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representation hearing report D&P/3698/03 

8 February 2016  

Monmouth House, 58-64 City Road, and Speedfix 
House, 19-23 Featherstone Street, London, EC1Y  

in the London Boroughs of Islington  

planning application no. P2015/3136/FUL 

Planning application  

Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended); Greater London Authority Acts 1999 and 2007; 
Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008 (“the Order”). 

The proposal 

Demolition of existing buildings and redevelopment of the site to provide a building of part 10 
and part 11 storeys fronting City Road and 5 storeys fronting Featherstone Street, to provide 
13,393 sq.m of office floorspace (B1) including small/micro workspace; 404 sq.m of retail 
floorspace (A1); together with ancillary hard and soft landscaping, revised vehicular 
access/egress, 302 cycle spaces, one disabled vehicular space, refuse/service arrangements and 
all other works associated with the development. 

The applicant 

The applicant is Derwent London Plc and the architect is Duggan Morris Architects. 

Recommendation summary  

The Mayor, acting as Local Planning Authority for the purpose of determining this application, 

i. grants conditional planning permission in respect of the application P2015/3136/FUL for 
the reasons set out in the ‘reasons for approval’ section below, and subject to the prior 
completion of a section 106 legal agreement; 

ii. delegates authority to the Assistant Director - Planning and the Director of Development, 
Enterprise and Environment to: issue the planning permission; agree, add, delete or vary, 
the final detailed wording of the conditions and any additional informatives as required; 
negotiate, agree the final wording, and sign and execute, the section 106 legal agreement; 

iii. delegates authority to the Assistant Director - Planning and Director of Development, 
Enterprise and Environment to refuse planning permission, if by 8 March 2016, the section 
106 legal agreement has not been completed; 

iv. notes that approval of details pursuant to conditions imposed on the planning permissions 
will be submitted to, and determined by, Islington Council; and, 

v. notes that Islington Council will be responsible for the enforcement of the conditions 
attached to the respective permissions. 
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Drawing numbers and documents  

Existing plans 

A207-A-(00)P001  Location plan A207-A-(00)P106  Fourth floor GA plan 

A207-A-(00)P002  Ground floor context plan A207-A-(00)P120  Roof plan  

A207-A-(00)P020  Roof context plan A207-A-(00)P130  Demolition plan 

A207-A-(00)P031  City Road context elevation A207-A-(00)P201  City Road elevation 

A207-A-(00)P032  Existing A207-A-(00)P202  Featherstone Street elevation 

A207-A-(00)P033  Bunhill Fields context elevation A207-A-(00)P203  Bunhill Fields elevation 

A207-A-(00)P101  Basement GA plan A207-A-(00)P301  Section AA 

A207-A-(00)P102  Ground floor GA plan A207-A-(00)P302  Section BB 

A207-A-(00)P103  First – third floor GA plan A207-A-(00)P303  Section CC 

Proposed plans 

A207-A-(01)P002  Ground floor context plan A207-A-(01)P108  Sixth – eighth floor GA plan 

A207-A-(01)P020  Roof context plan A207-A-(01)P111  Ninth floor GA plan 

A207-A-(01)P031  City Road context elevation A207-A-(01)P112  Tenth floor GA plan 

A207-A-(01)P032  Existing A207-A-(01)P120  Roof plan 

A207-A-(01)P033  Bunhill Fields context elevation A207-A-(01)P201  City Road elevation 

A207-A-(01)P101  Lower ground floor GA plan A207-A-(01)P202  Featherstone Street elevation 

A207-A-(01)P102  Ground floor GA plan A207-A-(01)P203  Bunhill Fields elevation 

A207-A-(01)P103  First floor GA plan A207-A-(01)P301  Section AA 

A207-A-(01)P104  Second - third floor GA plan A207-A-(01)P302  Section BB 

A207-A-(01)P106  Fourth floor GA plan A207-A-(01)P303  Section CC 

A207-A-(01)P107  Fifth floor GA plan   

Supporting documents   

Acoustic Planning Report Air Quality Report 

Arboriculture Report Archaeological Assessment and Historic Environment Assessment 

CIL Additional Information Form Construction Management Plan 

Cover Letter Construction, Noise and Vibration Report 
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Daylight and Sunlight Assessment Design and Access Statement 

Energy Statement Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey 

Flood Risk Assessment Geotechnical Investigation and Land Contamination Report 

Health Impact Screening Assessment Planning Application Form and Ownership Certificates 

Planning Statement Statement of Community Involvement 

Structural Report Townscape, Heritage and Visual Impact Assessment 

Sustainability Statement Transport Assessment and Travel Plan 

Utilities Statement Ventilation Extraction Statement 
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Introduction 

1 Having assumed authority to determine this planning application, this report sets out the 
matters that the Mayor must consider in forming a view over whether to grant or refuse planning 
permission and to guide his decision making at the representation hearing.  This report includes a 
recommendation from GLA officers, as set out below. 

Officer recommendation - reasons for approval 

2 The Mayor, acting as the local planning authority, has considered the particular 
circumstances of these applications against national, regional and local planning policy, relevant 
supplementary planning guidance and all material planning considerations. He has also had regard 
to Islington Council’s delegated report dated 22 October 2015 and the draft decision notice setting 
out four refusal reasons that the Council resolved to issue, together with subsequent 
correspondence received from the Council.  The reasons below set out why this application is 
acceptable in planning policy terms:    

I. The principle of a commercial development with B1 office floorspace, small/micro 
workspaces and retail uses is strongly supported by both strategic and local planning policy. 
In accordance with policies for the Central Activities Zone (CAZ) and City Fringe 
Opportunity Area, the proposals will rejuvenate an inefficient and unattractive office 
building with a commercial scheme that maximises office floorspace, including for 
small/micro enterprises and retail uses, maximising job creation in this Employment Priority 
Area supporting the objectives for the City Fringe and Tech City cluster, thereby catering for 
a range of occupiers.  The absence of residential units in the scheme is acceptable in this 
inner core location due to the need to maximise employment floorspace, and a contribution 
in lieu of on-site residential has been secured in the section 106 legal agreement.  The 
proposal is therefore acceptable in land use terms in accordance with: Policies 2.10, 2.11, 
2.13, 4.3, 4.10 of the London Plan 2015 and the City Fringe Opportunity Area Planning 
Framework 2015; Policies CS7 and CS13 of Islington’s Core Strategy 2011; Policies DM5.1 
and DM5.4 of Islington’s Development Management Policies 2013, and; Policies BC3 and 
BC8 of the Finsbury Local Plan 2013. 

II. The layout, height, massing and architecture of the scheme is acceptable with excellent 
architectural quality, and will have a positive contribution to the visual qualities of the 
surrounding area and street scene replacing a poor quality building that has a negative 
impact.  The five storey height along Featherstone Street respects the predominant building 
heights on this street, with the taller 10-11 storey parts of the building fronting City Road 
and fitting in with that context of taller buildings.  The ground floor layout introduces active 
frontages and increased pavement widths by stepping back the building line in parts 
allowing the building to be broken into four simple massing elements.  Entrances, ground 
floor uses and break-out areas will align with those at the White Collar Factory emerging 
development on the opposite side of Featherstone Street, which will enhance the pedestrian 
experience and provide connected spaces.  The architectural response is based on the 
proportions and character of the industrial buildings common to the area, with simple and 
refined materials which will significantly enhance the appearance of the site.  The proposal 
therefore complies with Polices 7.4, 7.5, 7.6 and 7.7 of the London Plan 2015; Policies CS7 
and CS9 of Islington’s Core Strategy 2011; Policy DM2.1 of Islington’s Development 
Management Policies 2013, and; Policies BC3 and BC9 of the Finsbury Local Plan 2013. 

III. The proposals will preserve the character of the adjoining Bunhill Fields and Finsbury Square 
Conservation Area, and will have no harm on the significance of the designated and non-
designated heritage assets adjoining and nearby the site or their settings, including; the 
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Bunhill Fields Burial Ground Grade I Registered Park or Garden of Special Historic Interest; 
the 76 Grade II and II* Listed headstones contained therein, and; the Grade I Listed Wesley 
Chapel.  The proposals therefore comply with Policy 7.8 of the London Plan 2015; Policy 
CS9 of Islington’s Core Strategy 2011; Policies DM2.1 and DM2.3 of Islington’s 
Development Management Policies 2013; Policies BC3 and BC9 of the Finsbury Local Plan 
2013, and; the Bunhill Fields and Finsbury Square Conservation Area Guidelines. 

IV. The proposed development will comply with the relevant inclusive design principles and 
standards, meeting the requirements of Policy 7.2 of the London Plan 2015 and Policy 
DM2.2 of Islington Council’s Development Management Policies 2013.  

V. The proposed development would be of a high standard of sustainable design and 
construction, minimising carbon dioxide emissions, using energy efficiently and including 
renewable energy in accordance with the energy hierarchy, and has been designed to 
achieve a BREEAM Excellent rating.  Conditions are attached to the draft decision notice to 
secure details of urban greening, biodiversity, sustainable urban drainage, and an obligation 
is included in the section 106 agreement to require the energy centre to be future proofed 
for connection to a district heating network should once become available in the future and 
connection be viable.  As such the scheme complies with the Policies within Chapter 5 of 
the London Plan 2015; Policies CS7 and CS10 of Islington Council’s Core Strategy, Policies 
DM6.5, DM6.6, DM7.3 and DM7.4 of Islington Council’s Development Management 
Policies 2013, and; Policy CS7 of the Finsbury Local Plan 2013.  

VI. With respect to the impact on neighbourhood amenity: the proposed development would 
not result in a significant loss of sunlight to neighbouring residential properties.  While in a 
number of cases there would be slight reductions in daylight, these occurrences would be 
minor and have been balanced against the existing situation and the central urban context. 
The development would not result in significant microclimate impacts and the comfort levels 
surrounding the site would be acceptable.  Issues of privacy and overlooking are acceptable 
and issues of noise and disturbance would be adequately mitigated through planning 
conditions.  The proposed development therefore complies with Policies 7.6, 7.7, and 7.15 
London Plan 2015; Policy CS7 of Islington Council’s Core Strategy 2011; Policy DM2.1 of 
Islington Council’s Development Management Policies 2013, and; Policies BC3 and BC9 of 
the Finsbury Local Plan 2013. 

VII. The proposal for an office led development in a highly accessible location in the City Fringe 
would represent a pattern of development that would reduce the need to travel, particularly 
by car. Moreover, the quantum of proposed car parking is acceptable subject to a suitable 
framework of controls including a car parking management plan, permit free agreement, 
electric vehicle charging point, travel plan and car club spaces. The proposal strikes an 
appropriate balance between promoting new development and encouraging cycling, walking 
and public transport use.  As such the proposed development complies with the policies 
contained with chapter 6 of the London Plan 2015; Policies CS10 and CS18 of Islington 
Council’s Core Strategy 2011; Chapter 8 of Islington Council’s Development Management 
Policies 2013, and; Policy BC6 of Islington Council’s Finsbury Local Plan 2013. 

VIII. The waste, arrangements are acceptable and further details of the delivery and servicing 
arrangements will be secured by condition, in line with Policy 5.17 of the London Plan 2015; 
Policy CS11 of Islington Council’s Core Strategy 2011, and Policy DM8.6 of Islington 
Council’s Development Management Policies 2013. 

IX. Appropriate, reasonable and necessary planning conditions and planning obligations are 
proposed to ensure that the development is acceptable in planning terms and the 
environmental impacts are managed. 
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X. The proposal is in overall compliance with the development plans, and there are insufficient 
grounds to withhold planning consent on the basis of the development plan policies and 
other material planning considerations. 

Recommendation 

3 That the Mayor acting as Local Planning Authority, grants planning permission and in 
respect of application P2015/3136/FUL, subject to completion of a section 106 legal agreement 
(as summarised under ‘Mitigating the impact of development through planning obligations’), and 
the inclusion of planning conditions and informatives, as summarised below. The detailed wording 
of conditions and informatives are set out in the draft decision notice appended to this report.  

4 That the Mayor agrees that the ‘Assistant Director – Planning’ and the ‘Director of 
Development, Enterprise and Environment’ be delegated the authority to issue the planning 
permission and agree, add, delete or vary the final wording of the conditions and informatives as 
required. 
 
5 That the Mayor notes the approval of details pursuant to conditions imposed on the 
planning permission will be submitted to, and determined by, Islington Council. 

6 That the Mayor notes that Islington Council will be responsible for the enforcement of the 
conditions attached to the permission.  

Section 106 legal agreement Heads of Terms 

 SME workspace is leased or licensed to meet the needs of SME’s, including: rent at 75% of 
market rate; no less than 181 and no more than 310 workstations; units of no more than 90 
sq.m for a term not exceeding five years, and; rights to use the loading bay. 

 SME workspaces to be provided to a certain specification and fit-out, including for example; 
well-lit and flexible internal arrangements, fit-out that allows for immediate occupation 
including secure entrances, heating, lighting etc. 

 Compliance with Islington Council’s Code of Employment and Training. 

 Compliance with Islington Council’s Code of Construction Practice, and requirement to 
submit a site-specific response to the Code for approval, prior to commencement. 

 Obligations to prioritise connection to a district heating network (if technically and 
economically viable), and future proof any on-site solution so that in all cases the 
development can be connected to a local energy network if a viable connection arises in the 
future. 

 Submission of a Green Performance Plan. 

 Repair and reinstatement of the footways and highways adjoining the development. 

 Submission of a travel plan for approval within 6 months of occupation. 

 Construction Logistics Plan/Construction and Environmental Management Plan to be 
submitted for approval. 

Financial contributions 

 Crossrail - £900,160. 

 Off-site affordable housing - £493,600. 

 Offset the residual carbon dioxide emissions - £510,508. 

 Cycle hire docking station within 300 metres of the site - £183,500. 

 Employment and training for local residents - £72,825. 
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 Code of Construction Practice monitoring fee - £6,574. 

 Accessible transport initiatives - £30,000. 

Summary of conditions 

 Further details to be submitted for approval: 
o Site-wide security measures (CCTV, lighting). 
o Window cleaning apparatus. 
o Rooftop plant, PV panels, ancillary enclosures/structures and lift overrun 
o Extract ventilation details for A3 uses. 
o Roof terrace/balcony furniture or structures (including seating, platers, fencing, 

wind breaks, umbrellas and heaters). 
o Sound insulation and noise control measures for any mechanical plant. 
o Air quality assessment to reflect GLA air quality neutral policy. 
o Delivery and Servicing Plan. 
o Demolition and Construction Logistics Plan/Environment Management Plan. 
o Inclusive access principles such as internal doors, corridors, stairs, lifts, wheelchair 

WCs, baby changing facilities, kitchens, meeting room facilities, reception counters, 
and access to the roof gardens/terrace. 

o SUDs management and/or rainwater harvesting. 
o Green/brown roof details. 
o Full landscaping details. 
o Land contamination investigation with remedial works. 
o Programme of archaeology investigation and measures to be agreed. 
o Details of future proofing for connection to district heating network. 
o Revised energy strategy 
o Details on minimising the overheating risk (thermal modelling, comfort cooling). 
o Thames Water piling method to be submitted for approval. 

