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1. Introduction 

1.1. This Town Planning Statement is submitted in support of a full planning application for the redevelopment 

of the former Territorial Army (TA) centre at 65 – 69 Parkhurst Road in the London Borough of Islington 

(LBI). The Ministry of Defence (MOD) have retained part of the land and have constructed a cadet centre 

to house their on-going operations.  The remainder of the site is therefore surplus to their requirements 

and will be redeveloped to deliver new housing. 

1.2. The site is exceptionally well located in proximity to excellent public transport links and the Nags Head 

Town Centre.  However, it is now redundant and therefore an underutilised brownfield site and in line with 

national, regional and planning policy requirements it presents a significant opportunity where the 

potential of this site must be optimised to deliver much needed new homes. This is supported by Site 

Allocation NH5 (adopted in June 2013) which states: 

“The site is outside of the Nag’s Head Town Centre in a predominantly residential area. The majority 

of the site has potential for intensification for residential accommodation to help meet housing need in 

the borough.  There could be continued Ministry of Defence use on part of the site (regular unit and 

cadets).” 

1.3. This application follows a refusal of planning permission (ref: P2013/4950/FUL) by the LBI and 

subsequently at appeal (ref: APP/V5570/A/14/2227657) for a broadly similar form of development.  This 

application seeks to address the reasons for refusal of the appeal.  It proposes a residential development 

comprising 96 new homes in a mix of unit sizes, types and tenures, devised by Allford Hall Monaghan 

Morris (AHMM) Architects. 

Description of Development 

1.4. The application seeks full planning permission for: 

‘Demolition of existing buildings and erection of new buildings rising to 2, to 6 storeys, to deliver 96 

new residential homes (use class C3), together with associated cycle parking, car parking, highways, 

landscaping and infrastructure works.’ 

1.5. The application follows pre-application discussions with Officers at the LBI. 
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Accompanying Reports 

1.6. This statement describes the application proposals in more detail and relates them to the relevant 

planning policy framework. It should be read in conjunction with a number of specialist reports which have 

been prepared in support of the application. These reports include the following:  

 Design and Access Statement, prepared by AHMM Architects; 

 Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment, prepared by Peter Stewart Consultancy; 

 Historic Environment Report, prepared by Donald Insall Associates; 

 Transport Assessment, prepared by TPP; 

 Draft Residential Travel Plan, prepared by TPP; 

 Statement of Community Involvement, prepared by First Base; 

 Sustainability Statement, prepared by Wallace & Whittle; 

 Energy Strategy Report, prepared by Wallace & Whittle; 

 Noise Assessment, prepared by AAD; 

 Air Quality Assessment, prepare by Phlorum; 

 Daylight and Sunlight Report, prepared by Waldrams; 

 Arboricultural Impact Assessment, prepared by DF Clarke Bionomique Ltd; 

 Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey, prepared by DF Clarke Bionomique Ltd; 

 Health Impact Assessment, prepared by Savills; 

 Site Waste Management Statement, prepared by Graham Construction; 

 Utilities Report, prepared by Wallace & Whittle;  

 Drainage Assessment Report, prepared by AKT; and 

 Ground Investigation Report, prepared by Soiltechnics. 
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1.7. In addition to the above, we have included the draft section 106 Heads of Terms within section 4 of this 

statement. 

Structure of the Statement 

1.8. This report is broken down into the following chapters: 

1)  Introduction (this section); 

2)  Site and Surroundings; 

3)    Background;         

4)  The Proposed Development (including Draft Heads of Terms); 

5)  Planning Policy Context; 

6)  Response to the Reasons for Refusal; 

7) Planning Considerations; and 

8)  Summary and Conclusions. 

1.9. The appendices referred to within the text are contained at the end of the statement. 
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2. Site and Surroundings 

2.1. The site is located at 65-69 Parkhurst Road in the London Borough of Islington, and it comprises the 

former Territorial Army centre, owned by the Ministry of Defence. The site comprises a main building 

fronting Parkhurst Road with three other ancillary buildings, ranging from 1 to 3 storeys in height. The 

remainder of the site is covered in hard-standing, which we understand was used as a marshalling/drill 

yard. 

2.2. Further detail about the site and surroundings is provided in the Design and Access Statement. A 

summary is provided below. 

2.3. There are a variety of building uses, types and heights along Parkhurst Road and the surrounding area.  

Uses on Parkhurst Road include: residential accommodation, retail units, community facilities, and a pub 

restaurant. There are also numerous shops, restaurants and bars on Holloway Road. Building types 

range from 19th century terraces with and without shop-fronts, extensive post-war development and large 

Victorian houses.  

2.4. Building heights along Parkhurst Road vary considerably. Adjacent building heights range from large 3-

storey dwellings to 4-storey apartment buildings, to mansions blocks at the North of the site being of 5-

storeys with a pitched roof. Parkhurst House located opposite the site to the south, is also 5 generous 

storeys. Along Parkhurst Road, building rise to 4 and 5 storeys. 

2.5. The Holbrooke Estate to the immediate east of the site rises to 4 storeys, and Tufnell Park Estate to the 

immediate north rises to 5 storeys with steeply pitched roofs.   Security fencing has recently been 

installed around the Holbrooke Estate to address anti-social behaviour issues, and similarly gates have 

been locked at the Tufnell Park Estate. A private gated development adjoins the site to the west at 

Moriatry Close where building heights range from 2 storeys to 4 storeys. 

2.6. Hillmarton Conservation Area covers much of the area to the south of Parkhurst Road. The adjacent 

properties at 35 to 63 Parkhurst Road are also within the designated conservation area. The majority of 

this area was developed in the 1850’s and 60’s, with 3/4 storey semi-detached villas. There are no 

statutory listed buildings in proximity to the site. 
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2.7. The site is in easy reach of London Underground and National Rail services, with a number of stations 

within walking distance of the site. Holloway Road station (Piccadilly Line) is approximately 890m to the 

south east of the site. Finsbury Park station (Victoria and Piccadilly Lines) is located 1.3km to the north 

east, and Tufnell Park station (Northern Line) 1.4km to the west. Upper Holloway station, located 1.1km 

to the north west provides Overground services. The nearest bus stops are situated to the north east on 

Parkhurst Road close to Holloway Road. These stops give access to 12 different bus routes. The site 

therefore benefits from excellent access to public transport, and this is confirmed by its Public Transport 

Accessibility Level rating of predominantly 6a (where 1 relates to the least accessible sites, and 6b relates 

to the most accessible sites). 
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3. Planning History 

3.1. We have conducted a desk-top search of the planning history records held by the Council for the site and 

surrounding area.  A summary of the key planning history relating to the site and its immediate surrounds 

is set out in the table below. 

Application Number Description of Development Decision 

The Site 

65-69 Parkhurst Road 

P122481 Construction of single storey cadet 
centre. 

Approved 23rd November 2012. 

 

P2013/4950/FUL and 
APP/V5570/A/14/2227657 

Demolition of existing buildings and 
erection of buildings of 4,5 and 6 
storeys accommodating 112 
residential units (use class C3) 
together with associated cycle 
parking, accessible car parking, 
highways, landscaping and 
infrastructure works. 

Refused 22nd September 2015 

 

 

 

Application Number Description of Development Decision 

The Surrounding Area 

Holbrooke Court 

P111596 Installation of new steel doors with 
screens incorporating caller display 
panel and 2500mm steel perimeter 
boundary railings. Installation of 
2500m high security vehicle access 
gates with gerda locks; along with 
associated works and alterations.  

Approved 19th March 2012 

P091785 Provision and Installation of new steel 
doors with screens incorporating 
caller display panel and 2500mm 
steel perimeter boundary railings. 
Provision and Installation of 2500mm 
high security vehicle access gates 
with gerda locks. Along with 

Withdrawn 6th October 2009 
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associated alterations 

Garages at Parkhurst and Tufnell Park Road Estate, Holbrooke Court 

P092158 Erection of one, 4-storey building 
comprising one 4-bed maisonette and 
one 2-bed maisonette.  

Approved 21st December 2009 

83 Parkhurst Road 

P111891 Erection of a single storey rear 
extension at ground floor level, 
retention of existing rear extension at 
second floor level. Conversion of the 
property from a permitted 
arrangement of A1 use at ground floor 
level and residential on upper floors to 
3 self contained residential unit (2 x 2 
bedroom, and 1 x 1 bedroom) and an 
A1 unit at part ground floor level. 

Refused 15th February 2012  

91-93 Parkhurst Road 

P072506 Demolition of existing building and 
erection of a 4-storey building (plus 
basement) providing for 1005 sqm D1 
(community use) floor space at 
basement and ground floor levels, 16 
flats to upper floors and two on-site 
disabled parking bays. 

Approved 25th October 2007 with 
conditions and legal agreement.  

 

3.2. The site was previously used as a Territorial Army (TA) centre by the MOD.  The TA has consolidated 

their existing facilities onto a smaller parcel of land at the site, which they have retained.  A single-storey 

cadet hut was approved on this retained site by the Council in March 2012 and has now been constructed 

by the MOD.  

3.3. Consideration is given to the refusal of planning permission identified above for the site in section 6 of this 

statement. 
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4. The Proposed Development 

4.1. The proposed scheme is designed by Islington-based architects, Allford Hall Monaghan Morris (AHMM), 

who have been involved with a series of high profile, high quality development projects in London, and 

within the Borough of Islington. The proposal includes the demolition of the existing TA buildings to allow 

the redevelopment of the site with a residential development comprising 96 units.  

4.2. Full details of the proposed development are included within the Design and Access Statement and 

Application Drawings prepared by AHMM Architects. This section provides a summary of the scheme.  

Housing 

4.3. The development will deliver a total of 96 new residential units in a mix of one, two and three and four 

bedroom units. All homes have been designed to Lifetime Homes and Flexible Homes Standards and 10 

units have been designed to be adaptable for wheelchair users. The wheelchair units comprise 1, 2 and 3 

bedroom units.   

4.4. The proposed mix is set out in the table below. 

 1 Bed 2 Bed 3 Bed 4 Bed Total 

Unit Mix 30 49 16 1 96 

 

4.5. The level of affordable housing that the development is to provide will be subject to viability analysis.   

Design and Layout 

4.6. A design-led approach has been taken to the revised proposals to ensure that the layout, scale, massing 

and architectural style responds to the Inspector's reasons for refusal for the previous application.  

