Water a scaled ground floor plan of the 
property showing the proposed work and the complete sewer layout to 
developer.services@thameswater.co.uk to determine if a building over/near to 
agreement is required.  
 
Thames Water will aim to provide customers with a minimum pressure of 10m head 
(approx 1 bar) and a flow rate of 9 litres/minute at the point where it leaves Thames 
Waters pipes. The developer should take account of this minimum pressure in the 
design of the proposed development.   
 

7 Fire Safety 

 It is recommended that you obtain technical advice regarding compliance with 
the Building Regulations (and/including matters relating to fire safety and 
evacuation) prior to any further design work commencing and prior to the 
selection of materials. Islington’s Building Control team has extensive experience 
in working with clients on a wide range of projects. Should you wish to discuss 
your project and how Islington Building Control may best advise you regarding 
compliance with relevant (building control) regulations, please contact Andrew 
Marx on 020 7527 2045 or by email on andrew.marx@islington.gov.uk You are 
also advised to refer to the comments of the London Fire and Emergency 
Planning Authority dated 19/09/2016. 
 

 

http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/community-infrastructure-levy/
http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/community-infrastructure-levy/
mailto:developer.services@thameswater.co.uk
mailto:andrew.marx@islington.gov.uk


APPENDIX 2: RELEVANT POLICIES 
 
This appendix lists all relevant development plan polices and guidance notes pertinent to the 
determination of this planning application. 
 
1. National Guidance 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework 2012 seeks to secure positive growth in a way that 
effectively balances economic, environmental and social progress for this and future 
generations. The NPPF is a material consideration and has been taken into account as part of 
the assessment of these proposals.  
 
Since March 2014 Planning Practice Guidance for England has been published online. 
 
2. Development Plan   
 
The Development Plan is comprised of the London Plan 2015, Islington Core Strategy 2011, 
Development Management Policies 2013, Finsbury Local Plan 2013 and Site Allocations 2013.  
The following policies of the Development Plan are considered relevant to this application: 
 
A)  The London Plan 2016 - Spatial Development Strategy for Greater London 
 
1 Context and strategy 
Policy 1.1 Delivering the strategic vision 
and objectives for London  
 
2 London’s places 

  Policy 2.9 Inner London 
 
3 London’s people 
Policy 3.1 Ensuring equal life chances for 
all 
Policy 3.2 Improving health and addressing 
health inequalities  
Policy 3.3 Increasing housing supply  
Policy 3.4 Optimising housing potential  
Policy 3.5 Quality and design of housing 
developments  
Policy 3.6 Children and young people’s 
play and informal recreation facilities  
Policy 3.8 Housing choice  
Policy 3.9 Mixed and balanced 
communities  
Policy 3.10 Definition of affordable housing  
Policy 3.11 Affordable housing targets  
Policy 3.12 Negotiating affordable housing 
on individual private residential and mixed 
use schemes 
Policy 3.13 Affordable housing thresholds  
Policy 3.16 Protection and enhancement of 
social infrastructure 
 
 
4 London’s economy 

 
Policy 5.5 Decentralised energy networks 
Policy 5.6 Decentralised energy in development 
proposals 
Policy 5.7 Renewable energy 
Policy 5.9 Overheating and cooling  
Policy 5.10 Urban greening  
Policy 5.11 Green roofs and development site 
environs 
Policy 5.12 Flood risk management  
Policy 5.13 Sustainable drainage  
Policy 5.14 Water quality and wastewater 
infrastructure  
Policy 5.15 Water use and supplies  
Policy 5.16 Waste self-sufficiency  
Policy 5.17 Waste capacity  
Policy 5.18 Construction, excavation and 
demolition waste 
 
6 London’s transport 
Policy 6.3 Assessing effects of development on 
transport capacity  
Policy 6.5 Funding Crossrail and other 
strategically important transport infrastructure  
Policy 6.9 Cycling  
Policy 6.10 Walking  
Policy 6.12 Road network capacity  
Policy 6.13 Parking  
 
7 London’s living places and spaces 
Policy 7.1 Building London’s neighbourhoods and 
communities  
Policy 7.2 An inclusive environment  



Policy 4.1 Developing London’s economy  
Policy 4.2 Offices  
Policy 4.3 Mixed use development and 
offices  
Policy 4.7 Retail and town centre 
development  
Policy 4.8 Supporting a successful and 
diverse retail sector  
Policy 4.12 Improving opportunities for all  
 