 For compliance: 
o Standard commencement within three years. 
o Approved plans list. 
o The small/micro workspace on the ground and lower ground floor is not to be let to 

a single occupant and mist be let in units of 90 sq.m or less. 
o The breakout space on the ground and lower ground floor is to be used for the 

small/micro businesses on these floors only and not for use by the occupants of the 
other floors of the building. 

o Removal of permitted development rights preventing office-to-residential 
conversion and ground floor commercial units to be used only for the specified 
purposes. 

o Full details of ground floor elevations, including entrances to be submitted for 
approval. 

o Materials samples to be submitted for approval and Green Procurement Plan. 
o No obscure glazing to ground floor windows, doors or shopfronts. 
o No, plumbing, pipes etc or CCTV or security lighting on street elevations. 
o Protection of LUL infrastructure. 
o Hours of restriction on use of roof terrace. 
o Controls over plant noise. 
o Hours of restriction on use of servicing area to protect residential amenity. 
o Servicing must only take place within the designated loading bay and not from the 

street and servicing area must be managed with a banksman to minimise conflicts 
between cyclist/pedestrian and vehicle movements. 

o Electric vehicle charging point to be provided. 
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o Cycle parking including shower/changing facilities and lockers to be provided as 
specified. 

o Biodiversity improvements to be provided – bird/bat boxes. 
o ‘Excellent’ BREEAM Assessment - materials, construction waste and responsible 

sourcing credits to be achieved. 
o Cycling parking and refuse area to be provided prior to first occupation. 

 
Informatives 

 

 Section 106 agreement 

 CIL requirements 

 Construction management 

Publication protocol 

7 This report has been published seven days prior to the Representation Hearing, in 
accordance with the GLA procedure for Representation Hearings. Where necessary, an addendum to 
this report will be published on the day of the Representation Hearing.  This report, any addendum, 
draft decision notices and the Mayor of London’s decision on this case will be made available on the 
GLA website:  

https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/planning-applications-and-decisions/public-
hearings/monmouth-house-public 

Site description  

The site 

8 The site lies 80 metres to the south of Old Street roundabout, on the junction of City Road and 
Featherstone Street.  It is within the south-eastern corner of the borough of Islington close to its 
boundary with the City of London.  The site is approximately 0.22 hectares in size and is bound by City 
Road to the east, Bunhill Fields Burial Ground to the south and Featherstone Street to the north.  It is 
currently occupied by a four/five storey office building accessed from both City Road and 
Featherstone Street, and an adjoining four storey office building fronting Featherstone Street.  
Together, these existing buildings provide approximately 7,223 sq.m (NIA) and 9,178 sq.m (GEA) of 
office floorspace (Use Class B1) and are currently occupied by Thompson Reuters and Action on 
Hearing Loss.  Both buildings are currently serviced from Featherstone Street. 

9 All of the site is within the Central Activities Zone (CAZ) and part of the site (the City Road 
frontage and part of the Featherstone Street building) are within the boundary of the City Fringe 
Opportunity Area as identified in the London Plan 2015.  It is also within two locally designated 
Employment Priority Areas – Epworth Street/Old Street area and Featherstone Street area– as 
identified in the Finsbury Local Plan. 

Surrounding area 

10 To the west on Featherstone Street the site adjoins Matisse Court, a modern, six-storey mixed-
use building.  Beyond that is a vacant site formerly occupied by Moorfields School.  To the south and 
fronting City Road, the site adjoins Lexington Apartments, a 1950/60’s office building that was re-
clad and converted to apartments in the 1990’s.  This building is five storeys on City Road rising to 12 
storeys (39 metres in height) at the rear where it adjoins Bunhill Fields.  Opposite the site to the east 
across City Road is Oliver’s Yard, a recent office refurbishment scheme by the same applicant, of 
between seven/eight storeys. 

https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/planning-applications-and-decisions/public-hearings/monmouth-house-public
https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/planning-applications-and-decisions/public-hearings/monmouth-house-public
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11 To the north of the site directly across Featherstone Street is the emerging White Collar 
Factory development, which is due for completion in summer 2016. When complete this development 
will provide and office-led mixed use development with a range of buildings of four to six storeys on 
Featherstone Street rising to 17 storeys on Old Street roundabout.   

12 As noted in paragraph eight above, the south part of the site’s boundary adjoins the Bunhill 
Field Burial Ground, which is a Grade I Listed Registered Park or Garden of Special Historic Interest.  
The burial ground also contains 76 Grade II and II* Listed headstones.  Approximately 90 metres to 
the south-west is the Grade I listed Wesley’s Chapel.  The site falls just outside of the boundary of the 
Bunhill Fields and Finsbury Square Conservation Area – the burial ground to the south and the 
buildings on the northern side of Featherstone Street fall within the boundary. 

Transport 

13 City Road forms part of the Strategic Road Network (SRN) and joins the Transport for London 
Road Network (TLRN) at Old Street roundabout, 100 metres to the north. Old Street station, located 
on the roundabout, provides Northern line London Underground services and National rail services 
between Moorgate and Hertfordshire.  Circle, Hammersmith and City and Metropolitan line London 
Underground services are available at Moorgate station, 700 metres to the south of the site. 
Numerous bus services are also available from Old Street station and as such the site records the 
highest possible public transport access level (PTAL) of 6b. The nearest cycle hire docking station is 
also located at Old Street station.  

Details of the proposals  

14 The scheme proposes the demolition of the existing buildings and redevelopment comprising a 
new building with a total of 13,393 sq.m (GIA) of B1 office floorspace, of which 11,963 sq.m will be 
market office space on the upper floors and 1,430 sq.m (GIA) will be flexible, affordable workspace at 
ground floor level designed to meet the needs to small and micro sized enterprises.  In addition, 404 
sq.m (GIA) of cafe and retail uses are proposed at ground floor (Use Class A1) which includes a 
“breakout” area in conjunction with the cafe that will serve as communal space. 

15 The affordable workspace, combined with the retail uses as ground floor level are intended to 
activate the street frontage and complement the ground floor uses and locations of them within the 
emerging White Collar Factory, Oliver’s Yard and surrounding commercial developments. 

16 The proposed building fronting City Road is 11 storeys with a maximum height of 44 metres, 
and steps down on the Featherstone Street frontage to 10 storeys with a maximum height of 36 
metres. Further along Featherstone Street the building is five storeys with a maximum height of 19 
metres. 

17 The footprint of the building has a stepped pattern which breaks down the mass of the 
structure into four blocks modulated in height and position.  The tallest element meets the site 
boundaries at the junction of City Road and Featherstone Street, with the taller element along 
Featherstone Street stepped back from the northern boundary by 1.5 metres, with a greater setback 
from the boundary wall with the Lexington Apartments.  Along Featherstone Street the extent of the 
building extent in the south-west corner is aligned with the rear of 15-18 Featherstone Street, with a 
modulated element meeting the site boundary between the western-most block and taller element on 
Featherstone Street.  The building will be set back from the rear boundary with Bunhill Fields by five 
metres.  A lower ground level is proposed that will extend beneath the footprint of the entire building. 

18 The main entrance to the building is located at the north-east corner of the new building 
facing City Road, and access to the affordable workspace will be off Featherstone Street, aligned 
with entrance locations of the White Collar Factory site across Featherstone Street.  Entrances to 
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the retail unit and cafe will be from City Road.  The accessible parking space and loading bay is 
accessed from Featherstone Street at ground level, and space for 292 cycles will be provided at 
lower ground floor level with stepped and rail access direct from Featherstone Street.  10 additional 
secure cycle spaces will be provide outside of the affordable office entrance along Featherstone 
Street. 

Amendments 

19 Amendments were received during the course of the application which are summarised 
below: 

 Additional visitor cycle parking on Featherstone Street (22 spaces in total). 

 Additional rooftop photovoltaic (PV) panels, increasing the total from 50 sq.m to 
approximately 200 sq.m. 

 Updated energy assessment as a result of the increased PV panel coverage, increasing the 
expected regulated carbon dioxide (CO2) emission reduction from 41% to 42.5% (total CO2 
emission reduction remains at 22%). 

 Additional/updated information was also submitted on: BREEAM Excellent pre-assessment; 
district energy network feasibility study; draft green performance plan; updated 
construction management plan (CMP), and in response to questions raised on matters of 
daylight/sunlight, acoustic and air quality impacts, archaeology and water/wastewater. 

Relevant planning history  

Pre-application 

20 On 13 July 2015 a pre-planning application meeting was held at City Hall. This included 
attendees from Islington Council as well as those representing the applicant. On 21 July 2015 an 
advice report was issued to the applicant, detailing what strategic issues were necessary to be 
addressed in advance of formally applying for planning permission.   

21 Separate pre-application meetings also took place with officers of Islington Council, who 
issued a letter on 9 April 2015 commenting on an earlier iteration of the scheme which included 13-14 
storey buildings.  A summary of the Council’s views on this scheme is included at section 2.2 of the 
Council’s delegated report. 

Application stage 

22 On 5 August 2014 Islington Council notified the Mayor of London that a planning 
application had been submitted and were of potential strategic importance, referring the case under 
Category 1C of the Schedule to the Mayor of London Order 2008.  

 1C - “Development which comprises or includes the erection of a building more than thirty 
metres high and outside the City of London”.  

23 On 4 September 2015 the Mayor considered a GLA planning report reference 
D&P/3698/01.  This report advised Islington Council that the proposals had the potential to 
contribute strongly towards the objectives of the Draft City Fringe Opportunity Area Planning 
Framework, and whist the scheme was broadly acceptable in London Plan terms, further work or 



 page 11 

clarification was required on matters of affordable workspace, off-site affordable housing, climate 
change and transport. 

Stage 2 

24 On 16 October 2015, Islington Council resolved to refuse planning permission under 
delegated powers, and on 22 October 2015 it advised the Mayor of this decision.  The reasons for 
refusal were: 

1. The proposed development, with the demolition of two buildings that provide a neutral and not 
overbearing relationships to the Bunhill Fields Burial Ground, Conservation Area and streetscape, 
and their replacement with much larger buildings which by virtue of their height, bulk, scale and 
detailed design would substantially harm the setting of the Grade I Listed Bunhill Fields Burial 
Ground, the conservation area and the streetscape.  There are insufficient public benefits which 
outweigh this harm.  The proposal is therefore contrary to Policy 12 (Conserving and Enhancing 
the Historic Environment) of the National Planning Policy Framework 2012), policy 7.8 
(Sustaining and Enhancing the Significance of Heritage Assets) of the London Plan 2015, 
Policies CS 7 (Bunhill and Clerkenwell), CS 9 (Protecting and Enhancing Islington's Built and 
Historic Environment) of Islington's Core Strategy 2011 and Policies DM2.1 (Design), DM2.3 
(Heritage) of Islington's Development Management Policies 2013 and policies BC3 (Old Street) 
and BC9 (Tall Buildings) of the Finsbury Local Plan, 2013. 

2. The proposal would result in an unacceptable harm to the amenities of some nearby residential 
units, and insufficient information has been submitted to assess the impact on other residential 
units, through the loss of natural daylight and sunlight, contrary to policies 7.6 (Architecture) 
and 7.7 (location and design of tall and large buildings) of the London Plan 2015, policy DM2.1 
(Design) of the Council's Development Management Policies, policy BC9 of the Finsbury Local 
Plan, 2013 and contrary to The Building Research Establishment (BRE) Guidelines - Site Layout 
Planning for Daylight and Sunlight: a guide to good practice, 2011. 

3. In the absence of sufficient information, the proposal would result in an unacceptable wind 
impacts on the local environment, contrary to policies 7.6 (Architecture) and 7.7 (location and 
design of tall and large buildings) of the London Plan 2015, Policy DM2.1 (Design) of Islington's 
Development Management Policies 2013 and policy BC9 (Tall Buildings) of the Finsbury Local 
Plan, 2013. 

4. In the absence of an appropriate Section 106 Deed of Planning Obligation the proposed 
development fails to mitigate its impacts and secure compliance with the Development Plan.  
The proposal is therefore contrary to policy 8.2 of the London Plan 2015, policy CS 18 of 
Islington's Core Strategy 2011, policy DM9.2 of Islington's Development Management Policies 
2013 and Islington's Planning Obligations SPD (2014).  

25 On 4 November 2015, the Mayor considered a GLA planning report reference 
D&P/3698/02.  Having regard to; the details of the planning application; the matters set out in 
Islington Council’s delegated report and draft decision notice, and; the fact that the policy tests set 
out within Article 7 of the Order had been met in that (a) the development has a “significant impact 
on the implementation of the London Plan”, (b) the development “has a significant effect on more 
than one borough”, and (c) that there are “sound planning reasons for the Mayor to intervene”, the 
Mayor issued a direction under Article 7 of the Order that he would act as the Local Planning 
Authority for the purpose of determining the application. 
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Site visit 

26 The Mayor undertook an accompanied site visit on 29 January 2016, with GLA officers, 
representatives from Islington Council, and the applicant team. 

Relevant legislation, policies and guidance 

27 In determining this application, the Mayor must do so in accordance with the requirement of 
section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and section 38(6) of the Planning and 
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.  In particular the Mayor is required to determine the application in 
accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  The 
Mayor must also determine this application in accordance with the statutory duties of sections 66 
and 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 whereby he must have 
special regard to the desirability of preserving Listed Buildings, their settings and any features of 
special architectural or historic interest which they possess, and give special attention to the 
desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of the conservation areas which 
may be affected by the proposed development. 

28 The development plan for present purposes comprise; the London Plan 2015 (Consolidated 
with Alterations since 2011); Islington Core Strategy (2011); Islington Development Management 
Policies DPD 2013, and; the Finsbury Local Plan DPD 2013.  The Mayor is also required to have 
regard to national planning policy in the form of the NPPF and NPPG, as well as supplementary 
planning documents and, depending on their state of advancement, emerging elements of the 
development plan and other planning policies. 