Particular regard therefore has been had to the relationship with properties in Holbrooke Court, the rear 

garden of 63 Parkhurst Road and 61 to 62 Moriarty Close.  In taking these relationships into account, the 

scheme has been designed to optimise the potential of the site.  
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4.7. The proposed layout contains two blocks, a reverse L shape building fronting Parkhurst Road and a 

reverse U shaped building to the rear providing a south facing internal courtyard. All buildings are set 

back from the boundary line to varying degrees to ensure neighbouring properties are respected. The 

existing site access will be retained and improved to provide a shared surface. The proposed building 

fronting Parkhurst Road rises to three storeys with a set back fourth storey.  The three with set back 

fourth storey element turns back into the site along the eastern boundary.  

4.8. The U shaped block ranges in height between three and six storeys as it responds to its neighbours.  The 

building heights and orientation of the blocks have been designed carefully to take into account 

surrounding neighbourhood amenity, including overlooking, privacy and daylight and sunlight impact.  

Block C has been reduced from 6 to 5 storeys at the request of LBI officers during pre-application 

discussions. 

4.9. All of the proposed homes benefit from external amenity provision in the form of private gardens, 

balconies and terraces.  Careful consideration has been given to the location and orientation of these 

external amenity spaces having regard to the Inspectors comment and concerns in relation to 

surrounding overlooking and impact on amenity of adjoining neighbours. 

4.10. The landscape strategy for the site comprises a combination of hard and soft landscaping, as explained 

within section 6 of the Design and Access Statement. The strategy has been developed, taking into 

account the advice received during consideration of the previous application. The design of the internal 

courtyard space aims to provide areas for passive recreation, with formal play opportunities provided in a 

dedicated publicly accessible playground centrally along the access through the site. 

Density 

4.11. The proposed development will deliver a density of 165 units per hectare, which is equivalent to 486 

habitable rooms per hectare. This based on a site area of 0.58 ha.  

Amenity and Play Space 

4.12. In terms of amenity space, all residential units will have access to their own garden (for ground floor 

units), terraces or balconies details of which are provided in section 5 of the Design and Access 

Statement. 

4.13. In addition, a high quality south facing landscaped communal courtyard is proposed together with a 

smaller area at the northern end of the access road. 
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4.14. The access route through the site from Parkhurst Road is to be provided as a shared surface, prioritising 

pedestrians and cyclists and providing for a more comfortable environment for the new homes that face 

onto it.  It is proposed that this has the potential to be extended beyond the sites boundaries through the 

Council owned land to the north providing a through connecting Parkhurst Road to Tufnell Park Road. 

4.15. Further details can be found in the Design and Access Statement prepared by AHMM Architects.  

Access, Parking and Servicing 

4.16. Parkhurst Road will be used to access the site through the existing improved two-way access road. This 

will provide for on-site servicing, refuse and emergency vehicle access. Due to the borough’s policy on 

car free developments, the proposal has been designed to provide accessible parking only. Two 

accessible parking bays are provided within the shared surface area towards the entrance to the site.  

4.17. One hundred and ninety seven cycle parking spaces are proposed for the residential users within three 

secure cycle stores, in line with the LBI standards, which is in excess of those required by the London 

Plan. 

Sustainability and Energy 

4.18. A number of initiatives are proposed to ensure that a sustainable development is delivered, and these 

measures are set out in detail in the Sustainability Statement and Energy Statement prepared by Wallace 

& Whittle. A summary of the measures is provided below: 

 Over a 39% Carbon Dioxide emissions reduction (Regulated and unregulated)  

 Biodiversity & Green Roofs,  

 Potable water use reduction,  

 Passive low energy design features,  

 Re-use of existing land,  

 Construction in Green Guide A-rated materials,  

 Lifetime Homes compliant dwellings,  

 Creation of social spaces  
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 based on an community led environment  

 The use of renewable energy technologies,  

 A communal heat network of sustainable transport measures,  

 Provision of good levels of natural daylight,  

 Home Office Provision. 

4.19. In relation to energy, the Energy Strategy Report confirms: 

"The Energy Strategy has calculated that, the proposed Parkhurst Gardens development is predicted to 

achieve a reduction in CO2 emissions in excess of 39% lower than a baseline compliant (2013) building 

through passive and energy saving technologies. Additionally, all remaining CO2 emissions (regulated 

and unregulated) are offset through Islington’s carbon offsetting scheme to  achieve a zero carbon 

standard." 

Section 106 Draft Heads of Terms 

4.20. The applicant confirms that they are willing to enter into a Section 106 Agreement with the LBI and will 

provide solicitor’s details on request.  Draft Heads of Terms are set out below; however, these will be 

subject to viability considerations; an assessment against the tests set out in paragraph 204 of the NPPF, 

paragraph 004 of the Planning Practice Guidance and the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 

Regulations (2010, as amended); and further discussions with the LBI. 

 On-site provision of affordable housing in line with Core Strategy policy CS12 (subject to financial 

viability), and review mechanism; 

 The repair and re-instatement of the footways and highways adjoining the development.  The cost 

is to be confirmed by LBI Highways, paid for by the applicant and the work carried out by LBI 

Highways. Condition surveys may be required; 

 Compliance with the Code of Employment and Training; 

 Facilitation of 5 work placements during the construction phase of the development, lasting a 

minimum of 13 weeks, or a fee of £25,000 to be paid to LBI (£5,000 per work placement not 

provided); 



 

 

Town Planning Statement  
Former Territorial Army Site, 65-69 Parkhurst Road, Islington, N7 0LJ 

 

 
   

Savills  January 2016  12 

 Compliance with the Code of Local Procurement; 

 Compliance with the Code of Construction Practice, including a monitoring fee of £9,600 and 

submission of site-specific response document to the Code of Construction Practice for approval 

of LBI Public Protection, which shall be submitted prior to any works commencing on site; 

 The provision of 8 accessible parking bays (plus 2 bays provided on-site) or a contribution of 

£16,000 towards bays or other accessible transport initiatives; 

 A contribution of £95,960.29 towards offsetting the projected residual CO2 emissions of the 

development, to be charged at the established price per tonne of CO2 for Islington (currently 

£920);  

 Connection to a local energy network, if technically and economically viable. In the event that a 

local energy network is not available or connection to it is not economically viable, the developer 

shall develop an on-site solution. Connection to neighbouring site(s) (a Shared Heating Network) 

will be required. The development shall future proof any on-site solution so that in all cases 

(whether or not an on-site solution has been provided), the development can be connected to a 

local energy network if a viable opportunity arises in the future; 

 Removal of eligibility for residents’ parking permits; 

 Submission of a Green Performance Plan; 

 Submission of a full Travel Plan for council approval 6 months after first occupation of the 

development;  

 Safeguard future provision of Publically Accessible Route; 

 Public access to Playspace and Biodiverse Garden; and 

 Council’s legal fees in preparing the S106 and officer’s fees for the preparation, monitoring and 

implementation of the S106. 
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5. Planning Policy Context 

5.1. Section 38 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states: 

“where in making any determination under the planning Acts, regard is to be had to the development 

plan, the determination shall be made in accordance with the plan unless material considerations 

indicate otherwise”.   

5.2. The Development Plan for the site comprises the London Plan (2015); the LBI Core Strategy (2011), the 

LBI Development Management Policies Document (2013) and the Site Allocations Development Plan 

Document (2013). Material considerations include; the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF); 

Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) regional and local supplementary planning guidance/documents; 

emerging policy and guidance, and site specific circumstances.  

National Policy 

National Planning Policy Framework 

5.3. The NPPF was issued in final form in March 2012. It replaces the vast majority of the pre-existing national 

planning policy documents. The Ministerial Foreword of the NPPF says that the purpose of planning is “to 

help achieve sustainable development”, which should work to enhance and improve the places in which 

we live.  In defining sustainable development, the NPPF refers to the UN General Assembly’s definition 

which is set out below: 

“meeting the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their 

own needs”.  

5.4. Paragraph 7 of the NPPF sets out three dimensions of sustainable development: supporting a strong, 

responsive and competitive economy; strong, vibrant and healthy communities and protecting and 

enhancing the natural, built and historic environment. Paragraph 15 highlights that Local Plan policies 

should follow the approach of the presumption of sustainable development, whilst paragraph 197 

confirms that the presumption needs to be central to the decision-making process.   
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5.5. Paragraph 9 of the NPPF makes it clear that “improving the conditions in which people live” and 

“widening the choice of high quality homes” are central to achieving sustainable development. Housing 

supply is another key issue which is central to the NPPF. The 2nd bullet point of paragraph 7 states that it 

is one of the responsibilities of planning to provide “the supply of housing required to meet the needs of 

present and future generations”. Paragraph 47 relates specifically to boosting the supply of housing.  

5.6. Paragraph 50 states that to deliver a wide choice of high quality homes, planning authorities should: 

“plan for a mix of housing based on current and future demographic trends, market trends and the 

needs of different groups in the community”. 

5.7. The use of brownfield land is encouraged in paragraph 17 of the NPPF. Paragraph 111 goes on to say 

that the “effective use’ of such land should be encouraged, provided it is not of high environmental value. 

The 11th bullet-point under paragraph 17 (Core Planning Principles) refers to managing patterns of 

growth to make the fullest possible use of public transport, walking and cycling. Paragraph 34 supports 

this assertion. 

5.8. Paragraph 56 of the NPPF states that “good design is a key aspect of sustainable development” and that 

it should “contribute positively to making places better for people”. Therefore: 

“In determining applications, great weight should be given to outstanding or innovative designs which 

help raise the standard of design more generally in the area”. 

5.9. The NPPF also highlights the importance of ensuring viability and deliverability.  

Planning Practice Guidance 

5.10. The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) was published in 2013 to provide guidance on a range of issues 

and is to be read alongside the NPPF.  It includes a number of key topic areas relevant to the 

consideration of housing led development, including the use of planning obligations and viability.   

5.11. Of particular relevance is the further viability guidance set out for decision making within paragraphs 016 

to 024.  Central to decision making the PPG states: 

"Where an applicant is able to demonstrate to the satisfaction of the local planning authority that the 

planning obligation would cause the development to be unviable, the local planning authority should 

be flexible in seeking planning obligations.  
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5.12. This is particularly relevant for affordable housing contributions which are often the largest single item 

sought on housing developments. These contributions should not be sought without regard to individual 

scheme viability. The financial viability of the individual scheme should be carefully considered in line with 

the principles in this guidance." 

Regional Policy 

The London Plan  

5.13. The London Plan provides a regional planning policy framework for the next 20-25 years.  The latest 

version of this document was adopted in 2015. 

Sustainable Development 

5.14. Planning policies set out in the London Plan promote sustainable development.  Policy 2.1 (London in its 

Global, European and United Kingdom Context) provides support for the development of London in ways 

that secure the plan’s social, environmental and economic objectives. Policy 5.3 (Sustainable Design and 

Construction) states that development proposals should demonstrate that sustainable design standards 

are integral to the proposal. 