5 London’s response to climate change 
Policy 5.1 Climate change mitigation  
Policy 5.2 Minimising carbon dioxide 
emissions  
Policy 5.3 Sustainable design and 
construction  
 

Policy 7.3 Designing out crime  
Policy 7.4 Local character  
Policy 7.5 Public realm  
Policy 7.8 Heritage assets and archaeology  
Policy 7.13 Safety, security and resilience to 
emergency   
Policy 7.14 Improving air quality  
Policy 7.15 Reducing noise and enhancing 
soundscapes  
Policy 7.19 Biodiversity and access to nature  
Policy 7.21 Trees and woodlands  
 
8 Implementation, monitoring and review 
Policy 8.1 Implementation  
Policy 8.2 Planning obligations  
Policy 8.3 Community infrastructure levy  

 
B) Islington Core Strategy 2011 
 
Strategic Policies 
Policy CS3 Nag’s Head and Upper Holloway 
Road  
Policy CS8 (Enhancing Islington’s Character) 
Policy CS9 (Protecting and Enhancing 
Islington’s Built and Historic Environment) 
Policy CS10 (Sustainable Design) 
Policy CS11 (Waste) 
Policy CS12 (Meeting the Housing 
Challenge) 
Policy CS13 (Employment Spaces) 
Policy CS14 (Retail and Services) 
 

Infrastructure and Implementation 
Policy CS18 (Delivery and Infrastructure) 
Policy CS19 (Health Impact Assessments) 

 



C) Development Management Policies June 2013 
 

 
3. Designations 
 

 The site has the following designations under the London Plan 2015, Islington Core Strategy 
2011, Development Management Policies 2013:  
 

- Employment Growth Area 
 

4. Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) / Document (SPD) 
 
The following SPGs and/or SPDs are relevant: 

Islington Local Plan London Plan 
- Environmental Design  
- Inclusive Landscape Design 
- Planning Obligations and S106 
- Urban Design Guide 
- Conservation Area Design Guidelines 
 

- Accessible London: Achieving an 
Inclusive Environment SPG 
- Central Activities Zone SPG 
- The Control of Dust and Emissions 
During Construction and Demolition 
SPG 
- Crossrail Funding SPG 
- London Planning Statement SPG 
- London View Management 

Design and Heritage 
DM2.1 Design 
DM2.2 Inclusive Design 
DM2.3 Heritage 
 
Housing  
DM3.1 Mix of housing sizes 
DM3.4 Housing standards 
DM3.5 Private outdoor space 
DM3.6 Play space 
DM3.7 Noise and vibration (residential 
uses) 
 
Shops, cultures and services 
DM4.4 Promoting Islington’s Town Centres 
DM4.7 Dispersed Shops 
Employment 
DM5.1 New Business Floor space 
DM5.4 Size and affordability of workspace 
 
Health and open space 
DM6.1 Healthy development 
DM6.5 Landscaping, trees and biodiversity 
DM6.6 Flood prevention 
 
Employment 
DM5.1 New Business Floor space 
DM5.2 Loss of Existing Business 
Floorspace 
DM5.4 Size and affordability of workspace 

Energy and Environmental Standards 
DM7.1 Sustainable design and construction 
statementsDM7.3 Decentralised energy 
networks 
DM7.4 Sustainable design standards 
DM7.5 Heating and cooling 
 
Transport 
DM8.1 Movement hierarchy 
DM8.2 Managing transport impacts 
DM8.3 Public transport 
DM8.4 Walking and cycling 
DM8.5 Vehicle parking 
DM8.6 Delivery and servicing for new 
developments 
 
Infrastructure 
DM9.1 Infrastructure 
DM9.2 Planning obligations 
DM9.3 Implementation 



Framework SPG 
- Planning for Equality and Diversity in 
London SPG 
- Shaping Neighbourhoods – Character 
and Context SPG 
- Social Infrastructure SPG 
- Sustainable Design and Construction 
SPG 

- - Use of Planning Obligations in the 
Funding of Crossrail, and the Mayoral 
Community Infrastructure Levy SPG 

 



 

APPENDIX 3: Independent Viability Appraisal 
 

 



 
 
 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 