29  The relevant material planning considerations relate to: land use principles (Class B office-
led development with ancillary A-type uses, off-site delivery of affordable housing); urban design 
(including public realm, height, mass and appearance) and historic environment; residential 
amenity; inclusive design; sustainable development; transport and car parking provision; and, 
mitigating the impact of development through planning obligations. The relevant planning policies 
and guidance at the national, regional and local levels are as follows: 

National planning policy and guidance 

30 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) provides the Government’s overarching 
planning policy, key to which, is a presumption in favour of sustainable development. The NPPF 
defines three dimensions to sustainable development: an economic role contributing to building a 
strong, responsive and competitive economy; a social role supporting strong, vibrant and healthy 
communities; and, an environmental role contributing to protecting and enhancing our natural, built 
and historic environment. The relevant components of the NPPF are: 

1. Building a strong, competitive economy; 
2. Promoting sustainable transport; 
3. Delivering a wide choice of high quality homes; 
4. Requiring good design; 
5. Promoting healthy communities; 
6. Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change; 
7. Conserving and enhancing the natural environment, and; 
8. Conserving and enhancing the historic environment. 

31 The Government and the Inspectorate have accepted the Mayor’s view that the London 
Plan is the London expression of the NPPF.  This is now reflected in the London Plan 2015 
(Consolidated with Alterations since 2011). 
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32 On 6 March 2014 the Government published new Planning Practice Guidance as part of an 
internet-based national guidance resource. The Planning Practice Guidance has superseded and 
cancelled various circulars, good practice guides and Chief Planning Officer’s letters (including the 
2009 Circular and guidance note on The Protection and Management of World Heritage Sites).  For 
the avoidance of doubt, the new Planning Practice Guidance has been taken into account in the 
assessment of this application. 

Regional planning policy and guidance 

33 The London Plan 2015 (Consolidated with Alterations since 2011) is the Spatial 
Development Strategy for Greater London. The relevant policies within the London Plan are: 

 Policy 1.1 Delivering the strategic vision and objectives for London; 

 Policy 2.10  Central Activities Zone – strategic priorities; 

 Policy 2.11  Central Activities Zone – strategic functions; 

 Policy 2.12 Central Activities Zone – predominantly local activities; 

 Policy 2.13 Opportunity Areas and Intensification Areas; 

 Policy 4.1   Developing London’s economy; 

 Policy 4.2   Offices; 

 Policy 4.3   Mixed use development and offices; 

 Policy 4.12  Improving opportunities for all; 

 Policy 5.1  Climate change mitigation; 

 Policy 5.2 Minimising carbon dioxide emissions; 

 Policy 5.3  Sustainable design and construction; 

 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;  

  Water use and supplies;  

 Policy 5.16 Waste net self-sufficiency;  

 Policy 5.17 Waste capacity;  

 Policy 5.18 Construction, excavation and demolition waste;  

 Policy 6.1  Strategic approach; 

 Policy 6.2 Providing public transport capacity and safeguarding land for transport; 

 Policy 6.3  Assessing the effects of development on transport capacity; 

 Policy 6.5 Funding Crossrail and other strategically important transport infrastructure; 

 Policy 6.7 Better streets and surface transport;  

 Policy 6.9  Cycling; 

 Policy 6.10 Walking; 

 Policy 6.12 Road network capacity; 

 Policy 6.13 Parking; 

 Policy 7.1 Lifetime neighbourhoods; 

 Policy 7.2 An inclusive environment; 

 Policy 7.3 Designing out crime; 
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 Policy 7.4 Local character; 

 Policy 7.5 Public realm; 

 Policy 7.6 Architecture; 

 Policy 7.7 Location and design of tall and large buildings; 

 Policy 7.8 Heritage assets and archaeology;  

 Policy 7.14  Improving air quality;  

 Policy 7.15  Reducing noise and enhancing soundscapes;  

 Policy 8.2 Planning obligations; and, 

 Policy 8.3 Community Infrastructure Levy. 

34 The following published supplementary planning guidance (SPG), strategies and other 
documents are also relevant:  

 City Fringe Opportunity Area Planning Framework (December 2015);  

 Shaping Neighbourhoods: Character and Context SPG (June 2014);  

 Accessible London: achieving an inclusive environment SPG (October 2014);  

 Sustainable Design and Construction SPG (April 2014);  

 The Control of Dust and Emissions during Construction and Demolition SPG (July 2014);  

 Use of Planning Obligations in the Funding of Crossrail, and the Mayoral Community 
Infrastructure Levy SPG (April 2013);  

 The Mayor's Ambient Noise Strategy (March 2004); and  

 The Mayor's Air Quality Strategy (December 2010).  

Local planning policy 

35 Islington Council’s adopted Core Strategy (2011), Development Management Policies DPD 
(2013), the Finsbury Local Plan (2013) and Site Allocations DPD (2013) contain the local planning 
policies for the Borough. The relevant policies are: 

Islington Core Strategy: 

 Policy CS7  Bunhill and Clerkenwell; 

 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 CS13 Employment spaces;  

 Policy CS15 Open space and green infrastructure;  

 Policy CS18 Delivery and infrastructure; 

 Policy CS19 Health Impact Assessments; and 

Development Management Policies: 

 Policy DM2.1 Design; 

 Policy DM2.2 Inclusive design; 

 Policy DM2.3 Heritage;  

 Policy DM2.5 Landmarks; 

 Policy DM2.7 Telecommunications and utilities;  

 Policy DM3.7 Noise and vibration;  

 Policy DM4.1 Maintaining and promoting small and independent shops; 
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 Policy DM4.3 Location and concentration of uses; 

 Policy DM4.8 Shopfronts; 

 Policy DM5.1 New business floorspace; 

 Policy DM5.4 Size and affordability of workspace; 

 Policy DM6.1 Healthy development; 

 Policy DM6.2 New and improved public open spaces; 

 Policy DM6.5  Landscaping, trees and biodiversity; 

 Policy DM6.6 Flood prevention; 

 Policy DM7.1 Sustainable design and construction; 

 Policy DM7.3 Decentralised energy networks; 

 Policy DM7.4 Sustainable design standards; 

 Policy DM7.5 Heating and cooling; 

 Policy DM8.1 Movement hierarchy; 

 Policy DM8.2  Managing transport impacts; 

 Policy DM8.3 Public transport; 

 Policy DM8.4 Walking and cycling 

 Policy DM8.5 Vehicle parking 

 Policy DM8.6 Delivery and servicing for new developments 

 Policy DM9.1 Infrastructure; 

 Policy DM9.2 Planning obligations; and 

 Policy DM9.3 Implementation. 

Finsbury Local Plan – AAP for Bunhill and Clerkenwell: 

 Policy BC3  Old Street; 

 Policy BC8  Achieving a balanced mix of uses; 

 Policy BC9  Tall buildings and contextual considerations for building heights; and 

 Policy BC10 Implementation. 

36 Also relevant are the following Islington Council’s supplementary planning documents: 

 Inclusive Design in Islington (2014); 

 Environmental Design SPD (2012); 

 Inclusive Landscape Design SPD (2010); 

 Planning Obligations (section 106) SPD (2013); 

 Streetbook SPD (2012); 

 Urban Design Guide SPD (2006); 

 Draft Development Viability SPD (Consultation Draft, July 2015); and 

 Bunhill Fields/Finsbury Square Conservation Area Design Guidelines. 

Islington Council’s Community Infrastructure Levy 

37 London borough councils are able to introduce Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) charges 
which are payable in addition to the Mayor’s CIL.  Islington Council’s CIL came into effect on 1 
September 2014.  The Islington CIL charging schedule sets a rate of £300 per sq.m. for housing, 
£80 per sq.m for offices and £175 sq.m. for retail.   
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Response to consultation  

38 As part of the planning process, Islington Council carried out consultation in respect of this 
application. The application was publicised by sending notifications to 486 addresses in the vicinity 
of the site, and placing notices at the site and in the local press on 13 August 2015.  The 
consultation also included all relevant statutory bodies.  All consultation responses received in 
response to Islington Council’s local consultation process, and any other representations received by 
Islington Council and/or the Mayor of London in respect of this application at the time of writing 
this report, are summarised below.  The Mayor has had all consultation responses made available to 
him in either electronic or hard copy.   

Statutory consultee responses  

39 Greater London Authority (including Transport for London): The Mayor’s Stage One 
consultation comments (GLA report ref: D&P/3698/01 dated 4 September 2015) and the Mayor’s 
Stage Two decision (GLA report ref: D&P/3698/02 dated 4 November 2015) are set out in those 
reports and summarised in the ‘Relevant case history’ section above. 

40 Historic England:  “The proposals would enhance, rather than harm, the significance of 
Bunhill Fields Burial Ground, and this part of the conservation area through better designed 
buildings of appropriate materials forming a more consistent urban edge to the open space.  We are 
mindful of the increased height of the corner buildings, but do not believe that this alone, when 
considered in the wider context of the area, would cause harm to the significance of the Grade I 
registered landscape or the conservation area.” 

41 Historic England (Greater London Archaeological Advisory Service):  No objection subject to 
conditions and informatives. 

42 Thames Water:  No objection raised subject to a condition being included requiring further 
detail on piling methods, and informatives regarding non-return valves, petrol/oil interceptors, 
groundwater discharge, flow rates and building within five metres of a water main. 

43 City of London:  Whilst no objection was raised on the five storey building on Featherstone 
Street, the Corporation objected to the 11 storey building which it considered would “overshadow 
the northern end of the garden…introduce a significantly larger built mass into the skyline and 
outlook of the garden, overshadowing it and greatly affecting its open and natural aspect impinging 
upon its character, amenity and tranquillity”.  

Representations made to Islington Council 

44 Within its delegated report, Islington Council reported that it had received 21 responses.   
All responses were provided to the GLA when the application was referred back to the Mayor at 
Stage Two and have been made available to the Mayor in advance of the hearing.   

45 The main concerns and issues raised in the objections received by the Council are 
summarised as follows: 

 The need for the loss of the existing building was questioned; 

 Height and scale out of character, and will close in and dominate the street; 

 Harm to Bunhill Fields, other heritage assets within it, and harm to the conservation area; 

 Unimaginative design; bland box design; appearance out of character with historical part of 
London; 
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 The wind impact and tunnel effect in Bunhill Fields and surrounding streets will be worsened 
by the taller building; 

 Harm to trees; 

 Loss of amenity for neighbouring residential occupiers - loss of light and privacy, visual 
dominance, noise disturbance; 

 Construction impacts, inaccuracies in application documents,   

Representations made to the Mayor of London  

46 At the time of writing this report 13 objections had been received directly to the Mayor 
since his decision to take over the determination of the planning application.  The list below 
summarises the nature of these representations: 

 Harm to the significance of the neighbouring heritage assets (including Bunhill Fields 
Burial Ground, the conservation and Wesley’s Chapel) in terms of height, bulk, 
dominance 

 Harm to the character and street scenes of the surrounding area 

 Detract from the importance of the burial ground as a tourist attraction 

Representations summary 

47 All the representations received in respect of this application have been made available to 
the Mayor in printed form however, in the interests of conciseness, and for ease of reference, the 
issues raised have been summarised in this report as detailed above. 

48 The main issues raised by the consultation responses, and the various other representations 
received, are addressed within the ‘Material planning considerations’ section of this report, and, 
where appropriate, through the proposed planning conditions, planning obligations and/or 
informatives outlined in the ‘Recommendation summary’ section of this report.  

Material planning considerations 

49 Having regard to the site and the details of the proposed development, relevant planning 
policy at the local, regional and national levels; and, the consultation responses and representations 
received, the principal planning issues raised by the application that the Mayor must consider are: 

 Land use principles (offices and employment-led uses in the CAZ and OA); 

 Heritage impact; 

 Urban design (including height, mass, appearance, public realm); 

 Inclusive design; 

 Residential amenity (including daylight and sunlight, visual intrusion, privacy, 
noise/disturbance, and wind); 

 Sustainability and climate change;  

 Transport, including parking provision;  

 Mitigating the impact of development through planning obligations. 

50 These issues are considered within the sections that follow. 
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Land use principles 

51 As noted in the ‘Site description’ section of this report, the site is located within the Central 
Activities Zone (CAZ) and the City Fringe Opportunity Area as defined in the London Plan, and 
within two locally designated Employment Priority Areas (Epworth Street/Old Street and 
Featherstone Street), as defined in Islington Council’s Core Strategy. 

Policy - Strategic 

52 London Plan Policies 2.10 and 2.11 state that the Mayor will enhance and promote the unique 
international, national and London-wide roles of the CAZ, supporting the distinct offer of the zone 
based on a rich mix of local as well as strategic uses, forming the globally iconic core of one of the 
world’s most attractive and competitive business locations.  The strategic priorities and functions focus 
on bringing forward development capacity, delivering high quality design and providing for a range of 
occupiers and mix of uses.  Paragraph 2.46 makes clear that “It will be important to ensure an 
adequate supply of office accommodation and other workspaces in the CAZ…suitable to meet the 
needs of a growing and changing economy”. 

53 Policy 2.11 also states that development within the CAZ should increase office floorspace and 
include a mix of uses that includes housing, unless there are exceptional circumstances where such a 
mix demonstrably conflicts with other policies of the London Plan.  Policy 4.3 specifically deals with 
mixed-use development and office development and states that where development results in an 
increase in office floorspace or those above a local threshold, the mix of uses should include housing, 
unless such a mix demonstrably conflicts with other policies of the London Plan.  

54 London Plan Policies 4.2 and 2.10 encourage the renewal and modernisation of existing office 
stock in viable locations to improve its quality and flexibility, seeking increases in current stock where 
there is evidence of sustained demand for office based activities. 

55 As well as falling within the CAZ, the site is located within ‘Inner London’ for which specific 
guidance is set out in Policy 2.9 of the London Plan.  The policy seeks to sustain and enhance the 
economic and demographic growth while also improving its distinct environment, neighbourhoods 
and public realm; sustaining and supporting existing and new communities; addressing its unique 
concentrations of deprivation, and improving quality of life and health for those living, working, 
studying or visiting there. 

56 London Plan Policy 2.13 deals with development in Opportunity Areas, which are the capital’s 
major reservoir of brownfield land with significant capacity to accommodate new housing, commercial 
and other development linked to existing or potential public transport accessibility.  The City Fringe 
Opportunity Area, within which the site is located, has an indicative employment capacity of 70,000 
new jobs and a minimum of 8,700 new homes over the plan period.  The recently adopted City Fringe 
Opportunity Area Planning Framework (OAPF) identifies the potential for economic growth associated 
with the digital-creative sector in this part of London, which has become known as ‘Tech City’.  Start-
up businesses have played a critical role in the establishment of this cluster and continue to attract 
inward investment and corporate relocations to the area. The site is located within the “inner core” of 
the City Fringe, where demand for office space has been increasing. This is as a result of growth in 
digital-creative businesses but also high growth in financial and business services now competing for 
limited space in the area. Rents have been rising and many smaller businesses and start-ups have been 
displaced as a consequence of high demand and a constrained office market. The City Fringe OAPF 
envisages the continued expansion of employment floorspace in the inner core area to support 
London’s critical mass of financial and business services and the growth of the digital-creative sector 
in Tech City. Furthermore the OAPF recognises the important role that affordable workspace plays in 
facilitating the continued presence of start-ups and small businesses. 



 page 19 

57 London Plan Policy 4.10 states that the Mayor and boroughs will work with developers and 
businesses to ensure availability of a range of workspaces, including start-up space, co-working space 
and ‘grow-on’ space and support the evolution of London’s science, technology, media and 
telecommunications (TMT) sector and promote clusters such as Tech City. 