5.15. The Mayor expects all development to make the fullest contribution to the mitigation of climate change. 

Policy 5.2 (Minimising Carbon Dioxide Emissions) requires that development proposals follow the energy 

hierarchy: 1) Be lean: use less energy, 2) Be clean: supply energy efficiently, and 3) Be green: use 

renewable energy. In accordance with Policy 5.6 (Decentralised Energy in Development Proposals), the 

feasibility of Combined Heat and Power (CHP) systems should be evaluated for development proposals. 

Policy 5.7 (Renewable Energy) requires the provision of on-site renewable energy generation where 

feasible to provide a reduction in carbon dioxide emissions, and Policy 5.9 states that particular attention 

should be paid to the use of passive solar design and natural ventilation in developments.  

5.16. Policy 5.10 (Urban Greening) states that development proposals should integrate green infrastructure to 

contribute to urban greening. This can include tree planting, green roofs and soft landscaping.  Policy 

5.11 (Green Roofs and Development Site Environs) states that major development proposals should be 

designed to include roof, wall and site planting in order to mitigate climate change. Policy 5.12 (Flood 

Risk Management) and Policy 5.13 (Sustainable Drainage) relate to national flood risk assessment 

requirements and the need to utilise sustainable urban drainage systems within development proposals. 
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5.17. Policy 5.14 (Water Quality and Wastewater Infrastructure) outlines that development proposals must 

ensure that adequate wastewater infrastructure capacity is available with development. Policy 5.15 

(Water Use and Supplies) outlines that new development should have proper regard to the impact of the 

proposals on water demand and existing capacity by minimising the use of treated water and minimising 

rainwater-harvesting opportunities. In accordance with Policy 5.17 (Waste Capacity), suitable waste and 

recycling storage facilities should be provided in all new developments. 

5.18. Policy 5.18 (Construction, Excavation and Demolition Waste) and Policy 5.21 (Contaminated Land) 

relates to sustainable waste behaviour and the need to ensure that development does not activate or 

spread contamination. 

5.19. Policy 7.19 and Policy 7.21 seeks to retain existing trees and states that any loss as a result of 

development should be replaced following the principles of ‘right tree, right place’. 

5.20. Development proposals should also be devised taking account of Policy 7.14 (Improving Air Quality) and 

7.15 (Reducing Noise and Enhancing Soundscapes). 

Housing 

5.21. Policy 3.3 seeks provision of at least an annual average of 42,389 net additional homes across London 

up to 2015/2025. Table 3.1 sets housing provision monitoring targets for London boroughs, of which 

Islington’s is 1,264 additional homes per year between 2015 and 2025.  

5.22. Policy 3.4 (Optimising Housing Potential) states that development proposals that compromise the policy 

to optimise housing output taking account of local context and character, design principles and public 

transport capacity should be resisted. The policy justification states at paragraph 3.29 that: 

“While there is usually scope to provide a mix of dwelling types in different locations, higher density 

provision for smaller households should be focused on areas with good public transport 

accessibility…”  

5.23. Table 3.2 provides a guidance density range for this Urban site of 200-700 hrph or 45-260 uph. 

Paragraph 3.28 confirms that “It is not appropriate to apply Table 3.2 mechanistically.” 

5.24. Policy 3.5 (Quality and Design of Housing Developments) states that new housing should enhance the 

quality of local places and should incorporate minimum space standards in general conformity with Table 

3.3.  
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5.25. Policy 3.8 requires housing development to offer a range of housing choices, in terms of the mix of 

housing sizes and types, taking account of the housing requirements of different groups. This policy also 

requires all new housing to be built to Lifetime Homes standards and 10% of new housing to be designed 

to be wheelchair accessible or easily adaptable for residents who are wheelchair users.  The provision of 

play space is encouraged through Policy 3.6 (Children and Young People’s Play and Informal 

Recreation). 

Affordable Housing 

5.26. Policy 3.12 (Negotiating Affordable Housing on Individual Private Residential and Mixed Use Schemes) 

requires development to deliver the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing whilst having 

regard to a number of factors, including current and future requirements for affordable housing; affordable 

housing targets;  the need to encourage rather than restrain residential development; the need to promote 

mixed and balanced communities; the size and type of affordable housing needed in particular locations; 

and the individual circumstances of a site for example the developments viability and the availability of 

public subsidy. 

5.27. Policy 3.11 (Affordable Housing Targets) states that 60% of the affordable housing provision should be 

for social rent and 40% for intermediate rent or sale, and that priority should be given to family housing. 

The policy allows boroughs to set separate targets for social rented and intermediate housing. 

Design 

5.28. Policy 7.1 (Lifetime Neighbourhoods) states that development should be designed so that the layout, 

tenure and mix of uses interface with surrounding land and improve people’s access to employment 

opportunities, commercial services and public transport. New buildings and the spaces they create should 

help reinforce or enhance the character, legibility, permeability and accessibility of the neighbourhood; 

and should meet the principles of lifetime neighbourhoods. In accordance with Policy 7.2 (An Inclusive 

Environment) requires development proposals to take account of the principles of inclusive design. 

5.29. Policy 7.2 states that proposals should aim for the highest standards of accessibility and inclusion and 

that the design process should from the outset consider how everyone will be able to utilise places and 

spaces that are proposed, including disabled and deaf people, older people, and children. 
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5.30. Development should reduce the opportunities for criminal behaviour and contribute to a sense of security 

without being overbearing or intimidating, in accordance with Policy 7.3 (Designing Out Crime). Policy 

7.13 (Safety, Security and Resilience to Emergency) also requires development proposals to include 

measures to design out crime. 

5.31. Policy 7.4 (Local Character) requires development to provide a high quality design response having 

regard to the pattern and grain of existing spaces and streets; the urban structure and the surrounding 

historic environment. 

5.32. Policy 7.5 (Public Realm) supports development that enhances the public realm. 

5.33. Policy 7.6 (Architecture) says that new development should be of the highest architectural quality, whilst 

also being of an appropriate proportion and scale so as not to cause unacceptable harm to the amenity of 

surrounding land and buildings, especially where these are in residential use. The policy requires 

development to optimise the potential of sites. 

5.34. In relation to heritage assets, Policy 7.8 (Heritage Assets and Archaeology) of the London Plan states 

that where development affects a heritage asset and its setting, it should conserve that asset’s 

significance by being sympathetic in terms of form, scale and materials.  

Transport 

5.35. Chapter 6 of the London Plan provides policies on highways and transport matters, including Policy 6.3 

(Assessing Effects of Development Transport Capacity), which requires the submission of Transport 

Assessment with major planning applications. Policy 6.9 (Cycling), Policy 6.10 (walking) and Policy 6.13 

(Parking), all promote sustainable travel behaviour through encouraging measures to promote walking, 

cycling and by setting maximum parking standards. 

GLA Supplementary Planning Guidance 

5.36. The Mayor has also produced a number of supplementary planning documents (SPD) that have been 

considered in the preparation of the development proposals.  These are listed below: 

 Draft Interim Housing SPG (May 2015); 

 Social Infrastructure SPG (May 2015); 

 Sustainable Design and Construction SPG (April 2014); 
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 Accessible London: Achieving and Inclusive Environment SPG (2014); 

 Character and Context SPG (June 2014);  

 London Planning Statement SPG (May 2014);  

 Housing SPG (November 2012); 

 Shaping Neighbourhoods: Play and Informal Recreation SPG (September 2012); and 

 Accessible London (October 2014). 

Local Policy  

LBI Core Strategy (2011) 

5.37. The London Borough of Islington’s Core Strategy was adopted on 17th February 2011.  

5.38. The site falls within the Nag’s Head area, and is identified on Map 2.7 of the Core Strategy as a ‘Key 

Area’.   

5.39. Core Strategy Policy CS9 (Protecting and enhancing Islington’s built and historic environment) seeks to 

protect and preserve the historic urban environment. Part A promotes the perimeter block approach and 

states that “The aim is for new buildings to be sympathetic in scale and appearance and to be 

complementary to the local identity.” Part B confirms that the Borough’s heritage assets will be conserved 

and enhanced.  Part C reiterates the requirement for a perimeter block approach for new development. 

Part D says that all development will need to be based on coherent street frontages and new buildings 

need to fit into the existing context of facades. Part F of Policy CS9 says that new homes need to provide 

dual aspect units with a clear distinction between a public side and a quieter private side. Part G 

acknowledges that high quality contemporary design can respond to the historic environment as well as 

traditional architecture. Part E of Policy CS9 states that  

“New buildings and developments need to be based on a human scale and efficiently use the site 

area, which could mean some high density developments. High densities can be achieved through 

high quality design without the need for tall buildings.” 
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5.40. The Council’s sustainable design policy is covered in Policy CS10 (Sustainable Design). This policy 

seeks to minimise the Borough’s contribution to climate change and ensure development respects the 

environment whilst improving quality of life. The policy promotes zero-carbon development; requiring 

development to minimise on-site carbon dioxide emissions by achieving an on-site reduction of at least 

40% if feasible, and promoting decentralised energy networks. 

5.41. Part B of Policy CS10 (Sustainable Design) requires all development to achieve the highest feasible 

BREEAM and Code for Sustainable Homes ratings. Parts C to I of Policy CS10 respectively promote 

water efficiency; on site ecology; sustainable drainage systems; sustainable-sourced, low impact and 

recycled materials; sustainable lifestyles; sustainable modes of transport and increasing the energy 

efficiency of existing homes and businesses. 

5.42. The Council promotes sustainable waste behaviour through Policy CS11 (Waste). 

5.43. Policy CS12 (Meeting the housing challenge) outlines the measures LBI will take to meet its housing 

challenge “to provide more high quality, inclusive and affordable homes.”  LBI set out an aspiration to 

meet and exceed their housing target set by the Mayor of London.  Part D of this policy says that 

residential developments should not exceed the density levels set out in the London Plan, whilst Part E 

requires that a range of unit sizes are provided through residential developments. This includes 

maximising the proportion of family housing in both affordable and market housing. 

5.44. Part G relates to affordable housing and sets out a requirement for the maximum reasonable amount of 

affordable housing, especially social rented housing.  This section recognises that the delivery of 

affordable housing will be subject to financial viability assessments, the availability of public subsidy and 

site-specific circumstances. A tenure split of 70% social housing and 30% intermediate housing is sought 

by the policy. 

5.45. Part H of Policy CS12 says all new housing will comply with flexible homes standards, with at least 10% 

of new homes provided as wheelchair housing. 