Policy - Local 

58 Islington’s Core Strategy identifies Bunhill and Clerkenwell as the borough’s most important 
employment location in the CAZ.  Policy CS7 states that employment development within this area 
will contribute to a diverse local economy, which supports and complements the Central London 
economy.  The Policy in particular encourages opportunities for mixed-use development and also 
states that housing growth will be sought across the area with a wide range of dwelling types, 
affordable tenures and family sized homes.  Islington’s Core Strategy Policy CS13 also encourages 
new employment floorspace to locate within the CAZ, protects existing employment floorspace and 
requires development to provide jobs and training opportunities. 

59 The Finsbury Local Plan Policies BC3 and BC8 support the maximum reasonable amount of 
business floorspace on sites, including workspaces suitable for SME’s, although notes that it should 
not be unfettered office (B1a) floorspace and must, where appropriate, include other uses such as 
retail, leisure, non-business-related uses and affordable workspace.  In addition, the Policy states 
that major development proposals that will result in a net increase in office floorspace in the CAZ, 
should include housing which should be equivalent to at least 20% of the total net increase in 
office floorspace.  Policy DM5.1 reiterates this position and allows for a financial contribution 
towards affordable housing instead where it is not appropriate for housing to be provided on site. 

60 Islington’s Development Management Policy DM5.4 states that major development 
proposals for employment floorspace must incorporate an appropriate amount of affordable 
workspace and/or workspace suitable for occupation by small or micro enterprises (SME’s).  FLP 
Policy BC8 builds on this principle, and states that for proposals in excess of 10,000 sq.m, an 
equivalent of 5% of the floorspace should be for SME’s. 

Assessment    

61 The current buildings have a total of 8,213 sq.m (GIA) of B1 floorspace, and the proposals 
include a total of 13,393 sq.m (GIA) of B1 office floorspace, resulting in an uplift of 6,170 sq.m of B1 
floorspace.  This space will be capable of being subdivided if necessary, so that it can be used flexibly 
as demand dictates, and will have improved quality and efficiency than the existing floorspace.  The 
uplift in office floorspace and increased efficiency and flexibility of the building, giving a substantial 
increase in the number of jobs that can be supported on this site, is therefore welcomed. 

62 The proposals include a self-contained A1 unit on the City Road frontage, an ancillary cafe, 
and 1,430 sq.m. (GIA) of workspace suitable for SME’s at ground and lower ground floor levels 
accessed from Featherstone Street.  This space will be finished to a functional standard but will 
otherwise have the same building performance and accessibility standards as the market 
accommodation.  The space will be broken down into six separate 90 sq.m units plus shared facilities 
and a “breakout space” so as to allow for separate or collaborative working.  The space will be located 
adjacent to the cafe facilities, further supporting the ability of affordable office users to meet 
informally and collaborate.  The quantum of affordable workspace equates to 9% of the overall office 
floorspace, which is welcome, as is the general approach to design and integration within the wider 
scheme.  It is also recognised that the applicant is already a significant provider of workspace in 
London with extensive experience of successfully designing and managing similar facilities to those 
proposed in the nearby area.  
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63 Within the application documents, the applicant has provided market information confirming 
that the site is within an area that continues to be attractive for tech start-ups and new overseas 
entrants looking to set up European headquarters.  The large-floorplate office space is specifically 
aimed at this sector, with the proportion of affordable workspace aimed at start-ups located close to 
the supporting breakout and niche retail/cafe facilities. The proposals will also link to the emerging 
White Collar Factory to the north of the site, further strengthening the role of the area as the hub of 
Tech City. 

64 The proposed cafe/breakout spaces and the small scale retail uses are important in supporting 
the continued role of Tech City as a vibrant business quarter, with abundant informal networking 
opportunities and "third space" provision for start-ups.  As required by Islington’s DM Policy DM5.4 
and Finsbury Local Plan Policies BC3 and BC8, the draft section 106 agreement includes obligations to 
ensure that the space is leased to meet the needs of SME’s, which is supported, including: 

 That the workspace is only let in units of 90 sq.m or less, or if not provided as physically 
separate units or in units larger than 90 sq.m, it is demonstrated how the space will meet the 
needs of SME’s through its design, management and/or potential lease terms; 

 The SME must not be let to a single occupant; 

 The breakout spaces on the ground and lower ground floors must only be used by the SME 
businesses and are not for use by the occupants on other floors of the building. 

 
Lack of residential 
 
65 The proposals do not include any residential units, although encouraged by London Plan 
Policies 2.11 and 4.3, Islington’s Development Management Policy DM5.1 and Finsbury Local Plan 
Policy BC8.  However, the policies noted do allow for exceptions where mixed uses might compromise 
broader objectives or where greater housing provision can be secured elsewhere. 

66 As noted earlier in this report, within this part of the CAZ and throughout the City Fringe there 
is a strategic concern over the balance of office space to other uses, particularly residential given the 
permitted development rights for office to residential conversions. This concern is more significant on 
sites such as this, in the inner core areas of the City Fringe.  As already discussed, without sufficient 
ongoing levels of office provision, particularly small and affordable offices, the competitiveness of this 
strategically important office location could be undermined and future economic growth jeopardised.  
This is analysed in more detail in the applicant’s Demand Analysis submitted with the application, and 
which Islington Council considered to be acceptable in its delegated report.  The inclusion of 
residential units would either necessitate a reduction in office floorspace or an increase in height and 
bulk across the development, neither of which is desirable in view of the need for additional 
employment floorspace or the potential impact on the setting of Bunhill Fields (discussed in the 
‘Heritage’ section of this report).  Therefore, an office scheme that does not include residential 
development is supported in this location in line with London Plan Policies 2.11 and 4.3, Islington’s 
Development Management Policy DM5.1 and Finsbury Local Plan Policy BC8. 

67 As housing remains a high strategic priority, in accordance with London Plan Policy 2.11 and 
Islington’s DM Policy DM5.1, the draft section 106 agreement includes a financial contribution of 
£493,600 towards the delivery of off-site affordable housing. 

68 In conclusion, the land use principles of the development are strongly supported and in 
accordance with London Plan Policies 2.9, 2.10, 2.13, 4.2, 4.10 and the objectives of the City Fringe 
OAPF, Policies CS7 and CS13 of Islington’s Core Strategy, Policy DM5.4 of Islington’s Development 
Management Policies and Policies BC3 and BC8 of the Finsbury Local Plan. 
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Heritage 

Legislation and policy 

69 The statutory duties for decisions makers in determining planning applications involving 
heritage assets in contained within Sections 66 and 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and 
Conservation Areas) Act 1990.  In relation to listed buildings, planning decisions must “have special 
regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural 
or historic interest which it possesses” and in relation to conservation areas, special attention must be 
paid to “the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of that area”. This 
should be given significant or special weight in the balance of making planning decisions. For clarity, 
Registered Parks and Gardens of Special Historic Interest are defined as designated heritage assets in 
the NPPF and the above duties therefore apply. 

70 Paragraphs 132-134 of the NPPF states that “when considering the impact of a proposed 
development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the 
asset’s conservation. The more important the asset, the greater the weight should be. Significance 
can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within 
its setting. As heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and convincing 
justification. Substantial harm to or loss of a grade II listed building, park or garden should be 
exceptional.  Substantial harm to or loss of designated heritage assets of the highest significance, 
notably scheduled monuments…grade I and II* listed buildings, grade I and II* registered parks and 
gardens…should be wholly exceptional.” 

71 It goes on to say that “where a proposed development will lead to substantial harm to or 
total loss of significance of a designated heritage asset, local planning authorities should refuse 
consent, unless it can be demonstrated that the substantial harm or loss is necessary to achieve 
substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss…” and “where a development proposal 
will lead to less than substantial harm…this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of 
the proposal…”. 

72 Chapter 12 of the NPPF also sets out key principles for the assessment of heritage impact 
when determining planning applications. In the case of Barnwell Manor in The Court of Appeal, it 
was held that a finding of harm to a listed building or its setting is a consideration to which the 
decision-maker must give considerable weight and that there should be a strong presumption 
against granting permission that would cause harm. The assessment criteria in this case is set out in 
the assessment section below. 

73 Policy 7.8 of the London Plan states “Development affecting heritage assets and their setting 
should conserve their significance, by being sympathetic to their form, scale, materials and 
architectural detail”.  The supportive text explains that development that affects the setting of 
heritage assets should be of the highest quality of architecture and design, and respond positively 
to local context and character. 

74 In relation to local policies, Policy CS9 of Islington’s Core Strategy sets out a number of 
criteria in relation to architecture and urban design that conserves and enhances heritage assets, 
whilst Policy CS7 refers to specific design elements important to the Bunhill and Clerkenwell area 
where the site is located.  Policy DM2.1 of Islington’s Development Management DPD states that 
development proposals must respect and respond positively to surrounding heritage assets.  

75 In particular, Finsbury Local Plan Policy BC3 states that “new buildings adjacent to the Grade 
I Listed Bunhill Fields Cemetery should exhibit a scale, massing and design which enhances its 
heritage value…”.  The Bunhill Fields/Finsbury Square Conservation Area Guidelines describe 
Bunhill Fields as a quiet retreat from the busy street with a very special character. It states that “it’s 
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seclusion and tranquillity must not be threatened by any increase in scale of building on City Road, 
Bunhill Row and Featherstone Street which backs onto the fields”. 

Significance of heritage assets 
 
76 As noted in paragraph 12 of this report, whilst there are no designated heritage assets within 
the red line boundary of the site, the site is adjacent or close to a number of designated heritage 
assets including: the Grade I Registered Park and Garden of Special Historic Interest at Bunhill Fields; 
76 Grade II and II* Listed headstones contained within it; the Grade I Listed Wesley Chapel about 90 
metres to the south-west, and; the Bunhill Fields and Finsbury Square Conservation Area, which the 
site is just outside of. 

Bunhill Fields Burial Ground 

77 Bunhill Fields Burial Ground is an open, green space (which is a rarity in this central London 
location) of outstanding heritage value, and is of exceptional national and international interest.  It is 
the pre-eminent graveyard for Nonconformists in England, and has been associated with burials since 
the 17th century. The areas of densely packed gravestones enclosed by railings, the 1950’s landscaping 
by the renowned landscape architect, Sir Peter Shepheard, the notable graves and monuments, and 
the historic walls and railings, all combine to make the site of exceptionally high significance.   The 76 
Grade II and II* Listed headstones and monuments within the grounds are markers and tombs from 
the 1670’s through to the nineteenth century, and are a memorial to persons of national importance 
including Bunyan, Blake and Defoe.  The walls, gates and railings are Grade II Listed structures. 

Bunhill Fields and Finsbury Square Conservation Area including Wesley’s Chapel 
 
Bunhill Fields is a key feature of the conservation area, which also contains a number of other 
famous and historic buildings and open spaces, including Wesley’s Chapel, Finsbury Square and the 
playing fields of the Honourable Artillery Compound surrounded by late 19th or early 20th century 
buildings.  City Road and Tabernacle Street, both running north and connected by several cross 
streets, are lined with solid late Victorian, Edwardian or more modern buildings, which are almost 
entirely commercial. Although buildings of quality are scattered, there is enough to give the area a 
cohesive character of Edwardian grandeur and Victorian commercialism which relates well to the 
spaces and streets because of their scale, materials and ornament. 
 
Assessment of heritage impact 
 
78 In line with the policy context set out at the beginning of this section, the applicant has 
undertaken an assessment of significance of all designated and non-designated heritage assets within 
the submitted Historic Environment Assessment. This sets out an individual assessment of significance 
for each heritage asset and an assessment of impacts on their significance.  The Council’s draft 
decision includes a refusal reason on the grounds that the development’s height, bulk, scale and 
detailed design would substantially harm the burial ground, the conservation area and streetscape, 
with insufficient public benefits to outweigh the harm.  This matter is assessed below. 

Bunhill Fields Burial Ground (including the listed monuments) and the Bunhill Fields and Finsbury 
Square Conservation Area 
 
79 At consultation stage, the Mayor noted that the proposals would result in an increase of 
enclosure in north facing views from within the cemetery, and considered that whilst this could alter 
the perception of openness to a certain degree, the development would appear recessive against the 
backdrop of the emerging high-rise development immediately to the north of the site.  The tallest 
element of the scheme is located on the north-eastern corner of the site, at the furthest point from 
the burial ground, where it would sit within a visual context of emerging tall building further north and 
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the adjoining Lexington apartment building.  The proposal then steps down along Featherstone Street 
to the modestly scaled elements immediately adjacent to the cemetery boundary.  The proposals have 
been designed to maintain the existing scale of development along Featherstone Street being only 
one storey taller than the existing Speedfix House.  In addition, the southern edge of the building will 
be setback from the site edge to acknowledge the cemetery’s boundary wall.   

80 It was also noted that the development proposals are of a significantly higher quality and 
architectural design than the existing building, which has a somewhat harmful impact on the visual 
qualities of the burial ground.  As such, the Mayor took the view when originally consulted that there 
would be very little harm on the significance of the burial ground and the listed monuments within it.  
Indeed, as confirmed by Historic England in its consultation response dated 14 August 2015, the 
proposals would “enhance, rather than harm, the significance of the burial ground (and this part of the 
conservation area), through better designed buildings of appropriate materials forming a consistent 
urban edge to the open space”.  Historic England continues on to state that it has been mindful of the 
increased height of the corner buildings, but does not believe that this alone, when considered in the 
wider context of the area, would cause harm to the significance of the Grade I registered landscape or 
the conservation area. 

81 Within its delegated report, Islington Council make reference to a dismissed appeal dated May 
2012 for a redevelopment scheme on a site further west – the former Moorfields School.  The site is 
located west of the application site on the corner on Featherstone Street and Bunhill Row.  The 
proposal before the Inspector was for a residential scheme comprising 121 units and some small 
commercial units, with buildings of 5-7 storeys on Featherstone Street, 6-7 storeys fronting Bunhill 
Row and 6 three-storey townhouses adjacent to its eastern boundary (backing onto the burial 
ground).  In dismissing the appeal, the Inspector considered that the layout, height, massing of the 
proposals would diminish the enjoyment and appreciation of the burial ground and its monuments, 
resulting in significant harm to the historic and architectural interest of the heritage assets. 

82 In coming to that view, it is important to understand the Inspector’s reasoning to determine 
how much weight should be afforded to this decision as a material consideration.  In her decision, the 
Inspector comments on the urban context surrounding the burial ground and refers to the enclosure 
afforded by the existing buildings along the northern part of the cemetery.    She comments that this 
enclosure “…forms part of the setting of the burial ground, influencing its character” and “heightens 
the importance of the open space, giving it a sense of intimacy, distinguishing it from the surrounding 
urban environment”.  She also states that “there is some commonality of height to the row of 
surrounding buildings, and this together with their simple perimeter layout affords a balance and 
harmony between the urban structures and the open burial ground”. 

83 The Inspector refers to the increase of scale, “particularly along Bunhill Row” commenting that 
it would threaten the sense of seclusion and tranquillity by altering the balance from one of harmony 
between the built form and open burial ground to one where the surrounding buildings would be 
oppressive and dominant.  She also makes reference to the introduction of houses at the rear of the 
development, noting that the siting and form would be “uncharacteristic of development surrounding 
the burial ground” that would “…stand out visually and disrupt the continuity of enclosure and simple 
layout of the perimeter blocks” resulting in a “…cluttered and claustrophobic development, 
undermining the simple and tranquil character of the burial ground and its surroundings.” 

84 Although the Inspector refers to Lexington Apartments as an “intrusive and incoherent element 
in the townscape”, she accepts that there are larger buildings in the area that can be seen from the 
burial ground.  However she also comments that they have “a fundamentally different relationship”, 
and would therefore have different heritage considerations to the scheme before her. 

85 The heritage considerations in this case are different.  The perimeter block form of buildings 
surrounding the burial ground on its northern edge would be maintained through the proposed 
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scheme, with an improved visual relationship through higher quality architecture compared to the 
existing buildings.  The increase in height proposed on the eastern part of the scheme fronting City 
Road would be read in the context of other taller buildings in that more urban context, which is 
distanced from the immediate relationship of the burial ground.  This context and relationship of City 
Road to the burial ground is very different from the relationship between the burial ground and the 
Moorfields School site and the character of Bunhill Row. 

Heritage – Other heritage assets 

86 The development would also have the potential to impact the setting other nearby heritage 
assets, including the wider Bunhill Fields and Finsbury Square Conservation Area, the listed Wesley’s 
Chapel, and the St, Luke’s and South Shoreditch and Moorfields Conservation Areas. 

87 Given the improved architectural quality over the existing buildings, the appropriate massing of 
the scheme in relation to the burial ground and the public realm improvements, the significance of the 
Bunhill Fields and Finsbury Square Conservation Area will be unaffected by the proposed 
development, and its wider setting would be improved.   

88 As noted at consultation stage, the site is 90 metres from the Wesley Chapel and not within 
any views of it, so the proposals would not cause harm to the significance of the listed building or its 
setting.  The information provided in support of the application demonstrates that the scheme would 
have a neutral or negligible impact on St. Lukes and South Shoreditch Conservation Areas and 
potentially enhance the southern setting of the Moorsfields Conservation Area.  At stage one, the 
Mayor confirmed that he concurred with this conclusion.  

Conclusion 

89 For the reasons set out in this section of the report, the proposals would have no harm on the 
significance of the Bunhill Fields Registered Park and Garden and the listed monuments within.  The 
proposals would also have no harm on the other heritage assets adjoining or nearby the site, including 
the three conservation areas - Bunhill Fields and Finsbury Square, Moorfields and St. Luke’s and South 
Shoreditch, and the listed Wesley’s Chapel.  The proposals therefore comply with: the statutory 
provisions in Sections 66 and 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990; 
the heritage policies in the NPPF; London Plan Policy 7.8; Policies CS7 and CS9 of Islington’s Core 
Strategy; the policies in Chapter 2 of Islington Council’s Development Management Document, and; 
Policies BC3, BC8 and BC9 of the Finsbury Local Plan. 

Urban design 

Policy 

90 The NPPF (paragraph 56) states that good design is a key aspect of sustainable development 
and is indivisible from good planning. Paragraph 63 states that, in determining applications, great 
weight should be given to outstanding designs which help raise the standard of design more 
generally in the area. 

91 In achieving the Mayor’s vision and objectives relating to neighbourhoods and architecture, 
Chapter 7 of the London Plan sets out a series of policies about the places and spaces in which 
Londoners live, work and visit.  Policy 7.1 sets some overarching design principles for development 
in London.  Other relevant design polices in this chapter include specific design requirements 
relating to: inclusive design (Policy 7.2); designing out crime (Policy 7.3); local character (Policy 
7.4); public realm (Policy 7.5); architecture (Policy 7.6); tall and large scale buildings (Policy 7.7); 
heritage assets (Policy 7.8), and; heritage-led regeneration (Policy 7.9). 
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92 Chapter 2 of Islington Council’s Development Management Document includes borough 
policies in relation to design, inclusive design and heritage whilst Policies BC3, BC8 and BC9 within 
the Finsbury Local Plan set out more specific key design objectives for the Old Street area, 
including matters such as public realm, architectural quality and tall buildings.  The Finsbury Local 
Plan sets out that any building taller than mid-rise (in the region of 12 and 18 metres) will be 
considered “tall” for the purposes of the policy.  Figure 17 in the Finsbury Local Plan highlights 
areas where tall buildings may be appropriate, and this site sits just outside of the yellow coloured 
area around Old Street roundabout where buildings over 30 metres may be appropriate. Outside of 
these areas, the policy requires building heights to respond to local context 

Assessment 

Ground floor layout 

93 As noted in the stage one consultation report, the Mayor considers that the proposals are well 
thought out and provide an opportunity to introduce a significant increase in active frontage along 
Featherstone Street and City Road.  The double height articulation of the corner will provide a legible 
entrance area, aligned to respond to pedestrian footfall from Old Street underground station and 
along City Road. The Mayor also noted that the scheme had been designed to utilise the existing 
servicing access at the western end of the site to consolidate and minimise servicing frontage as far as 
is feasible, which was welcomed.  At consultation stage, it was also noted that the proposed ground 
floor entrances and uses had been designed to align with the emerging White Collar Factory scheme 
immediately to the north of the site, which was commended. 

94 The scheme is designed to respond to the established plot widths and urban grain further to 
the west along Featherstone Street and proposes a staggered building line along this edge, made up 
of 20 metre frontages of varying setbacks. This provides an opportunity to increase pavement widths 
to denote entrance areas while enhancing the pedestrian environment and enabling the building to be 
broken down into four simple massing elements that relate to the predominant scale along 
Featherstone Street, stepping up in scale to mark the prominent City Road corner.   

95 The proposals provide the opportunity to improve on and contribute towards activating 
Featherstone Street as a key pedestrian link between Shoreditch/ St Leonard Street to the east and 
Whitecross Street/Clerkenwell to the west. The applicant has highlighted this opportunity in the 
Design and Access Statement provided in support of the application, which shows that setbacks to the 
building line at ground floor will increase pavement width and accommodate entrance areas away from 
the main pedestrian flow. This is supported.  

Tall buildings  

96 London Plan Policy 7.7 sets out specific design requirements for tall and large-scale buildings, 
which are defined as buildings that are significantly taller than their surroundings and/or have a 
significant impact on the skyline and are larger than the threshold sizes set for the referral of planning 
applications to the Mayor.  Policy 7.7 states that tall buildings should be part of a plan-led approach, 
and in particular identifies that tall buildings should usually be located within the CAZ, Opportunity 
Area’s and highly accessible locations, such as this site.  As noted in paragraph 92, Policy BC9 and 
Figure 17 of the Finsbury Local Plan also set out design criteria and appropriate locations for tall 
buildings.  The site falls just outside of the area around Old Street roundabout suitable for tall 
buildings over 30 metres in height.  Outside of these areas, the policy requires building heights to 
respond to local context. 

97 The site is on City Road, a major route in central London, within the CAZ and City Fringe 
Opportunity Area and immediately south of the emerging cluster of taller buildings around Old Street 
roundabout.  The proposed building rises to 44 metres at its tallest point along City Road, and 
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although this would be visible from Bunhill Fields, as the assessment in paragraphs 79-88 explains, the 
composition of the building across its two road frontages is appropriate for the site and responds to its 
context.  In addition, it will not impact any strategic views and will not harm the significance of the 
adjoining heritage assets. 

98 The applicant has provided a detailed Design and Access Statement showing how the new 
building would relate to tall buildings in the immediate area including the emerging White Collar 
Factory, 35 metres to the north that includes a tower of 70 metres, and the existing Lexington 
Apartments building, 37 metres to the south that stands at 39 metres tall.  There are also several other 
buildings of between eight and ten storeys in the wider area, interspersed with lower buildings.  The 
proposed building therefore relates well to the form, scale and character of the surrounding area and 
provides an opportunity to mediate between the emerging cluster to the north and the lower buildings 
to the south.  Significant effort has been made to ensure that the building works well at ground level 
interacting with the streets with active frontage and passive surveillance onto City Road and 
Featherstone Street, with entrances that interface positively with the public realm in line with London 
Plan Policy 7.7 and Finsbury Local Plan Policy BC9. 

Scale, massing and architectural response 

99 Given the potential for Featherstone Street to form an important east-west pedestrian link in 
the context of emerging development in the wider area, an increase in scale at the site’s City Road 
corner is beneficial in townscape and way-finding terms, while mediating between the scale of 
development further to the south along City Road and that of the Old Street cluster.    

100 The scale, massing and architectural response to the site is strongly supported and introduces a 
refined and high quality appearance based on the proportions and character of industrial buildings in 
the wider area, extended to all four edges of individual massing elements. This ensures the building 
responds to both the sensitive character setting of Bunhill Fields Burial Ground while also providing a 
recognisable human scale to the street edges.  

101 The simple articulation of each of the four massing elements is carried through successfully to 
their detailing and material treatment. It is also noted that the regular spacing of windows on each 
floor and the containment of structural elements to the edges of each block enables future 
adaptability which is strongly supported.  The scale, massing and architectural response is therefore in 
accordance with the design policies of the London Plan, Islington’s Core Strategy, Development 
Management Document and Finsbury Local Plan, as detailed in paragraphs 90-92 of this report. 

Trees and landscaping 

102 Two sycamore trees are proposed to be removed at the rear of the site close to the boundary 
with Bunhill Fields.  They are both small, category C trees that are not protected by a tree preservation 
order and as noted earlier within this report, the site is not within the boundary of the conservation 
area, and neither, therefore, are these two trees.  The Arboricultural Impact Assessment submitted 
with the application concludes that these trees have little merit and low visual amenity value, and GLA 
officers concur with that view. There is no objection therefore to the loss of these trees. 

103 The assessment also concludes that no tree protection fencing is required for the other existing 
trees within Bunhill Fields to the south due to the existing large retaining wall that will remain in place 
along the rear boundary of the site, providing adequate protection.  The Council’s tree officer agreed 
with that assessment and there was no objection form the Council on the matter of trees. 
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The Council’s delegated report 

104 Within its delegated report, the Council criticises various elements of the scheme, in particular 
in relation to the height, the architectural composition and detailing and relationship with the street.  
The first refusal reason concludes that the height, bulk, scale and detailed design of the proposed 
buildings would substantially harm the setting of Bunhill Fields Burial Ground, the adjoining 
Conservation Area and the streetscape.  The delegated report does however indicate that outside of 
the site’s context, the contemporary interpretation of traditional Victorian warehouse buildings with its 
simple, pared back design could perhaps be described as elegant and tasteful.  Although in its location 
adjoining the heritage assets, the Council considered that it overwhelms the location. 

105 The Council’s delegated report makes reference to an Inspector’s decision refusing permission 
on an earlier proposal for the White Collar Factory development site (opposite the site on 
Featherstone Street/City Road/Mallow Street).  In particular the Council refer to the Inspector’s 
comments that the scheme before him was too tall onto Featherstone Street.  However, the Inspector 
writes quite specifically about the composition of the building and its perceived height, and indeed 
comments at paragraph 156 of the decision that “in the end, I suspect it might be a question of design 
expression rather than the actual scale of the building proposed”.  In addition, it is also important to 
note that the White Collar Factory site is within the conservation area, and the application site is not, 
and whilst the setting must still be respected, the heritage considerations between these two sites are 
different. 

106 As the design and heritage sections of this report have demonstrated, the development 
proposals are acceptable in design terms, and will result in a significant improvement to the public 
realm and the streetscapes of Featherstone Street and City Road, with a building height and mass that 
responds to the local context.  In addition, the proposals will not harm the significance of the Bunhill 
Fields Burial Ground or the adjoining conservation area, and would improve the visual appearance of 
the perimeter block forming the northern edge to the burial ground, a view which is shared by Historic 
England. 

Inclusive design  

Policy 

107 Chapter 6 of the NPPF states that “It is important to plan positively for the achievement of 
high quality and inclusive design for all development, including individual buildings, public and 
private spaces and wider area development schemes.” 

108 London Plan Policy 7.2 requires that all future development meets the highest standards of 
accessibility and inclusion, and that the design process has considered how everyone, including 
disabled and deaf people, older people, children and young people, will be able to use the places 
and spaces that are proposed.  Policy 7.6 requires that buildings and structures meet the principles 
of inclusive design.  London Plan Policy 4.12 seeks to improve employment opportunities for 
Londoners by removing barriers to employment.   

109 Islington Council’s Development Management Policy DM2.2 sets out the requirement for 
inclusive design in new development, requiring development to provide for ease of and versatility in 
use; deliver safe, legible and logical environments; produce places and spaces that are convenient 
and enjoyable to use for everyone, and; bring together the design and management of a 
development from the outset and over its lifetime.  In February 2014, Islington Council adopted its 
Inclusive Design in Islington SPD, which is also relevant.   
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Assessment 

110 The application is accompanied by an access statement covering the principles of inclusive 
design, access across the site and into buildings, external spaces and landscaping, pedestrian routes, 
vertical circulation and drop off points.  The scheme will provide level access from the street and all 
entrances have been designed to be accessible.  The access statement confirms that each floor 
within the building contains at least one accessible WC and a dedicated accessible parking space is 
included in the covered loading bay.  The Council’s delegated report listed a number of items that 
would have been required were the application originally recommended for approval, such as more 
information on the design of internal doors, corridors, stairs, lifts, wheelchair WC’s, baby changing 
facilities, kitchens, meeting room facilities, reception counters and access to the roof terrace.  In 
addition, concern was raised over the proposed revolving door at the main entrance.  A condition has 
been recommended to secure more detail on these aspects, including alternative designs for the 
main entrance.  The scheme also includes workspace aimed at SME’s at affordable rents and the 
section 106 agreement includes obligations to secure construction placements, thereby reducing the 
barriers to those seeking employment. 