5.46. In accordance with Policy CS15 (Open Space and Green Infrastructure), development proposals should 

protect and enhance biodiversity and maximise opportunities to green the borough. Policy CS16 requires 

new inclusive play space to be delivered as part of new developments. 
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LBI Development Management Policies Document (2013) 

5.47. The LBI adopted its Development Management Policies Document in June 2013. Policy DM2.1 requires 

all forms of development to be of high quality, incorporate inclusive design and make a positive 

contribution to the character and local distinctiveness of the area, based upon an understanding and 

evaluation of its defining characteristics. Developments are required to prove how they positively address 

the site and its surroundings. Permission will be refused for development of poor design that fails to take 

opportunities for improving the character and quality of an area, or the way it functions.  

5.48. Policy 2.2 (Inclusive Design) states that all developments shall demonstrate that they: 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. To achieve a safe environment, paragraph 2.8 states:  

“Developments must meet the principles set out in Safer Places (2004) and Secured by Design 

through consultation with Islington's crime prevention design advisor; and achieve inclusive design.”  

5.49. In accordance with Policy DM2.3 (Heritage) requires new development within the setting of conservations 

area to be of high quality. Planning applications are required to include a Heritage Statement which 

demonstrates a clear understanding of the significance of heritage assets affected by proposals and the 

impact on their significance. 

5.50. Policy DM3.1 (Mix of Housing Sizes) requires all sites to provide a good mix of housing sizes. It also 

requires that developments ensure the range of housing sizes needed in the borough are provided.    

5.51. Policy DM3.4 (Housing Standards) requires all new housing developments to meet specific criteria. These 

include: accommodation of adequate size, that includes functional and useable space that has good 

provision for play, amenity and garden space. 10% of all housing is to be wheelchair accessible or easily 

adaptable for residents who are wheelchair users. Rooms must be designed to function comfortably and 

efficiently and storage standards are also outlined. Kitchen/diners should normally be provided as 

separate from living rooms. Minimum space standards are set out, as well as guidelines for minimums 

space in relation to accessible parking. New residential units are also required to be dual aspect. 

5.52. Private outdoor space in considered in Policy DM3.5 (Private Outdoor Space). All new residential 

development will be required to provide good quality private outdoor space in the form of gardens, 

balconies, roof terraces, and/or glazed ventilated winter gardens, with minimums standards outlined. 
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5.53. Policy DM3.6 (Play Space) outlines that all major developments are required to provide play space based 

on anticipated child yield. Provision shall be 5 sqm of private/informal play space per child. 

5.54. In accordance with Policy DM3.7 (Noise and Vibration), development proposals must demonstrate how 

potential adverse noise impact on and between dwellings will be mitigated by housing layout, design and 

materials.  

5.55. Policy DM6.1 (Healthy Development) states that all major residential development will be assessed for 

impacts on additional health services utilisation arising from the development and the capacity of existing 

services. Large development will be required to submit a Health Impact Assessment (HIA).  

5.56. In accordance with Policy DM6.5 (Landscaping, Trees and Biodiversity) development must protect and 

enhance the biodiversity values of sites, and should minimise impacts on trees. Green roof provision 

should also be maximised. 

5.57. Policy DM7.4 (Sustainable Design Standards) outlines that major new build residential developments will 

be expected to achieve Code for Sustainable Homes Level 4, up until 2016. It also requires all 

developments to comply with Islington’s Code of Practice for Construction Sites. In accordance with 

Policy DM7.1 (Sustainable Design and Construction), development proposals are required to integrate 

best practise sustainable design standards. Decentralised energy networks and the potential for 

connection to them are considered in Policy DM7.3 (Decentralised Energy Networks), and Policy DM7.5 

(Heating and Cooling) outlines the sequential cooling hierarchy. 

5.58. Policy DM6.6 (Flood Prevention) requires development proposals to demonstrate how sustainable urban 

drainage systems gave been incorporated. 

5.59. In order to manage transport impacts Policy DM8.2 (Managing Transport Impacts) requests that a 

Transport Assessment and Travel Plan are submitted in support of the development proposals. The 

transport needs of pedestrians public transport users and cyclists are prioritised above those of motor 

vehicles through Policy DM8.1 (Movement Hierarchy). Policy 8.4 (Walking and Cycling) and Policy DM8.5 

(Parking) also promote the reduction of car use. In accordance with Policy DM8.6 (Delivery and Servicing 

for New Developments) encourages off-street delivery and servicing arrangements.  
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LBI Site Allocations Development Plan Document (June 2013) 

5.60. LBI adopted its Site Allocations DPD in June 2013. It sets out site specific policy for main sites where 

development is expected in the plan period. The application site is identified within this document as site 

NH5.  

5.61. The site allocation states that the majority of the site has the potential for intensification for residential 

accommodation to help meet the housing need in the borough.  

5.62. With regards to design, the document requires amenity issues to neighbouring residential properties to be 

satisfactorily resolved. In addition, any development proposals should conserve and enhance the historic 

character of the area. 

LBI Supplementary Planning Guidance 

5.63. A number of supplementary planning documents (SPD) have also been considered in the preparation of 

the development proposal. These include the following: 

 Development Viability (Draft December 2015); 

 Inclusive Design SPD (February 2014); 

 Inclusive Landscape Design SPD (February 2014); 

 Islington Urban Design Guide SPD (February 2014); 

 Planning Obligations SPD (November 2013);  

 Environmental Design SPD (October 2012); and 

 Streetbook SPD (October 2012). 
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6. Response to the Reasons for Refusal 

6.1. This application is submitted following refusal of the appeal scheme and seeks to address the reasons for 

that refusal.  The Inspectors reasons are set out within his report, which is enclosed at Appendix 1.  The 

reasons for refusal relate to four very narrow issues, which are clearly defined and explained within the 

Inspectors report. Three relate to amenity impacts on adjoining residential properties, two of which are 

concerns regarding overlooking and one is in regard to loss of outlook.  The fourth reason relates to the 

design of blocks D and E. The properties identified as being adversely affected and that led to the 

reasons for refusal are: 

 Holbrooke Court; 

 Rear garden of 63 Parkhurst Road; and 

 61-62 Moriarty Close. 

6.2. This section sets out and explains how the scheme has been amended to respond to the Inspector's 

reasons for refusal, and we deal with each in turn below.  It has been these narrow and specific issues 

that have been the main focus of pre-application discussions with the Council prior to the submission of 

the revised application.  A detailed record of these discussions are set out within various email exchanges 

which are enclosed within the statement at Appendix 2.  

Holbrooke Court  

6.3. The Inspector's consideration of the first issue that led to the appeal being dismissed is set out in 

paragraph 46 of the report.  This paragraph is provided in full below. 

"The rear windows of 41-80 Holbrooke Court would be perpendicular to rather than directly facing 

proposed blocks D and E to its south-west side. However, the line of new building would project a 

considerable distance rearwards near to the boundary at a height rising to 6 storeys. The angled blank 

flank wall of block 25-40 already features in the view from many of the rear windows of 41-80. The 

effect of the addition of the proposed mass of building to one side would be oppressive and unduly 

curtail outlook, especially from lower windows at the south-west end of 41-80. Although the existing 

structure on the site is in a similar position, and there are existing sections of wall and bin store 

restricting outlook at lower levels, the proposed new building would be considerably taller as well as 
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deeper. By comparison it would have an improved appearance, but the presence of numerous 

windows and walkways on the elevation would add to an oppressive overbearing effect on living 

spaces in 41-80 by way of a constant reminder of the proximity of extensive living accommodation. In 

addition to the overbearing visual impact on the public areas of the estate, the overall effect would be 

a significantly harmful erosion of living conditions in nearby flats at 41-80 by way of restriction on 

outlook." 

6.4. In summary the Inspectors concerns relate to two issues.  Firstly, the impact the development would have 

on the outlook of residents, especially those at the south west end of 41-80 Holbrooke Court.  Secondly, 

the 'overbearing' impact of the 'numerous windows and walkways' within the proposed elevation.   

6.5. The design response to address these concerns is explained in detail within section 5 of the Design and 

Access Statement.  In summary blocks D and E have been reduced in height by two storeys from six to 

four, which provides the following benefits: 

 Significant increase in visible sky outlook; 

 Reduction in impact in daylight to Holbrooke Court (not a reason for refusal but a consequential 

benefit); and 

 Reduction in the number of windows and walkways on the elevation.   

6.6. It is considered that the design changes made to respond to the Inspectors concerns have been 

significant and adequately address this aspect of the reasons for refusal.  

6.7. Furthermore, the reduction in height of blocks D and E will provide further positive benefit to other parts of 

Holbrooke Court, including improved outlook through increased view of the sky and daylight and sunlight, 

although these issues were not found to be unacceptable and did not form part of the Inspectors reasons 

for refusal. 

6.8. The second issue also relates to the proposals impact on Holbrooke Court and the Inspector's concerns 

are set out in paragraph 15, which are provided in full below. 
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"However, there is a part of the proposal that pays insufficient regard to its context. Blocks E and D 

would include elements rising to 6 storeys, with a sharp step up from 4 storeys part way along block E. 

This would result in a substantial height and mass of building located alongside and very close to the 

north-east boundary of the site. From the rear this would be viewed in the immediate context of the 4-

storey blocks of the Holbrooke Court estate which adjoins the site on this side. This relationship is not 

effectively shown by the appellant’s view 5 illustration, in which a foreground tree at the gated 

entrance to the Holbrooke Court estate mostly screens the higher part of the proposal. Moving beyond 

this entrance and into the estate I consider that with the proximity, height and span of the proposed 

block, it would appear over dominant and obtrusive as seen from the north-east side and in the 

context of the lower neighbouring buildings. Despite the low quality of the building that would be 

replaced, and the design merits and articulated residential character of the proposal, the overbearing 

effect would be seriously harmful to this part of the local townscape." 

6.9. This issue is addressed within section 5 of the Design and Access Statement which explains that the 

design has been amended with blocks D and E to be kept as a continuous four storeys and no longer 

steps up in height to six storeys.  This is now a uniform and consistent height similar to that of the existing 

blocks within Holbrooke Court.  It is therefore considered that this addresses the Inspectors concerns in 

relation to this issue. 

Rear Garden of 63 Parkhurst Road 

6.10. The Inspector's consideration of this third issue is set out in paragraph 39 of his report and is provided in 

full below: 

"This detached villa abuts the south-west boundary of the front part of the site. The front of proposed 

block E would lie some 10.2m from the side boundary of its large rear garden. Overlooking of gardens 

is a common condition within urban areas such as this, and it appears that there would have been 

such overlooking from the existing building when in use. However, the facing elevation of block E 

would feature many windows and balconies at up to 6 storeys oriented towards the rear garden. I 

agree with the Council that the extent of this potential overlooking would be disconcerting and highly 

intrusive for the occupiers, and exceed what could reasonably be expected in this location." 
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6.11. The Inspector's concern in relation to this issue was quite simply that he considered the extent of the 

potential for overlooking from windows in block E would be 'disconcerting' and 'highly intrusive'.  It should 

be noted that the Inspector also recognised that overlooking of garden's in urban areas was a 'common 

condition' and therefore implied that some level of overlooking was to be expected. 

6.12. The design response to this aspect of the reason for refusal is set out in detail within section 5 of the 

Design and Access Statement.  In summary, the height of block E has been reduced from six to four 

storeys, reducing the amount of accommodation in this part of the development.  The unit mix has also 

changed to reduce the number of homes further.  The changes have resulted in a reduction in windows 

from 40 to 30, the number of balconies from 13 to 10 and reduction in the amount of terrace space. 

6.13. The fourth floor has also been set back and additional planting is also proposed along the garden 

boundary wall of number 63 Parkhurst Road to reduce potential for overlooking. 

6.14. Finally, obscure glazing will be provided to pre-cast concrete balconies to further reduce opportunities for 

overlooking. 

6.15. The changes to the massing and mix of block E have significantly reduced the number of properties that 

would overlook the rear garden of 63 Parkhurst Road.  It is considered that further detailed design work in 

relation to the treatment of balconies and balustrades will further reduce this potential therefore 

addressing the Inspector's concerns in relation to this issue. 

61-62 Moriarty Close 

6.16. The Inspector's concerns in relation to the fourth issue were set out in 36 to 37 of his report and are 

provided in full below: 

"The south-west elevation of proposed block A would have windows at 1st and 2nd floor levels at 7.7m 

from the rear wall of 61-62, with external access walkways alongside. These would create potential 

views into the rear 1st floor skylights of 61-62 and a significant intrusion on privacy. The appellant 

again suggests that, if considered necessary, the windows could be treated with obscure glass/view 

control film. However, the proposed windows would be the sole ones to bedrooms, and it would not be 

acceptable to obstruct outward views from the new accommodation in this manner due to the effect on 

the living conditions of the future occupiers. There would be no significant overlooking from the 
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proposed 3rd floor level terraces and windows due to the green edge planter features. However, the 

views from the walkways at the lower levels would be only partially screened by the proposed glass 

balustrades and concrete upstands, again resulting in intrusive overlooking, despite that the use of 

these would be intermittent. I give little weight to the effect of the proposal on privacy to the dormer 

window in that this is a recent addition and does not serve a fully habitable space.  

“61-62 can in some respects be regarded as a ‘bad neighbour’ development in that it is sited very 

close to the boundary of the appeal site. Nevertheless, this relationship is mitigated by the low height 

of the building and the use of rooflights which avoid a directly facing orientation. The proposed block A 

itself, despite its stepped form and limited overall height, is of an un-neighbourly nature given the 

combination of its  proximity to the boundary and incorporation of extensive glazing and external 

access in the facing elevation. In this context I consider that there would be a significant loss of 

privacy to the existing accommodation at 61-62 by way of overlooking which could not reasonably be 

prevented by way of conditions." 

6.17. In summary the Inspector considered the amount of glazing and access decks incorporated within the 

elevation of block A would lead to a significant loss of privacy to residents within 61-62 Moriarty Close.  

The design response to this issue is set out within section 5 of the Design and Access Statement.  In 

summery this proposes to reduce the massing from four to two with set back third storey reducing the 

number of units within block A.  It is also proposed to change the mix of units, providing duplex homes at 

first and second floor level, which allows kitchen/ dining room accommodation to be provided at first floor 

level on the west elevation of block A.  The windows serving the kitchen/ dining room will incorporate 

obscure glazing preventing overlooking of 61-62 Moriarty Close. 

6.18. In order to ensure that these duplex units benefit from acceptable levels of accommodation, their primary 

aspect will be into the landscaped courtyard. 

6.19. A further design change to address this aspect of the Inspector's reason for refusal is to re-orientate the 

access decks and balconies serving the homes within block A onto the eastern/ courtyard elevation.  This 

will remove the potential to overlook Moriarty Close by those accessing the units within block A.   

6.20. The above changes result in a significant reduction in the potential for overlooking of 61-62 Moriarty 

Close and we therefore consider this aspect of the reason for refusal to have been adequately addressed.    
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Other Issues 

6.21. Within his report the Inspector made a further comment regarding the proposals.  This did not form part of 

the reasons for refusal but the revisions to the scheme provide an opportunity to respond to these 

comments positively. 

41-60 Moriarty Close 

6.22. In paragraphs 34 and 35 of the Inspector's report, he states: 

"The south-west flank wall of proposed block B would lie 6.8m from the north-east wall of the existing 

flat block, with proposed windows at 1st and 2nd floor levels having a potential oblique view towards 

the dining area windows of the flats at above ground floor level. The most directly facing proposed 

windows would be secondary to combined kitchen/living/dining rooms, each of which would also have 

a north-west facing window. The appellant suggests that, if considered necessary, these secondary 

proposed windows could be fitted with obscure glass/view control film to prevent overlooking. I regard 

this as being warranted to safeguard privacy, which would also be reasonable in terms of the effect on 

outlook for the proposed accommodation given the other clear glazed window that the relevant rooms 

would also have.  

“At 3rd floor level on the flank of the proposed block there would be a terrace at the same separation 

distance. As indicated in the appellant’s supplementary drawing, a planter structure could be provided 

at the edge of this to prevent a potential view into the existing facing flats, and similarly screen the 

view from the set back window at this level; again this would be a necessary measure. Above this at 

4th and 5th floor levels the potential downward viewing angles would be such that intrusive 

overlooking to the windows of 41-60 would be unlikely to occur due to the relative height differences. 

In addition, the west edges of the balconies to the north elevation of the proposed building (at 

distances of 12.1-15.1m) could be satisfactorily screened by the incorporation of louvre details to 

prevent direct views to the north-east windows of 41-60, again as illustrated by the appellant. With the 

above necessary measures secured by appropriate conditions, unacceptable overlooking of the 

existing flats in 41-60 could be avoided." 

6.23. The proposal responds to these comments by incorporating obscure glazing to the windows at first and 

second floor level looking directly onto the accommodation within 41-60 Moriarty Close.  This obscured 

glazing is provided onto secondary windows serving living room accommodation which benefit from a 

primary north-west facing orientation.    
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6.24. At third, fourth and fifth floor level, the massing steps away from 41-60 Moriarty Close which provides 

opportunities for outdoor amenity terraces.  To prevent the opportunity for overlooking down into the 

accommodation at 41-60 Moriarty Close it is proposed to provide planters to restrict access to the parapet 

edge. 

6.25. Obscure glazed screens will also be provided on the western edge of the balconies on the northern 

elevation of this part of the scheme to prevent the potential for overlooking.  

6.26. Details in relation to this aspect of the proposal are shown in section 5 of the Design and Access 

Statement. 
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7. Planning Considerations 

7.1. Above, we have considered how the amended proposals have addressed the Inspectors concerns that 

led to the refusal of the appeal scheme.  This section now assesses the other aspects of the proposals 

against the planning policy framework for the site.  Consideration is given to the principle of the proposed 

residential use and other planning issues arising from the redevelopment proposal, including: 

 Housing Mix; 

 Affordable Housing; 

 Market Housing; 

 Economic Benefits; 

 Design Considerations; 

 Quality of Residential Development; 

 Impact on Neighbouring Amenity; 

 Density of Development; 

 Transportation considerations;  

 Sustainability and Energy;   

 Health Impact; 

 Noise Impact; 

 Air Quality Impact; 

 Ecology and Trees; and 

 Contamination. 
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Principle of Residential Development 

7.2. The site has been allocated within the Site Allocations DPD (June 2013) as being appropriate for 

residential development. The principle of a residential development on the site has therefore already been 

considered to be acceptable by the Council. The Council did not raise any concerns of land use principle 

at the appeal. 

7.3. The need for housing and the need to boost the supply of housing is well documented in national, 

regional and local planning policies. Chapter 6 of the NPPF says that Local Planning Authorities need to 

“boost significantly the supply of housing”. Paragraph 49 of this document clearly states that, “housing 

applications should be considered in the context of the presumption in favour of sustainable 

development.” London Plan Policy 3.3 recognises the “pressing need for more homes in London” and part 

B of the policy sets out a requirement to deliver an annual average of 42,000 net additional homes across 

London.  

7.4. London Plan Policy 3.4 seeks to optimise housing output, stating that “Development proposals which 

compromise this ... should be resisted.” Table 3.1 of the London Plan requires that a minimum of 1,264 

new homes should be delivered in Islington during the plan period of 2015 – 2025.  

7.5. Locally, Core Strategy Policy CS12 states that the Council will meet its housing challenge, to provide 

more high quality, inclusive and affordable homes by “seeking to meet and exceed the borough housing 

target....” Paragraph 1.122 of the Core Strategy also identifies that there is a clear need for more housing 

in the borough. 

7.6. It is noted that part G of Policy 3.3 of the London Plan states that boroughs should monitor housing 

capacity and provision against the average targets in Table 3.1 of the London Plan.  The plan sets 

Islington a minimum 10 year target of 12,641 units, and an annual monitoring target of 1,264 units. The 

development proposals optimise the housing output from the site, and this will help the borough to meet 

and exceed the minimum targets that have been set, addressing the requirements of local, regional and 

national planning policy.  

7.7. The proposals will deliver: high quality residential accommodation to a high standard; a flatted 

development with a mix of unit sizes and types which is appropriate to the site and area; the provision of 

a mix of tenures to meet local housing needs; and amenity space and landscaping to provide a suitable 

external environment for the proposed housing. Furthermore the revisions to scheme have been made to 

address the Inspectors reasons for refusal and to ensure that there will be no significant impact on the 

amenity of neighbouring occupiers.  
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7.8. The scheme proposes to deliver 96 residential units on a brownfield site in line with the site allocation 

requirement to intensify the use of the land to deliver residential accommodation to help meet housing 

need in the borough.  There is a predominance of residential uses in the surrounding area. Furthermore, 

the site also benefits from excellent accessibility to public transport and local facilities. There is an 

expressed need for housing locally, regionally and nationally; therefore, the principle of a residential use 

on the site is considered to be acceptable and is wholly in accordance with local, regional and national 

planning policies. 