111 Subject to the additional information to be secured by condition, the development would 
greatly improve the accessibility of the built form and associated public realm in the vicinity of the 
site, helping to remove physical barriers to job opportunities at this site, and to promote inclusive 
access to the new ground floor uses proposed.  The proposals are therefore in accordance with the 
NPPF; London Plan polices 4.12 and 7.2; and policy DM2.2 of Islington’s Development Management 
Document. 

Neighbour amenity and environmental impacts 

Policy 

112 A core principle of the NPPF is to “always seek to secure high quality design and a good 
standard of amenity for all existing and future occupants of land and buildings”. London Plan Policy 
7.6 states that the design of new buildings should not cause unacceptable harm to the amenity of 
surrounding land and buildings, particularly residential buildings in relation to privacy, 
overshadowing, wind and microclimate”.  In addition, London Plan Policy 7.7 states that tall 
buildings should not affect their surroundings adversely in terms of microclimate, wind turbulence 
and overshadowing amongst other things.   

113 Policy DM2.1 (part A) of Islington Council’s Development Management DPD states that for 
development to be considered acceptable it must provide a good level of amenity, including 
consideration of noise and the impact of disturbance, hours of operation, privacy, direct sunlight 
and daylight, amenities of existing residents, and of future residents of proposed developments.  It 
refers to the British Research Establishment’s Site Layout Planning for Daylight and Sunlight (BRE 
Guidelines) under paragraph 2.13 in terms of guidance on achieving good sunlighting and 
daylighting.   DM2.1 identifies that to protect privacy, there should be distance of 18 metres 
between habitable windows, but notes that this does not apply across the public highway.   Policy 
BC9 of Islington Council’s Finsbury Local Plan states that proposals for tall buildings must not have 
adverse environmental effects at ground level, nor overshadow neighbouring habitable rooms or 
formal public spaces.  

Daylight and sunlight assessment 

114 The applicant has submitted a full daylight/sunlight assessment that considers the impact of 
the proposal upon existing adjoining properties and also the resultant daylight and sunlight levels 
within the proposed residential units and public spaces.  The analysis is based on the 2011 British 
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Research Establishment (BRE) Guidelines with specific reference to Vertical Sky Component (VSC) 
and No Sky Line (NSL) criteria.   It also assesses average daylight factor (ADF) for the proposed 
properties being built.  The assessment concludes that the proposal is acceptable because there is 
no impact on adjoining residential units in terms of overshadowing. 

115 The BRE set out the following numerical guidelines at which point there should be no real 
noticeable loss of daylight: 

 Vertical Sky Component (VSC):  This method of assessment is a “spot” measurement of 
daylight, taken at the mid-point of a window. It represents the amount of visible sky that 
can be seen from that reference point from over and around the obstruction in front of the 
window. That area of visible sky is expressed as a percentage of an unobstructed 
hemisphere of sky and therefore represents the amount of daylight available for that 
particular window. As it is a “spot” measurement taken on the outside face of the window, 
its shortcoming is that it takes no account of the size or number of the windows serving a 
room, or the size and layout of the room itself. The same VSC value will be achieved for a 
small porthole window as for a fully glazed window wall. This is why the BRE Guidelines 
require Daylight Distribution to be measured in conjunction with VSC. The maximum VSC 
value is almost 40% for a completely unobstructed vertical wall or window.  A window may 
be adversely affected if its VSC measured at the centre of the window is less than 27% and 
less than 0.8 times is former value.   

 No Sky Line (NSL) criteria: The NSL Contour is a line that divides those areas of the working 
plane (usually 850mm above floor level) in a room which can receive direct sky light through 
the window and therefore represents those parts within the room where there is a direct sky 
visibility. Where large parts of the working plane lie beyond the No Skyline, the internal 
natural lighting conditions will be poor regardless of the VSC value, and where there is 
significant movement in the position of the No Skyline Contour following a development, 
the impact on internal amenity can be significant and supplementary electric lighting may 
be required.  A room may be adversely affected if the daylight distribution (NSL) is reduced 
beyond 0.8 times (20%) its existing area.   

 Average Probable Sunlight Hours (APSH): The BRE Guidelines state 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 not warrant assessment, the guidelines state that 
there should be no noticeable loss of sunlight where: 

o No less than 25% of the APSH (including at least 5% of the APSH during the winter 
months, 21 September to 21 March) is received at the centre point of the window 
for the whole year, and; 

o No less than 0.8 times its former sunlight hours during either period is received, and; 

o For existing neighbouring buildings, there is a reduction in total APSH which is no 
greater than 4%. 

116 It should be noted that the BRE Guidelines are intended for building designers, developers, 
consultants and local planning authorities.  The document states that the advice it gives is not 
mandatory and should not be used as an instrument of planning policy. Of particular relevance, it 
states that “it is purely advisory and the numerical target values within it may be varied to meet the 
needs of the development and its location.” 

117 The applicant’s assessment sets out an analysis of a number of existing buildings around the 
site, and includes the full results of the primary daylight methodology (VSC), the secondary daylight 
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methodology (NSL) and where transgressions occur, these are interrogated further against the ADF 
methodology (although the BRE Guidance states that this test should not be applied to test 
existing units and it is only meant to test proposed units).  The Council’s delegated report includes 
a detailed analysis of the applicant’s assessment, listing each occurrence where there are 
transgressions beyond the BRE Guidance.  The Council disagrees with some of the applicant’s 
conclusions as it considers the results in the appended tables to be worse than those summarised in 
the concluding text.  Council officers requested further information on, for example, window maps 
and unit layouts and for additional properties/windows to be tested. Having been reviewed at an 
officer level, the Council considered that the scheme would have a harmful impact upon the 
residential amenity of adjacent properties in relation to daylight and sunlight entry, to warrant a 
reason for refusal on these grounds. 

118 The applicant’s consultant submitted an addendum to its original report following the 
Mayor’s decision to take over determination of the application, which sought to address the points 
raised by the Council in its delegated report.  As in the original report, the addendum accepts that 
there are a number of transgressions (summarised below) but considers that these are all within the 
flexible intentions of the BRE Guidelines, given the inner urban locality.  The consultant also 
responded to the Council’s request for additional properties/windows to be assessed, by either 
providing photographic evidence or an explanation as to why it is not necessary under normal 
practice to carry out further assessment of the particular windows/properties requested by the 
Council (for example, the loft rooms of 39-40 Featherstone St/14 Mallow Street, further windows 
within that building, and properties on Leonard Street). 

Property and 
windows/rooms 
assessed 

Primary daylight 
methodology 

(VSC compliance) 

Secondary daylight 
methodology 

(NSL compliance – 
20% target) 

Additional test 
(ADF) – min 
target 1%) 

Sunlight 
methodology 

(APSH) – total APSH 
target 20%, and 
winter 5%. 

14 Mallow St 

Daylight: 42 
windows/21 
rooms 

Sunlight: 15 
rooms 

9.5% (4 windows) 
full compliance 

 

62% (13 rooms) full 
compliance 

Additional 19% (4 
rooms) with marginal 
impacts (21.8-26%) 

Remaining 4 
rooms comply 
(retain values 
between 1.75 
and 2.72%) 

60% (9 rooms) full 
compliance 

Remaining 6 rooms 
comply with annual 
APSH levels (>36%). 

Bezier Apts 

Daylight: 255 
windows/182 
rooms 

Sunlight: 121 
rooms 

96.4% (246 
windows) full 
compliance 

9 windows serving 9 
rooms fall short. 

44% (4 rooms) full 
compliance 

33.3% (3 rooms) with 
marginal impacts 
20.4-28.6% 

Remaining 22% 
(2 rooms) will 
have reduced 
ADF levels by 
0.19% - 
negligible impact 
compared to 
existing levels. 

88.4% (107 rooms) full 
compliance 

4% (5 rooms) in excess 
of 25% APSH 

Remaining 7.5% (9 
rooms) are either 
bedrooms or only have 
transgressions in 
winter. 

75 City Road 

Daylight: 6 
windows/3 rooms 

Sunlight: 3 rooms 

0% compliance due 
to close 
proximity/narrow 
separation distance 

66.6% (2 rooms) full 
compliance 

Remaining 1 room - 
NSL alteration of 
25.4% 

Not assessed 0% compliance but 
marginal transgression 
with retained winter 
sun of between 4-5% 
and 18-23% hours of 
annual sun 
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73 City Road 

Daylight: 14 
windows/4 rooms 

Sunlight: 4 rooms 

14% (2 windows) 
full compliance 

42.8% (6 windows) 
with marginal 
transgression (retain 
in excess of 18% 
VSC) 

100% (6 rooms) full 
compliance 

Not assessed 100% (4 rooms) full 
compliance for winter 
sun 

75% (3 rooms) with 
marginal transgression 
on annual sunlight (still 
retain 20-24%). 

Lexington Apts 

Daylight: 134 
windows/102 
rooms 

74% (99 windows) 
full compliance 

79% (27 rooms) full 
compliance 

A further 11.7% (4 
rooms) with minor 
transgression (retain 
20.3-25.6%) 

Remaining 9.3% 
(3 rooms) above 
minimum ADF 
target. 

Not required to be 
assessed. 

 

119 When considering the findings of the assessment, GLA officers have had regard to the site’s 
central urban context and BRE’s advice that the numerical guidelines it provides are not mandatory, 
and should be interpreted with a reasonable degree of flexibility – taking into account site context 
and the nature of the situation in which they are being applied.  

120 For general guidance, whilst the BRE guidelines recommend a target value of 27% VSC 
when measured on an absolute scale, that value is derived from a low density suburban housing 
model. In an inner city urban environment, VSC values in excess of 20% should be considered as 
reasonably good, and VSC in the mid-teens should be acceptable. 

121 GLA officers acknowledge that it can be difficult to meet the recommended daylight and 
sunlight standards for all residential units in the centre of London where there is a strong demand 
for accommodation of all types and where high density development is encouraged by local and 
national planning policies.  When considering the information available, including the site context, 
policy-led development aspirations, and having reference to BRE guidelines that are intended to be 
applied flexibly to help rather than constrain design, on balance the predicted impacts are 
acceptable.  The proposed development will reasonably satisfy BRE guidelines for daylight and 
sunlight, and overall the relationship between the proposed building and neighbouring residential 
buildings is acceptable, and therefore complies with London Plan Policy 7.6, Policy DM2.1 (part A) 
of Islington Council’s Development Management DPD, and Policy BC9 of Islington Council’s 
Finsbury Local Plan.  

Privacy and visual intrusion assessment 

122 Within the delegated report Islington Council report that objections had been received from 
residents on the north side of Featherstone Street opposite the site and Lexington Apartments 
(south of the site) regarding potential overlooking.  As noted in paragraph 113, Islington’s 
Development Management Policy DM2.1 states that there should be a minimum of 18 metres 
between habitable room windows to protect resident’s privacy, although this does not apply across 
the public highway.  The Council did not raise an objection to the scheme on loss of privacy and 
considered that the proposals were acceptable in this regard for the following reasons: the proposal 
is for office use and will therefore not have any habitable room windows; residential windows to the 
north on Featherstone Street/Mallow Street and to the east on City Road are across a public 
highway, and; residential windows to the south of the site at the Lexington Apartments are 
approximately 40 metres away and therefore at an acceptable distance. 
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123 The Council notes that the scheme includes balconies/terraces at the rear facing Bunhill 
Fields and Lexington Apartments.  Due to the relationship with the boundary wall, existing levels of 
overlooking, the distances involved and oblique angles, the Council concluded that no harm would 
be caused to residential amenity by loss of privacy.  GLA officers concur with this view. 

124 The Council’s delegated report also notes that objections were received from residents on 
Featherstone Street and Lexington Apartments regarding the potential overbearing impact of the 
building and visual intrusion.  GLA officers concur with the judgement made by Islington Council 
officers that due to the siting of the tallest element of the building and the distances involved to 
neighbouring residential properties, there would not be a significant impact on the living conditions 
of those residents from visual intrusion. 

Noise and disturbance assessment 

125 The Council’s delegated report notes that objections were received from neighbouring 
residential occupiers regarding potential noise pollution from the roof terraces/balconies propose 
din the scheme.  The report concludes that there will not be any noise or disturbance form the use 
of those balconies/terraces due to their small scale and the distances involved.  GLA officer concur 
with that view. Nonetheless, a condition is recommended to ensure appropriate hours of use of the 
larger rooftop terrace. 

Wind assessment 

126 The Council’s delegated report reports that a number of residents objected to the scheme 
because of concerns regarding existing issues with wind in the area, and the additional impact that 
could result from the tall building proposed.  Whilst the applicant did not conduct a full Wind 
Impact Assessment with the original application, a statement from WSP Parsons Brinckerhoff was 
submitted with the application stating that from a qualitative review of the site and the proposed 
scheme, any localised wind effects are not likely to be any higher than some effects already 
experienced in the vicinity of the site and the surrounding area.  The consultant’s professional view 
was that the prevailing incoming wind is from the south-west, and therefore, in most cases wind will 
be arriving at the site over Bunhill Fields and hit the south facade of building.  Winds will then be 
channelled down and distributed at ground level according to the pressure differences generated 
around the site, and any adverse effects could be mitigated locally during the detailed stages of the 
design (such as tree planting, landscaping, canopies and deflecting structures). 

127 The Council took the view that in the absence of a wind impact assessment (WIA), the 
applicant had not adequately proven that there would not be any unacceptable wind impacts on the 
local environment.  In addition, the Council considered that wind mitigation measures could not be 
replied on as they could have unacceptable design implications.  In the absence of a WIA therefore, 
the Council included a refusal reason on the ground that the proposal would result in unacceptable 
wind impacts on the local environment. 

128 Following the refusal, the applicant instructed WSP | Parson Brinckerhoff to conduct a full 
WIA, and this has been submitted to GLA officers (and copied to the Council).  The effect of the 
proposed development on the local microclimate has been assessed against best practice guidance 
for pedestrian comfort and safety, and where appropriate mitigation measures are identified to 
prevent minimise or control any likely adverse impacts.  The method for the study combines the use 
of Computational Fluid Dynamics (CFD) to predict wind velocities and air flow patterns, the use of 
wind data from the nearest suitable meteorological station and the recommended comfort and 
safety standards (Lawson Criteria).  A full three dimensional model of the site and its surroundings 
was constructed for both the baseline and proposed assessment. 
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129 The results of the baseline scenario (existing situation) indicate that the current wind 
environment is suitable for all pedestrian activities.  Some of the surrounding areas experience 
accelerated wind speeds, particularly for the south-westerly wind (for example around the Inmarsat 
building at the Old Street roundabout), which exceed the sitting criteria but are still within the 
standing and leisure walking criteria suitable for general pedestrian use and circulation. 