Housing Mix  

7.9. In accordance with the aims and objectives of local, regional and national planning policies, the proposed 

development will deliver a wide choice of high quality homes in a mix of unit sizes and tenures. The 

scheme will deliver 96 new dwellings, in a mix of one, two, three and four bedroom homes. 

7.10. The table below provides a comparison of the percentage unit mix of the proposed development with that 

of LBI's preferred borough wide unit mix and that put forward by the appeal scheme: 

 1-bed % 2-bed % 3-bed % 
4-bed or 
more % Total 

LBI Preferred 
Borough Wide 
Mix 

 10%  75% 10%  0%   

June 2014 26 27% 54 56% 16 17% 0 0% 96 
January 2016 30 31% 49 51% 16 17% 1 1% 96 

 
7.11. The table above demonstrates that 18% of the homes are provided as family homes (with 3 bedrooms or 

more) across the tenures.  It is also confirms that the proposed unit mix is consistent with the June 2014 

scheme that was considered at appeal.  Importantly, the unit mix did not form part of the reasons for 

refusal of the appeal scheme by the Council and the Inspector did not identify it as a point of concern 

within his decision letter.  In paragraph 83 of the Inspector's decision letter he identified that the scheme 

would bring important benefits in terms of the 'delivery of housing' which would include the unit mix. 

7.12. Notwithstanding the above, it is acknowledged that the proposed unit mix doesn't precisely align with the 

Council's preferred, borough wide mix set out in policy 3.1 of the Council's DMP DPD.  There are a 

number of reasons why this is the case which are set out below. 
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7.13. Firstly, the Council's preferred unit mix is borough wide and applies equally to all parts of the borough 

including sites at the other end of the range to the Parkhurst Road site that are in less sustainable 

locations that are better suited to providing lower density development.  This approach is confirmed within 

paragraph 3.14 of the DMP DPD which supports the Council's policy on unit mix and states: 

 “development proposals should provide for a mix of unit sizes in accordance with Table 3.1. The 

mix of dwelling sizes appropriate to specific developments will also be considered in relation to the 

character of the development, the site and the area. Developers should demonstrate how the mix 

of dwelling sizes meets the housing size mix requirements and is appropriate to the site's location.” 

 

7.14. Secondly, this preferred mix is based upon the Council's Local Housing Needs Assessment (LHNA) 

which was produced some time ago in 2007 and published in 2008.  The conclusions of this document 

are based upon even older data, including the 2001 Census and the Survey of English Housing 2005-

2006.  Importantly, all of this information was compiled prior to the 'Credit Crunch' which had a significant 

impact upon housing, particularly in relation to affordability issues.   

7.15. Thirdly, the information within the LHNA has not been updated so Savills have been commissioned to 

provide an up to date report entitled Market Housing Demand Profile in Islington, which is submitted in 

support of the application.  The purpose of the report is to assess the balance of demand for different 

property sizes in Islington and specifically the N7 postcode within which the site sits. 

7.16. This report concludes:     

 "Supply coming onto the market in N7, as measured by the number of listings, in 2015 has been 36.1% 1 

bed, 39.0% 2  bed and 24.9% 3+ bed units. This is matched by a similar profile of demand, as measured 

by email enquiries, which have been 45.0% 1 bed, 37.2% 2 bed and 17.8% 3+ bed units. The proportion 

of demand for smaller properties is higher than the supply of smaller properties. In N7, the proportion of 

one bed listings has stayed level in 2015 compared to 2014, decreasing by 1%. In contrast, there has 

been an increase in email enquiries for this property size: from 41.3% in 2014 to 45% in 2015. 

 

In Islington, the average time spent on the market by each unit size was relatively similar for 1 bed, 2 bed 

and 3 bed units during 2015, indicating there is no mismatch between supply and demand in the market. 

In N7, 1 bed spent less time on the market than 2 beds or 3 beds. This suggests higher demand for 1 bed 

properties.  
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 This evidence therefore suggests that the proposed unit mix (31% 1 bed, 51% 2 bed, 17% 3 bed and 1% 4 

 bed) is well matched to the profile of active demand in the N7 and Islington markets." 

 

7.17. Taking the above factors into consideration we consider that the proposed unit mix is appropriate to the 

site and local market demand. 

7.18. As such the proposals comply with the NPPF, London Plan Policy 3.8, part E of Core Strategy Policy 

CS12 and DMP Policy DM3.1.  

Affordable Housing 

7.19. The Core Strategy expects that new development delivers the maximum reasonable amount of affordable 

housing taking into account the strategic borough wide target of 50% split between 70% social rented and 

30% intermediate. London Plan Policy 3.12 also states that the maximum reasonable amount of 

affordable housing should be negotiated on individual schemes, having regard to a number of factors 

including: current and future requirements for affordable housing; affordable housing targets; the need to 

encourage rather than restrain residential development; the need to promote mixed and balanced 

communities; the size and type of affordable housing needed in particular locations; and the specific 

circumstances of the site. The policy states that negotiations should take account of development viability 

and the availability of public subsidy. 

7.20. The London Plan policy requirements are reflected in part (G) of Core Strategy Policy CS12 which states 

that the Council will seek the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing, whilst acknowledging 

that the provision will be “subject to a financial viability assessment...” The policy also confirms that the 

availability of public subsidy and the individual circumstances of the site will also be taken into account. 

7.21. The PPG provides further guidance in relation to affordable housing and the application of viability 

assessments and requires that local planning authorities should look to be flexible in applying policy 

requirements wherever possible.   

7.22. The level of provision of affordable housing was subject to a significant amount of consideration at the 

recent appeal.  The appeal scheme proposed 21% affordable housing (on a habitable room basis) and 

viability evidence demonstrated that this was the maximum reasonable amount that could be provided. 
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7.23. The Inspector concluded on this issue in paragraph 75 of his report and recognised that: 

"....the development plan policy is to seek the maximum reasonable rather than the  maximum 

possible amount of affordable housing...." 

7.24.  And in light of this was able to conclude: 

"....I consider that what is being offered in this case would achieve that."  

7.25. The amendments to the scheme have led to a reduction in floorspace/ unit delivery which in turn has 

impacted upon the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing that the scheme is able to 

provide.  The viability assessment process will apply the same assumptions that were tested at the 

appeal and found by the Inspector to be sound to determine the maximum reasonable level of affordable 

housing. 

7.26. A Financial Viability Assessment has been prepared by Gerald Eve and has been submitted on a 

confidential basis in support of the planning application to underpin the viability arguments.  

7.27. The LBI is currently consulting on its Development Viability SPD, the latest draft having been published in 

July 2015.  It is understood that this will be adopted early in 2016.  It is unknown at this stage what the 

final version of that document will say, but significant concerns were raised within representations by both 

Savills and Gerald Eve about the contents of earlier drafts. 

7.28. Paragraph 028 of the PPG states in respect of SPD's that "They should build upon and provide more 

detailed advice or guidance on the policies in the Local Plan. They should not add unnecessarily to 

the financial burdens on development." Our emphasis. 

7.29. On the basis that the PPG requires SPD's be consistent with development plan policy we expect the 

adopted version of the LBI Development Viability SPD to fully accord with this requirement. Assuming that 

it does, the affordable housing offer proposed by this scheme will be acceptable for the very clear 

reasons set out within the Inspector's report. 

7.30. If the adopted version of the SPD is not consisted with development plan policy, it will therefore not 

comply with the requirements of the PPG.  An SPD is not policy and is only guidance and therefore will be 

afforded limited weight. 
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Market Housing 

7.31. The NPPF states that housing delivery should reflect local demand (paragraphs 50, 159), as such, the 

proposed market housing mix has been developed taking account of advice from agents regarding the 

demand for unit sizes and types in the area.  

7.32. It is proposed to deliver 30 one bedroom units, 47 two bedroom units and 13 three bedroom units.  

7.33. It is considered that the proposed mix is well matched to the profile of active demand in the N7 area and 

Islington markets. The scheme therefore addresses the requirements of the NPPF. 

7.34. Furthermore, the mix of market units, which is broadly consistent with the refused scheme, was not raised 

as an issue by the Council at the appeal and the Inspector did not raise any concerns or identify it as a 

reason for refusal. 

Design Considerations  

7.35. National guidance, the London Plan and adopted local planning policies all place considerable emphasis 

on the importance of achieving good quality design to ensure that new developments are appropriate to 

the shape, size and location of the site. A detailed description of the main design principles underpinning 

the proposed development are set out in the Design and Access Statement prepared by AHMM.  The 

design of the scheme takes into account the comments made by the Inspector within his report, insofar as 

the scheme has changed to take account of the reasons for refusal.  

7.36. This section should be read in conjunction with the Townscape, Visual Impact and Heritage Assessment 

(TVIHA) that has been prepared by Peter Stewart Consultancy which provides an independent expert 

review of the design proposals and an assessment of the verified local views prepared from locations that 

were agreed with LBI Officers. 
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7.37. The site is currently underutilised and it is occupied by a number of utilitarian buildings ranging from 1 to 3 

storeys in height, surrounded by extensive hardstanding.  The existing buildings do not positively 

contribute to the street scene or to the character of the area or the setting of the conservation area; 

therefore the proposed redevelopment offers an opportunity to enhance the character and appearance of 

the site and the surroundings. This is particularly important because the NPPF states that “great weight 

should be given to outstanding and innovative designs which help raise the standard of design more 

generally in the area.” The proposed development will deliver a significant improvement offering a number 

of design and townscape benefits, including the intensification of development on this underused site, the 

introduction of residential use, provision of a sense of place and architecture of a high quality. 

7.38. The design and layout of the scheme has been informed by a detailed contextual analysis, which 

considered the constraints and opportunities associated with the site, surrounding land uses and built 

form. A design led approach has been adopted to deliver a design and layout which is fully compatible 

with the urban grain and character of the surrounding area; and which optimises the potential of the site.  

Site Layout, Permeability and the Perimeter Block Approach 

7.39. 6.31 The sites layout, permeability and perimeter block approach were subject to examination at the 

recent appeal.  Consideration was given to these issues within paragraphs 5 to 18 of the Inspectors 

report with paragraph 14 stating: 

"The site is of a large scale nature given its extent within the centre of the streetblock. Despite the 

site's shape and the limited street frontage, it is of sufficient size within its setting for the development 

appropriately to create its own particular character and grain." 

7.40. The design approach of the revised proposals continues to adopt that taken by the appeal scheme with 

six individual blocks.  Blocks A to C form an upside down U shape around a landscaped courtyard in the 

centre of the site.  Blocks D to F are linear and run along the sites eastern boundary, with block F fronting 

onto Parkhurst Road.   

7.41. The scheme has been designed to allow the potential for a pedestrian through route linking Parkhurst 

Road to Tufnell Park Road.  This issue was subject to consideration at the appeal and was found to be 

acceptable by the Inspector which is confirmed within paragraph 12 of his report. 

7.42. Further to the above, in making the changes to the scheme to address the Inspectors reasons for refusal, 

the design team have given full consideration to other design issues that are equally important taking 

account of planning policy considerations. Amongst other matters, these include: 
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 the need to orientate buildings to avoid creating overlooking, privacy, overshadowing, daylight 

and sunlight amenity issues, both within the scheme and in relation to impact on adjoining 

neighbours; 

 the need to provide adequate and high quality amenity and play provision on the site for future 

occupiers; 

 the need to optimise the potential of the site for housing output; and  

 the need to provide a high standard of accommodation which is safe and secure for future 

occupiers. 

Scale and Massing  

7.43. The proposals seek to respect the form, scale and grain of the surrounding townscape, and will make a 

positive contribution to the character of the area. In addition, as explained above, the buildings have been 

designed to be of a human scale to ensure that a positive relationship is created at street level.  

7.44. The buildings will range in height between three and six storeys stepping up and down to respond to the 

surrounding townscape as described in section 5 of the Design and Access Statement. 

7.45. In summary the changes to the scale and massing is as follows: 

 Block A which is the western arm of the U shaped element, has been reduced from four to three 

storeys to respond to the Inspectors reasons for refusal in relation to overlooking of 61-62 

Moriarty Close. The third floor has been set back on the western elevation as part of this design 

response. 

 Block B, which is the northern part of the U-shaped element varies in height between three 

storeys at its western end stepping up to five and then six storeys.  This approach is to respond to 

concerns about potential overlooking of 41-60 Moriarty Close. 

 Block C, which is the third component completing the U shape, steps down from six to four 

storeys in the centre part of the site.  This block was six storeys as part of the appeal scheme and 

no concerns were raised by the Inspector in relation to its height.  However, it has been agreed to 

step it down to four storeys as part of pre-application discussions with officers to better respond to 

the changes in height of blocks D and E. 
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 Block D, has been reduced in height from six to four storeys, to respond to concerns raised by the 

Inspector about its impact on the adjoining Holbrooke Court.   

 Block E has also been reduced in height from six to a four storeys, again in relation to the 

Inspector's concerns about the impact on Holbrooke Court. 

 Block F, fronting onto Parkhurst Road remains at four storeys. 

Inclusive Design 

7.46. The creation of an inclusive environment has also been at the forefront of design considerations for both 

internal and external areas of the development to ensure that the development can be used safely and 

easily by all. An Access Consultant, David Bonnet has continued to be involved with the revisions to the 

proposals.  

7.47. The scheme has been designed to achieve relevant building regulations and Flexible Homes standards, 

providing 10% of the homes (by unit and habitable rooms) as adaptable to wheelchair standards. Lift 

access is provided to all blocks. In addition the need to design out crime and create a safe and secure 

environment for residents (both future and existing neighbouring residents) has been a key consideration 

(as explained above), and the proposals have been developed taking on board advice from LBI Crime 

Prevention Design Officer. The proposals are therefore complaint with London Plan Core Strategy and 

Development Management Policies, providing a safe, secure and inclusive environment. 

Architectural Quality 

7.48. The proposals have been designed to be of the highest architectural quality in accordance with London 

Plan Policy 7.6, Core Strategy Policy CS9 and DM Policy 2.1.  The carefully proportioned blocks and 

architectural details will help to activate and define the public realm.   

7.49. The building fronting Parkhurst Road has been designed to respond most directly to the character of the 

conservation area, with the remaining blocks reflecting the key attributes of the conservation area but with 

a modern approach. Overall a unified approach to the application of materials and detailing is proposed 

and this is explained further within section 5 of the Design and Access Statement.   

7.50. The predominant material is proposed to be brick and the same brick is proposed throughout the site. 

Glass and coloured metal facing and reveals are proposed.  
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Townscape 

7.51. Peter Stewart Consultancy has prepared a Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment which assesses 

the impact of the proposals on the surrounding townscape.  The Assessment concludes: 

"The Proposed Development will significantly enhance the quality of the townscape of the area, and 

the townscape setting of nearby heritage assets. It is in line with the policies and guidance on design 

set out in the NPPF, the national PPG and By Design; London Plan policies 7.1, 7.4, 7.6 and 7.8; Core 

Strategy policy CS9; and DMDPD policies DM1, DM3 and DM4." 

Heritage 

7.52. The appeal schemes impact upon the adjoining Hilmarton Conservation Area was considered within the 

Inspector's report at paragraph 9.  This concluded: 

"The proposed block F would be an improvement on the appearance of the existing undistinguished 

frontage building, and its scale and design would be appropriate having regard to the wider 

streetscape along the road and the various views in which it would be seen. The settings of the 

Conservation Area and its individual buildings would to a small degree be improved as a result of the 

development, and this carries significant weight. No harm has been identified to any of the other 

heritage assets in the vicinity." 

7.53. The revisions to the scheme do not propose any changes to block F and therefore the Inspectors 

conclusions still stand.  Notwithstanding this, an updated Historic Environment Report has been 

submitted in support of the proposals.  This concludes: 

 "The proposals described in the planning application meet the criteria for sustainable development as 

 defined by the National Planning Policy Framework. Similarly, they meet the objectives of the London 

 Borough of Islington’s local plans and policies and answer the concerns about the original scheme raised 

 by the Planning Inspector in his Appeal Decision.  For these reasons, the scheme should be granted 

 planning permission.' 
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Quality of Residential Development 

7.54. In accordance with DMP Policy 3.4, Core Strategy Policy CS12 and London Plan Policy 3.5, a high 

quality of residential accommodation is proposed. The dwellings have been designed to meet and exceed 

the minimum space standards set out in the London Plan.  Furthermore, adequate play and amenity 

space has been provided, together with off-street refuse and recycling storage. Consideration has also 

been given to inclusive design standards and the need to provide an appropriate internal environment in 

terms of noise and air quality.  

Internal Space Standards 

7.55. The proposed development will deliver a high quality of residential accommodation across all tenures.  

The units have been designed to achieve the Mayor of London’s minimum space standards which are set 

out in Table 3.3 of the London Plan and the Development Management Policies DPD. In designing the 

scheme, consideration has also been given to the guidance in the GLA Housing SPG (2012) and 

Development Management Policies DPD (2013).  

Aspect 

7.56. All of the units provide dual or triple aspect accommodation and as such will ensure that a high quality of 

residential accommodation is provided in accordance with DMP Policy 3.4 and Core Strategy Policy CS9. 

Flexible Homes and Wheelchair Housing 

7.57. In accordance with London Plan Policy 3.8 and Core Strategy Policy CS12 (H), all of the homes have 

been designed to meet the relevant building regulations. In addition, the homes have been designed to 

take account of the standards set out in the Inclusive Design in Islington SPD (2014). Further details 

about how the redevelopment will provide for inclusive access is provided within the Design and Access 

Statement, together with schedules of compliance which assess the homes against the requirements of 

the Council’s SPD. 

7.58. 10% of the units have been designed to be adaptable to wheelchair standards with further details 

provided in section 8.1 of the Design and Access Statement in accordance with development plan 

requirements. 

7.59. The landscape strategy has also been developed to take account of the guidance contained in the 

Council’s Inclusive Landscape Design SPD (2010) and Streetbook SPD (2012). 
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Amenity Space 

7.60. All of the residential units will have access to private amenity space in the form of balconies, rear gardens 

or terraces.  Full details of the amenity space provision are provided within section 6 of the Design and 

Access Statement. The private amenity space provision accords with the Mayor’s Housing SPG which 

requires 5 sqm for homes with 1 or 2 occupants, and additional 1 sqm for each additional occupant. All of 

the balconies are provided with a minimum depth of 1.8m. 

7.61. Taking account of the requirements of DMP Policy DM3.5, all of the units on the upper floors are provided 

with private amenity space to comply with the standards.  With regards to the ground floor units, private 

amenity space provision has been maximised within the site constraints through the provision of rear 

gardens, and this will be supplemented by the communal amenity spaces provided on the site, which are 

acknowledged by the Council at paragraph 3.64 of the DMP DPD as a way of dealing with challenging 

sites.  The communal amenity spaces will be accessible, well maintained and managed. 

Play Space 

7.62. The multifunctional courtyard design will provide for areas of passive play, whilst more formal provision 

has been provided within the dedicated play space in the north eastern part of the site. 

7.63. The play strategy has been developed taking account of the GLA SPG on ‘Shaping Neighbourhoods: 

Play and Informal Recreation’ (2012), London Plan and DMP Policies. Using the GLA child yield 

calculator, the scheme has the potential for a child yield of approximately 21 children, of which 9 children 

would fall within the under 5’s age group. On-site playspace provision is provided for the under 5’s and 

financial contributions will be secured within the s106 agreement to deliver provision, or improvement, of 

off-site play facilities for older children. 

7.64. The Mayor’s SPG requires the provision of 10 sqm per child; therefore, there is a requirement for 95sqm 

of playspace on-site for children under 5.  As explained within the Playspace Assessment contained at 

section 6 of the Design and Access Statement, the scheme will deliver a formal play area comprising 115 

sqm together with opportunities for informal play and recreation in the landscaped courtyard (comprising 

approximately 380sqm) and shared surface areas. It is noted that DMP Policy 3.6 only requires 5 sqm per 

child for schemes of this size; therefore, based on local standards the proposals will exceed the LBI 

requirements in respect of playspace for children under 5.  
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7.65. The entrance plaza provides further amenity space and an incidental playspace, allowing for social 

interaction and providing playable street furniture. This area providing approximately 115 sqm allows an 

opportunity for older age groups.  

7.66. The GLA SPG outlines that play space for 5-11 year olds should be within 400 m walking distance of the 

site, and play space for children over 12 should be within 800 m of the site. Section 6.2 of the Design and 

Access Statement explains that Chambers Park is located approximately 260 metres away, and the play 

areas at Holbrooke Court and at Hollins/McCall House are located 250 metres and 540 metres away 

respectively. 

7.67. Further details about existing play facilities within walking distance of the site are provided in section 6, of 

the Design and Access Statement. 

7.68. The proposed development is therefore compliant with London Plan Policy 3.6, Core Strategy Policy 

CS16 and DMP Policy DM3.5 and 3.6. 