130 Applying the 3D model of the proposed scheme under the same wind conditions, the results 
of the proposed scenario indicate that the local wind environment would have a negligible change 
on the baseline scenario.  The results show minor differences on the predicted wind speed, 
improving in some areas and becoming windier in others, depending on the direction of the wind.  
The overall conclusion however, is that the impact of the development on the local wind 
environment is likely to be minor to negligible.  In addition, the cumulative scenario indicated that 
there would be no significant difference compared to the proposed scenario, with wind conditions 
remaining within the recommended standards for pedestrian comfort and safety. 

131 The indicative landscaping proposals, including tree planting on Featherstone Street, will 
nonetheless help to mitigate local wind speeds, and condition have been included to secure further 
detail on this.  In conclusion, GLA officers are satisfied with the technical assessment by the 
consultant that there would be negligible impact on the local microclimate as a result of the 
proposed development, and there would be no conflict with the NPPF, Policy 7.6 of the London 
Plan Policy, Policy BC9 of the Finsbury Local Plan and Policy DM2.1 of Islington Council’s 
Development Management DPD. 

Sustainability and climate change  

Policy 

132 Chapter 10 of the NPPF states that “Planning plays a key role in helping shape places to 
secure radical reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, minimising vulnerability and providing resilience 
to the impacts of climate change, and supporting the delivery of renewable and low carbon energy and 
associated infrastructure. This is central to the economic, social and environmental dimensions of 
sustainable development.” 

133 London Plan climate change policies, set out in Chapter five, collectively require 
developments to make the fullest contribution to the mitigation of, and adaptation to, climate 
change, and to minimise carbon dioxide emissions. London Plan Policy 5.2 sets out an energy 
hierarchy for assessing applications, London Plan Policy 5.3 ensures future developments meet the 
highest standards of sustainable design and construction, and London Plan Policies 5.9-5.15 
promote and support the most effective climate change adaptation measures including passive 
thermal regulation, urban greening, and water management.   

134 London Plan Policy 7.19 seeks to ensure that wherever possible, development proposals 
make a positive contribution to the protection, enhancement, creation and management of 
biodiversity, and London Plan Policy 5.13 requires developments to utilise SUDs aiming to achieve 
greenfield run-off rates and manage surface water run-off close to the source. 

135 Policy CS10 of Islington Council’s Core Strategy, chapter 7 of the Islington Council’s 
Development Management DPD and Islington Council’s Environmental Design SPD are also relevant 
in the assessment of the scheme.  For major developments in areas where connection to 
decentralised energy network is possible, Policy CS10 requires a reduction in regulated and 
unregulated carbon dioxide emissions of 50% beyond 2006 Building Regulations, which translates 
to approximately 39% beyond 2013 Building Regulations (which exceeds the London Plan target).  
Development Management Policy DM7.3 also requires major developments within 500 metres of an 
existing DEN to connect to that network including provision of the means to make the connection 
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and a reasonable financial contribution to the connection charge, unless it is not feasibly 
reasonable. 

136 Policy CS10 and Development Management DPD Policy DM7.4 also require the highest 
feasible level of nationally recognised sustainable building standard (BREEAM Excellent in this 
case). 

137 Core Strategy Policies CS10 and CS15 Development Management DPD Policy DM6.5 require 
biodiversity features to be protected and enhanced across the borough and seek a greener borough 
by maximising opportunities for planting, green roofs and green corridors. Policy DM6.6 expects all 
major developments to include SUDs. 

Assessment 

Sustainable design and construction (Be Lean) 

138 A BREEAM Pre-Assessment was submitted with the application, which confirms that the 
scheme has been designed to achieve an Excellent rating with a score of 71.3%. However, Islington 
Council’s delegated report notes that further information is required in order to satisfy the 
requirement of Policy DM7.4 with regards materials and responsible sourcing (MAT 1 and MAT 2 
credits).  A condition has been included to secure this detail. 

139 As previously reported to the Mayor at the initial consultation stage, the proposals include a 
range of passive design features and demand reduction measures to reduce carbon emissions. Both air 
permeability and heat loss parameters will be improved beyond the minimum backstop values required 
by building regulations. Other features include low energy lighting. The demand for cooling will be 
minimised through solar control glazing and exposed concrete ceiling. The applicant has assessed the 
solar gains and currently expects all occupied spaces to meet the Part L criterion 3 for solar gains. 
BRUKLs showing the solar gain limit analysis have been provided to support this.  Under the first step 
of the energy hierarchy (Be Lean), the development is estimated to achieve a reduction of 121 tonnes 
per annum (32%) in regulated carbon dioxide emissions compared to a 2013 Building Regulations 
complaint development, and BRUKL output sheets have been provided to support this. 

District heating (Be Clean) 

140 A site heat network is proposed, and at consultation stage it was noted that the retail units 
(developed to shell and core only) would be provided with individual VRF heating. GLA officers 
requested capped pipes should be provided from the site heat network to allow the end user the 
option of connection, which the applicant committed to when the application was reported back at 
stage two. 

141 At consultation stage, it was reported that the Citigen network had been identified for 
potential connection to provide district heating, although at 0.25 miles (400 metres) away from the 
site the applicant considered it to be too far from the site. As the site is situated in a district heating 
opportunity area, GLA officers urged the applicant to contact Citigen to determine whether there are 
any plans for a network extension towards the site, and the local energy officer to see if there are any 
connection opportunities currently being developed in the area.  The applicant did, however, provide a 
commitment to ensuring that the development is designed to allow future connection to a district 
heating network should one become available.  When the application was reported back at stage two, 
the applicant had had further correspondence with E.ON UK and Bunhill Heat and Power, and 
determined that the extension to the Bunhill network would bring the closest access point 
approximately 450 metres away from the site.  The applicant provided costs for the necessary 
extension and at stage two GLA officers accepted the applicant’s view that connection would not be 
feasible due to the distance involved and the site heat demand.  It was accepted that connection to 
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the Citigen cooling network at one kilometre away would also not be feasible due to the distance 
involved.  For the Citigen heat network, the applicant identified that the closest connection point is 
350 metres form the site, and E.ON are currently reviewing options to expand the network towards 
Bunhill Row. 

142 Since the Mayor took the decision to take over determination of the application, further 
discussions have taken place between the applicant, GLA and Council officers regarding the most 
appropriate energy strategy for the development considering the location within a district heat 
opportunity area, and timescale for networks expansion in the near future.  The Council and the GLA’s 
preferred option is to defer installation of CHP, because its installation would reduce the likelihood of 
connection to a DHN being viable in the next 15 years (the approximate life span of a CHP engine).  
There is realistic prospect that the viability of connection to a DHN could improve in the short term for 
the following reasons: 

1. The Council is currently working with E.ON to develop plans for extending their network 
down Bunhill Row, which would bring it within 120 metres of the site. A feasibility study on 
this is underway and should be completed by March 2016. Extension to within 120m would 
significantly improve the viability of connecting the site to the heat network; and  
 

2. The Council plans to undertake a study for further extending the heat network down 
Featherstone Street and assess connection to local sites including Monmouth House. This 
study should be completed by June 2016. The opportunity of this further extension and 
connection of multiple sites could further reduce the connection cost for Monmouth House.   

 
143 If the extension down Bunhill Row (as outlined in point one above) is found to be viable, the 
Council anticipate, following further development work, that a heat network extension will be 
constructed within 5 years (by mid-2021). This presents a significant opportunity in the short-term for 
the development to connect to a heat network as opposed to installing on-site CHP, thus supporting 
the London Plan’s preference for connection to district heating networks. 

144 The section 106 agreement is therefore being drafted to require the applicant to defer the 
installation of CHP until 5 years from the date of the Deed. Such an obligation would cease to apply 
should the feasibility study noted in point one above, find that the network extension is not viable. 

145 The obligation to update the energy statement should apply when the feasibility study is 
complete and concludes that the extension is viable. The update should present the heat supply 
strategy for on-site gas boilers at occupation, with a primary strategy for later connection to a district 
heating network, if found viable, or an alternative strategy for on-site CHP if connection is not found 
to be viable. In addition, should CHP be installed, the applicant will be required to periodically review 
the viability of connecting to the DHN, and connect to it if/when it proves viable. 

Renewable energy (Be Green) 
 
146 As noted in the initial consultation report, the applicant investigated the feasibility of a range 
of renewable energy technologies and proposed to install 50 sq.m of photovoltaic (PV) panels on the 
roof of the development. A roof layout plan was provided showing how the panels would be arranged 
along the southern edge of the tallest part of the building. A reduction in regulated carbon dioxide 
emissions of 3 tonnes per annum (1%) was expected through this third element of the energy 
hierarchy. 

147 At that stage, the applicant contended that the proposed arrangement was the maximum that 
could be accommodated alongside rooftop plant space, terrace space for the offices and green roofs. 
The plans provided, however, suggested that there was adequate room for additional PV panels to be 
installed without compromising on the space for plant, terraces and green roofs.  Islington Council’s 
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delegated report also notes that the original proposal fell short of local policy targets, and the 
applicant had been asked to consider further measures. 

148 The applicant investigated the potential for incorporating additional PV panels and committed 
to providing 115 sq.m (17kWp), and an updated roof layout was provided showing how the panels 
would be laid out. The energy proposals now achieve a 43% reduction in carbon dioxide emissions on 
Building Regulations Part L 2013, which exceeds the 35% target of the London Pan.  Whilst this still 
falls short of Islington Council’s target within Policy CS10, the Council did not raise objection to this. 

Biodiversity 
 
149 The development proposals include a green roof to one of the lower roof levels.  In order to 
comply with London Plan Policy 7.19, Islington’s Core Strategy Policies CS 10 and CS15, and 
Islington’s Development Management Policy DM6.5, a condition is included to ensure that the roof is 
designed to include biodiversity based extensive substrate with a minimum substrate depth of 80-
150mm, and include bird and bat boxes. 

Sustainable urban drainage systems (SUDs) 
 
150 Government legislation changed in April 2015 and all major developments are now expected to 
provide SUDs following consultation with the local flood authority.  The applicant has not proposed 
any SUDs within the submitted Sustainability Statement and so a condition is included requiring this 
information to be submitted for approval. 

Conclusion 

151 The proposed development would be of a high standard of sustainable design and 
construction, minimising carbon dioxide emissions by following the first step of the energy hierarchy 
to minimise emissions through passive design.  Connection to an existing heat network continues to 
be investigated and discussions are on-going through the drafting of the section 106 agreement to 
secure the best strategy on-site in the interim that also prioritises connection to a DHN as soon as one 
is available. The development would deliver urban greening and conditions are included to secure 
biodiversity features and sustainable urban drainage. A green performance plan is required to be 
submitted as part of any planning permission setting out how the scheme would promote on-going 
sustainability in operation. Overall, the applicant has satisfactorily demonstrated compliance with the 
sustainability and climate change requirements of the London Plan and Islington Council policies. 

Transport   

Policy 

152 The NPPF states that “Transport policies have an important role to play in facilitating 
sustainable development but also in contributing to wider sustainability and health objectives… 
The transport system needs to be balanced in favour of sustainable transport modes, giving people 
a real choice about how they travel.” 

153 Chapter 6 of the London Plan sets out the Mayor’s policies on transport. Policy 6.1 
provides the strategic approach for transport in London. Other relevant strategic transport policies 
in this case include: assessing effects of development on transport capacity (Policy 6.3); funding 
Crossrail and other strategically important transport infrastructure (Policy 6.5); cycling (Policy 6.9); 
walking (Policy 6.10); road network capacity (Policy 6.12); parking (Policy 6.13); freight (Policy 
6.14); the Mayor’s priorities for planning obligations (Policy 8.2); and, Mayoral Community 
infrastructure levy (Policy 8.3). 
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154 Policy CS10 of Islington Council’s Core Strategy and Development Management DPD Policy 
DM8.5 support sustainable transport choices through new development by maximising 
opportunities for walking, cycling and public transport uses and expects developments to be car-
free. Policy CS18 of Islington Council’s Core Strategy and chapter 8 of Islington Council’s 
Development Management DPD are also relevant to transport and policy BC6 of Islington Council’s 
Finsbury Local Plan refer to the creation of high quality public realm, pedestrian priority routes and 
the accommodation of delivery and services vehicle access in a manner that minimises the impact 
of traffic movement on the wider area. 

155 Core Strategy Policy CS11 and Development Management DPD Policy DM8.6 seek to 
ensure that delivery and servicing is designed from the outset to minimise obstruction and nuisance 
and ensure arrangements will be safe.  In addition, the policies seek to ensure that refuse and 
recycling facilities are designed in order to fit current and future collection practices and targets 
and are accessible. 

156 The main transport issues raised by this development proposal are: impacts on the local and 
Transport for London road network (TLRN) during construction (including cycling provision); cycle 
hire; construction related matters pertained to the proposed closure of Featherstone Street and the 
closure of the footpath along City Road; impacts generally upon cyclists and pedestrians, and; 
Crossrail contribution. 

Assessment 

Trip generation 

157 The submitted Transport Assessment (TA) estimates that the full development of the site 
would generate 228 two-way trips during the morning peak and 273 two-way trips during the 
afternoon peak. These trips are expected to be predominately by tube and train which equates to 
an increase of approximately 75 public transport trips in both peaks compared with the current use 
of the site.  Given the capacity of public transport servicing this site, this increase in trips is 
acceptable without any mitigation necessary.  

158 The TA estimates that there would be 18 deliveries per day that would be predominately 
courier related with occasional vans and HGV’s. For the retail unit there is likely to be one delivery 
per day and the cafe one/two deliveries per day. Trip generation by cars will be negligible, which is 
to be expected given the car-free nature of the scheme. Once completed the combined impact of 
servicing and car trips on the highway expected to be generated by the scheme is acceptable in 
capacity terms. 

159 A draft Travel Plan has been submitted to encourage the use of sustainable transport and 
reduce reliance on private motor vehicles. A full Travel Plan will be secured as part of the section 
106 agreement. 

Car parking 

160 The proposed development is car-free with the exception of one accessible car parking 
space at ground floor, which is acceptable considering the PTAL of the site. The Council has 
requested a contribution towards bays or other accessible transport initiatives of £30,000 in lieu of 
the additional 14 blue badge spaces that would be required, and this has been included in the 
section 106 agreement. 

161 TfL is satisfied that a suitable framework of controls via the section 106 agreement and 
conditions will exist to ensure that the car-free scheme will not cause unacceptable on street 



 page 38 

parking stress. These measures include a permit-free agreement, travel plans to encourage cycling, 
walking and public transport use, and excellent pedestrian, cycle and public transport accessibility. 

Cycling 

162 As requested by TfL at initial consultation stage, the provision of cycle parking spaces was 
increased during the course of the application to 314 spaces, with 292 spaces provided at lower 
ground floor and 22 Sheffield stands for visitors on Featherstone Street. The level of cycle parking 
now meets the minimum requirements of Islington’s Development Management Document Policy 
DM8.4 and London Plan Policy 6.13.  Cycle changing facilities (such as showers and locker rooms) 
will be secured by planning condition. 

163 As the Mayor noted at consultation stage, there is high demand for cycle hire in the vicinity 
of the site, which will increase as a result of the additional employment floorspace proposed. To 
mitigate this impact and in accordance with the City Fringe Opportunity Area Planning Framework, 
a contribution of £183,500 will be secured in the section 106 agreement towards the full costs of 
installation of a 32 point cycle hire docking station within 300 metres of the site.  

Construction and demolition impacts 

164 The applicant submitted a Construction Method Statement and an Air Quality Assessment 
with the application that outline and assess the likely construction impacts. It is estimated that 
there would be a 24 month construction programme between June 2017 and May 2019, with 6 
months for the demolition phase.  

165 TfL has plans to carry out works to the Old Street roundabout in close proximity to the site 
in 2016. It is likely therefore that the implementation of TfL’s work to the roundabout could 
coincide with the implementation of the development.  The two will need to be coordinated and 
should be addressed in a comprehensive construction management plan which will be secured by 
condition. 

166 At consultation stage, TfL also raised concerns about the closure of the City Road footpath 
during construction. Further to negotiation with the applicant, this footpath will remain open 
throughout the demolition and construction works, and a minimum width of 1.2m will be 
maintained at all times which is acceptable. 

167 A number of other concerns regarding construction impacts were raised by TfL and 
Islington Council officers during the course of the application. In working with the applicant, TfL 
has broadly reached agreement on the principles of the Construction Management Plan (CMP),and 
conditions have been included to secure the approval of a Construction Environment Management 
and Construction Logistics Plans. The developer has revised their plans such that cyclists will 
continue to enjoy access along Featherstone Street, during construction, which is welcome. All 
other issues with respect to pedestrian movement during construction are resolvable through the 
Construction Management Plan to be secured through condition. 

Access and servicing  

168 In accordance with Islington’s Development Management Policy DM8.6, the scheme 
proposes an off-street servicing area that can accommodate two goods vehicles (one 3.5t panel 
van and one 7.5t box van). This would need to be managed and the access designed to ensure that 
no conflicts arise with cyclists or pedestrians, the capacity of the area is not exceeded and servicing 
only occurs off-peak. A condition has been included to secure the approval of a delivery and 
servicing plan together with the detailed design of the access area.  
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169 In accordance with Islington’s Core Strategy Policy CS11 and Development Management 
Policy DM8.6, the application includes refuse and recycling storage at lower ground floor level. A 
site manager will take the refuse up to the ground floor for collection when required and refuse 
collection vehicles will continue to operate in line with the existing arrangements. The proposed 
arrangements are broadly acceptable, although the details should be subject to future approval via 
the DSP. 

Pedestrian environment/public realm 
 
170 At consultation stage, the Mayor welcomed the setting back of the building along 
Featherstone Street to allow for additional pedestrian space and an extension of the existing 
westbound contraflow cycle lane. This could be incorporated into the Cycle Grid proposals. Any 
works on City Road or Featherstone Road would however require the approval of TfL and the 
Council in the form of a section 278 agreement including provision for a highways reinstatement 
plan. This will be included in the section 106 agreement. 

Other transport mitigation 

171 As the site is above the Northern Line tunnels, conditions have been recommended relating 
to the protection of London Underground Infrastructure. 

172 As the site is within the central London area, in accordance with London Plan Policy 6.5 
and the associated SPG (‘Use of planning obligations in the funding of Crossrail’), section 106 
contributions for Crossrail are required to the sum of £900,160. In these situations, the Mayoral CIL 
is treated as a credit towards the section 106 Crossrail liability, and this is reflected in the section 
106 agreement.  

Conclusion 

173 The proposal for an office development in a highly accessible location in the City Fringe is 
in accordance with the London Plan policy of encouraging such development in locations that give 
rise to pattern of development that minimise the need to travel, particularly by car. The car-free 
nature of the development is strongly supported.  The proposed access arrangements are 
acceptable and have been designed to minimise their impact.  

174 Subject to a suitable framework of controls and mitigation secured through section 106 
agreement, the transport impacts of this development are in accordance with strategic and local 
transport policies.   

Mitigating the impact of development through planning obligations 

175 The NPPF states that “Local planning authorities should consider whether otherwise 
unacceptable development could be made acceptable through the use of conditions or planning 
obligations. Planning obligations should only be used where it is not possible to address 
unacceptable impacts through a planning condition.” 

176 Regulation 122 of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 (as amended) states 
that a section 106 planning obligation may only constitute a reason for granting planning 
permission for the development if the obligation is necessary to make the development acceptable 
in planning terms; directly related to the development; and fairly and reasonably related in scale and 
kind to the development. These are now statutory tests. 

177 At the regional level, London Plan Policy 8.2 sets out the Mayor’s priorities for planning 
obligations, and states: “Affordable housing; supporting the funding of Crossrail where this is 
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appropriate (see Policy 6.5); and other public transport improvements should be given the highest 
importance”. 

178 At the local level, Islington’s Planning Obligations (S106) SPD and its Community 
Infrastructure Levy provide the basis for securing measures to mitigate the impact of development.  

179 Pursuant to the consideration within the previous sections of this report, and in line with the 
policy context set out above, GLA officers propose to secure a number of planning obligations 
required to appropriately mitigate the impact of this development.  A full list of the obligations is 
provided under the ‘Recommendation’ section on page six, and where appropriate there is detailed 
consideration given in the relevant topic section of the report.   Where appropriate, GLA officers 
have provided an additional commentary below of the main obligations to support the 
consideration within this report and to inform the detailed drafting of a section 106 agreement: 

Workspace for small and micro enterprises (SME) 

180 The draft section 106 agreement includes various obligations on the applicant to ensure 
that the SME workspace is leased or licensed to meet the needs of SME’s, including: rent at 75% of 
market rate; workspace units of no more than 90 sq.m; for a term not exceeding five years, and; 
rights to use the loading bay.  The section 106 agreement also includes an obligation to provide the 
SME workspaces to a certain specification and fit-out, including for example; well-lit and flexible 
internal arrangements, fit-out that allows for immediate occupation including secure entrances, 
heating, lighting etc.  Through the section 106 agreement, the applicant must provide no less than 
181 and no more than 310 workstations for SME’s. 

Off-site affordable housing 

181 As the proposed development does not include any housing units, the draft section 106 
agreement includes a financial contribution of £493,600 towards the delivery of off-site affordable 
housing, in order to mitigate against not providing a mixed use development scheme within the 
CAZ. 

Employment and training 
 

182 The provision of work placements and apprenticeships are proposed during the construction 
phase of development.  The obligation would seek to be flexible in order to respond to the detailed 
build out/construction programme once it is known. As such an employment and training strategy 
would be established.  This would set out requirements to comply with an employment and training 
code and require that wages are paid at London Living Wage levels, for instance.  

Transport and public realm improvements 

183 As discussed in the transport section of this report the section 106 agreement will secure: 
full travel plan details; a contribution of £30,000 towards accessible transport initiatives in lieu of 
the provision of the required number of accessible parking bays; a contribution of £183,500 
towards the full costs of installation of a 32 point cycle hire docking station within 300 metres of 
the site to mitigate the impact of additional cycle hire trips, and; the requirement for a highways 
reinstatement plan in the form of a section 278 agreement between the Council and the applicant, 
to be approved in consultation with TfL to include details of highway reinstatement works on City 
Road and Featherstone Street. 
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Sustainability   

184 As discussed in the energy strategy section of the report, the section 106 agreement 
includes obligations on the application to delay installation of CHP to continue to prioritise 
connection to a DHN if technically and economically viable (including the cost of connection and 
occupiers energy bills).  Energy efficiency plans, sustainability plans and a green performance plans 
would also be secured. 

Community Infrastructure Levy and Mayoral CIL 

185 In line with the Crossrail SPG, the sum of £1,011,900 will be specified in the section 106 
agreement, allowing for any CIL credit to be taken into account.   

Human rights and equalities implications  

186 The Mayor should take account of the provisions of the Human Rights Act 1998 as they 
relate to the application and the conflicting interests of the applicants and any third party opposing 
the application in reaching their decisions. The provisions of the Human Rights Act 1998 have been 
taken into account in the processing of the application and the preparation of this report. In 
particular, Article 6 (1), of the European Convention on Human Rights in relation civil rights and a 
fair hearing; Article 8 of the ECHR in relation to the right to respect for private and family life and 
Article 1 Protocol 1 of the ECHR in relation to the protection of property have all been taken into 
account.  

187 In addition the Equality Act 2010 provides protection from discrimination in respect of 
certain protected characteristics namely: age, disability, gender reassignment, pregnancy and 
maternity, race, religion, or beliefs and sex and sexual orientation. It places the Local Planning 
Authority under a legal duty to have due regard to the advancement of equality in the exercise of 
its powers including planning powers. Officers have taken this into account in the assessment of the 
application and Members must be mindful of this duty inter alia when determining all planning 
applications. In particular Members must pay due regard to the need to eliminate discrimination, 
harassment, victimisation and any other conduct that is prohibited by or under the Equality Act;  

188 Advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant protected 
characteristic and persons who do not share it; and;  

189 Foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected characteristic and 
persons who do not share it.  

190 Officers are satisfied that the application material and officers’ assessment has taken into 
account these issues. Particular matters of consideration have included provision of accessible 
parking bays and access to employment and training through the provision of SME workspaces, and 
construction placements. 

Legal considerations 

191 Under the arrangements set out in Article 7 of the Order and the powers conferred by 
Section 2A of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 the Mayor is the Local Planning Authority 
(LPA) for the purposes of determining this planning application. 

192 Section 35 of the Greater London Authority Act 2007 inserts section 2F into the Town and 
Country Planning Act 1990 a requirement that for applications the Mayor takes over, the Mayor 
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must give the applicant and the LPA the opportunity to make oral representations at a hearing. He 
is also required to publish a document setting out: 

 who else may make oral representations; 

 the procedures to be followed at the hearing; and, 

 arrangements for identifying information, which must be agreed by persons making 
representations. 

193 The details of the above our set out in the Mayor’s Procedure for Representation Hearings 
which reflects, as far as is practicable, current best practice for speaking at planning committee 
amongst borough councils. 

194 In carrying out his duties in relation to the determination of this application, the Mayor must 
have regard to a number of statutory provisions. Listed below are some of the most important 
provisions for this application. 

195 Furthermore in determining any planning application and connected application, the Mayor 
is required by section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 to have regard to 
the provisions of the Development Plan (which in London consists of the London Plan, the Borough 
Local Plans and any Neighbourhood Plans as appropriate) so far as is material to the application 
and to any other material considerations. The Mayor must determine the application in accordance 
with the Development Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  As is clear from the 
contents of this report, it is officers’ assessment that the proposal is in overall conformity with the 
development plan. 

196 Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) provides that in 
dealing with such an application the authority shall have regard to: 

a)  The provisions of the development plan, so far as material to the application; 
b)  Any local finance considerations, so far as material to the application; and 
c)  Any other material consideration. 

197 Section 70(4) defines “local finance consideration” as: 

a) A grant or other financial assistance that has been, or will or could be, provided to a 
relevant authority by a Minister of the Crown; or 

b)  Sums that a relevant authority has received, or will or could receive, in payment of 
Community Infrastructure Levy. 

198 In this context “grants” might include the Government’s “New Homes Bonus” - a grant paid 
by Central Government to local councils for increasing the number of homes and their use. 

199 These issues are material planning considerations when determining planning applications or 
planning appeals. 

200 Other guidance, which has been formally adopted by Islington Council and the GLA (e.g. 
Supplementary Planning Documents and Supplementary Planning Guidance), will also be material 
considerations of some weight (where relevant). Those that are relevant to this application are 
detailed in this Representation Hearing report. 

201 Where the Mayor takes over an application, he becomes responsible for the section 106 
legal agreement, although he is required to consult the relevant Council. Both the Mayor and the 
Council are given powers to enforce planning obligations. 
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202 Regulation 122 of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 states that a section 
106 planning obligation may only constitute a reason for granting planning permission for the 
development if the obligation is necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms; 
directly related to the development; and fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the 
development. These are now statutory tests. The proposed section 106 package has been set out 
and complies with the relevant statutory tests, adequately mitigates the impact of the development 
and provides necessary infrastructure improvements. 

203 In accordance with his statutory duty in section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and 
Conservation Areas) Act 1990 the Mayor shall have special regard to the desirability of preserving 
Listed Buildings, their settings and any features of special architectural or historic interest which 
they possess. The Mayor is also required to give special attention to the desirability of preserving or 
enhancing the character or appearance of the conservation areas which may be affected by the 
proposed development (section 72 of the of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) 
Act 1990).  

Conclusion 

204 As detailed above Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compensation Act 2004 requires the 
decision to be determined in accordance with the Development Plan unless material considerations 
indicate otherwise.  

205 When assessing the planning application the Mayor is required to give full consideration to 
the provisions of the Development Plan and all other material considerations. This report has 
discussed the relevant provisions of the Development Plan in the analysis of the issues above. It is 
the officers’ assessment that the proposal would be in overall conformity with the Development 
Plan.  The Mayor is also required to consider the likely significant environmental effects of the 
development and be satisfied that the importance of the predicted effects and the scope for 
reducing them, are perfectly understood.  

206 When considering the proposals, GLA officers have had special regard to the desirability of 
preserving the setting of listed buildings in the vicinity of the proposed development and they have 
given special attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of 
the conservation areas adjacent and near to the site.  

207 In preparing this report, officers have taken into account the likely environmental impacts 
and effects of the development and identified appropriate mitigation action to be taken to reduce 
any adverse effects. In particular, careful consideration has been given to the proposed conditions 
and planning obligations which would have the effect of mitigating the impact of the development.  

208 This report has considered the material planning issues associated with the proposed 
development in conjunction with all relevant national, regional and local planning policy, and has 
found that the proposed development is acceptable in terms of land use principle (office-led 
development); heritage impact; urban design (layout, public realm, form, height, appearance); 
inclusive design; neighbour amenity, sustainable development; other environmental impacts; 
transport; and, mitigating the impact of development through planning obligations. As stated 
above, the proposal is in overall conformity with the Development Plan.   

209 Accordingly, the recommendations set out at the beginning of this report are proposed.  
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for further information, contact GLA Planning Unit (Development & Projects): 
Stewart Murray, Assistant Director -Planning 
020 79834271   email: stewart.murray@london.gov.uk 
Colin Wilson, Senior Manager - Planning Decisions 
020 7983 4783    email colin.wilson@london.gov.uk 
Justin Carr, Strategic Planning Manager (Development Decisions) 
020 7983 4895    email justin.carr@london.gov.uk 
Natalie Gentry, Senior Strategic Planner (case officer) 
020 7983 5746    email natalie.gentry@london.gov.uk 
 