Internal Daylight/Sunlight 

7.69. The Daylight and Sunlight Report includes an assessment of daylight and sunlight levels within the 

scheme.   This concludes:  

"The internal daylight results show that there are 270 out of 299 rooms which meet the BRE 

Guidelines in terms of ADF i.e. 90.3%. Furthermore, of those few rooms that are not meeting the BRE 

Guidelines, almost all will be reasonably well lit for an urban location, slightly below the BRE Guideline 

criteria, as 122 out of 125 (97.6%) living rooms or living rooms/kitchens/dining rooms will achieve an 

ADF of at least 1%"  

Neighbouring Amenity 

Daylight and Sunlight  

7.70. The daylight and sunlight impact of the scheme on surrounding properties was subject to detailed 

consideration at the appeal and is considered within paragraphs 21 to 32 of the Inspector's report.   

7.71. In respect of daylight, the Inspector concluded that the impacts of the proposal on surrounding properties 

was acceptable and that where there were failures this was as a result of the affected properties design in 

the case of Holbrooke Court or, living accommodation was served by more than one window, in the case 

of 41-60 Moriarty Close.    



 

 

Town Planning Statement  
Former Territorial Army Site, 65-69 Parkhurst Road, Islington, N7 0LJ 

 

 
   

Savills  January 2016  45 

7.72. Issues relating to sunlight were considered in paragraphs 31 and 32 of the Inspectors report, which 

conclude that there would be no significant losses to surrounding properties or outdoor amenity spaces.  

The exception to this was the playspace of Holbrooke Court and the interior of the Willow Children's 

Centre both to the north.  In both cases the impacts were marginal and therefore not considered to 

warrant refusal. 

7.73. A revised Daylight and Sunlight Assessment has been submitted in support of the application to take 

account of the reduction in massing and changes to the scheme design.  Generally this shows 

improvements to the daylight and sunlight impacts of the development. This concludes: 

"The results for daylight and sunlight to the surrounding properties show all rooms and windows 

analysed will meet the BRE Guidelines or be sufficiently close to them that they may be considered 

acceptable in planning terms.  As such, daylight and sunlight to the surrounding properties will be in 

accordance with local planning policy" 

7.74. We therefore consider that the daylight and sunlight impacts of the development to continue to be 

acceptable in planning terms. 

Overlooking and Privacy 

7.75. Overlooking and privacy formed part of the Inspector's concerns in relation to the appeal scheme that led 

to it's refusal of planning permission.  Detailed consideration of these issues is set out within section 6 of 

this report and also with the Design and Access Statement. 

Noise  

7.76. The proposals are for a residential development which is compatible with the surrounding land uses.  The 

principle of a residential development on the site is supported by the LBI and no concerns were raised 

about this issue during discussions regarding the appeal scheme. 

7.77. Any construction noise impact will be mitigated through best practice measures as outlined within the 

Noise Assessment. 
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Density of Development 

7.78. London Plan Policy 3.4 encourages proposals to optimise housing output, taking into account local 

context and character, the design principles in Chapter 7 and public transport capacity. The policy states 

that development proposals which compromise this policy should be resisted. The proposed density of 

the scheme is 486 hrph (habitable rooms per hectare) or 165 units per hectare.  

7.79. For those sites benefiting from a PTAL of 6a; the indicative density ranges comprise 200 – 700 hrph for 

urban sites or 45-260 uph.  Given the sites location and accessibility it should achieve the upper end of 

this identified range.  The proposed developments density is significantly below this upper level.  

However, it is subject to a number of significant constraints that has limited its development potential.  

The policy requirement to optimise the development potential of land set out in Policy 3.4 of the London 

Plan, requires that regard should be had to other development plan policies, including those relating to 

design and impact on amenity. 

7.80. The approach to the housing output of the proposal is therefore design led and takes account of 

surrounding context.  

Transport  

7.81. The impact of the development in relation to the local highway network, public transport, cycling and the 

pedestrian environment has been fully considered within the Transport Assessment (TA) submitted in 

support of this application. 

Access 

7.82. It is proposed that the single vehicle access from Parkhurst Road will be retained. This will also serve to 

provide access for the cadet centre. 

Car Parking 

7.83. The development will be car-free in accordance with Core Strategy Policy CS10 and DMP Policy 8.5. 2 

accessible car parking bays will be provided close to the entrance of the site.  The previous proposals did 

include a higher level of provision of accessible parking bays within a basement.  However, this was 

removed following discussions with officers.  It is proposed a financial contribution will be made to 

accessible parking off-site which is consistent with development plan requirements. 
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7.84. Residents will not be entitled to apply for on-street parking permits and this will be secured as part of the 

s106 agreement.  

Cycle Parking 

7.85. 197 cycle parking spaces are proposed to be provided within three secure cycle stores located 

throughout the development. The provision of cycle parking accords with DMP Policy 8.4, and London 

Plan Policy 6.9.  Further details are provided in section 7 of the Design and Access Statement.  

Servicing 

7.86. The TA concludes that servicing trips to the site are likely to be minimal and that servicing can take place 

on-site as there is provision for a turning head at the end of the access road. The proposals are therefore 

in accordance with DMP Policy 8.6. 

7.87. A Delivery and Servicing Plan will be developed for the site as set out within the TA. 

Highway and Public Transport  

7.88. The Transport Assessment concludes that the development is not expected to have an adverse impact 

on the public transport and highway. It confirms that:  

“...the development is not expected to have an adverse impact on public transport services." 

"The proposals are expected to generate fewer vehicle trips than the former use at the site.  In any 

event, the trips generated by the proposed development are expected to have perceptible impact on 

any travel mode." 

Travel Plan 

7.89. A Draft Residential Travel Plan is submitted in support of the planning application and will be secured 

within the s106 agreement.  This will help to discourage private car journeys and will promote sustainable 

travel behaviour in accordance with local and regional policies. 
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Sustainability and Energy 

7.90. A Sustainability Statement and Energy Strategy Report have been prepared by Wallace & Whittle, which 

considers the proposals in the context of planning policy requirements, particularly those advocated by 

the national government, the Mayor of London in the London Plan and SPG on Sustainable Design and 

Construction, and also those advocated by the LBI in the Core Strategy and Development Management 

Policies. 

7.91. The main features of the sustainability strategy are summarised in section 4 of this statement.  

7.92. The proposals are consistent with the objectives of national planning policy guidance, London Plan, Core 

Strategy and UDP policies, and also the policies contained within emerging planning policy documents. 

Health Assessment 

7.93. In accordance with London Plan Policy 3.2, Core Strategy Policy CS19 and DMP Policy DM34, a Health 

Impact Assessment is submitted in support of this application.  It concludes: 

“the proposed development will have no negative direct or indirect influences upon health apart from 

increasing the demand for local services”. 

7.94. The assessment of local health services demonstrates that existing services currently have sufficient 

capacity to accommodate the increased demand that would result from the development. 

Air Quality  

7.95. Policy 7.14 of the London Plan regarding improving air quality states that development proposals should 

be at least air quality neutral and should not lead to any further deterioration of existing poor air quality. 

The Air Quality Assessment prepared by Phlorum concludes: 

"The Proposed Development is expected to comply with all relevant air quality  policy.  Air quality 

should not, therefore, pose any significant obstacles to the planning process." 

7.96. The proposals are therefore fully compliant with national, regional and local planning policies (DMP Policy 

DM6.1). 
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Ecology and Trees 

7.97. An Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey was carried out on the site in November 2015.  The survey 

identified that the key ecological features on the site are the semi-mature scattered trees, and that they 

contained suitable nesting habitats for birds and foraging opportunities for bats. Furthermore, taking 

account of potential features for supporting roosting bats in the building, the survey takes account of a Bat 

Survey that was undertaken for the previous application. 

7.98. This concluded: 

"The  proposed  redevelopment  has  the  potential  to  enhance  the  site through  a wildlife beneficial    

soft landscaping design and inclusion of  artificial habitat  features. Recommendations relating to the 

planting scheme and artificial nest boxes and a stag beetle loggery have been made to enhance the 

site post construction." 

7.99. Recommendations for ecological enhancements are provided in the Phase 1 Habitat Survey and these 

will be taken into account during the detailed design stage to enhance the biodiversity and ecological 

value of the site in accordance with DMP Policy DM6.5, Core Strategy Policy CS15, and London Plan 

Policy 5.11 and 7.19. 

7.100. An Aboricultural Impact Assessment has also been prepared in support of the application, and this 

confirms that all trees will be retained and protected. 

Contamination 

7.101. The potential for contamination on the site has been assessed using a desk-top study, which was carried 

out by Soiltechnics.  The findings are provided within the Ground Investigation Report which is submitted 

in support of this application. The report makes recommendation for the remedial measures that should 

be provided on the site to ensure that the resulting development will provide a safe environment for future 

users of the site. The proposals therefore accord with London Plan Policy 5.21. 
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8. Conclusion 

8.1. This Town Planning Statement has been prepared on behalf of Parkhurst Road Ltd in support of a 

revised planning application for the redevelopment of 65 – 69 Parkhurst Road.  It seeks to address the 

reasons for refusal identified within the Inspectors report dated 22nd September 2015. 

8.2. The application proposals seek to deliver a high quality residential development providing 96 residential 

units in a mix of unit sizes and including affordable housing, and a highly accessible brownfield site. 

8.3. A design-led approach has been taken by AHMM architects following a detailed contextual analysis of the 

site and surrounding and in response to the specific concerns raised by the Inspector within his reasons 

for refusal.   

8.4. The development proposals will generate numerous regenerative benefits for the local area and 

community, including: 

 In accordance with national, regional and local planning policy, the proposed development will 

make efficient use of this highly accessible urban brownfield site; 

 The development proposal will provide 96 high-quality residential units in a mix of sizes ranging 

from 1 bedroom units to 3 and 4 bedroom family units, which will help the Council to meet and 

exceed housing targets in accordance with planning policy requirements and in accordance with 

the Council's housing trajectory which acknowledges residential uses on the site; 

 Affordable housing will be provided with the precise amount subject to the outcome of viability 

analysis, to help address the significant need within the borough; 

 The proposed development will deliver a well defined and legible development, providing front 

doors onto the street, will promote activity throughout the site, improving the public realm around 

the site, and will provide the potential for a future link through the site from Parkhurst Road to the 

north towards Tufnell Park Road; 

 New publically accessible play opportunities will be delivered along the new access route for the 

benefit of existing neighbouring and future residents; 

 The proposals incorporate a number of measures to deliver a sustainable development, including 

energy efficiency measures, a CHP and PV Panels to reduce carbon dioxide emissions by over 

39%. The new homes have been designed to achieve the latest building regulation standards. 
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8.5. Overall, the proposed development comprises sustainable development and has been designed taking 

into account of the site context, pre-application consultation and the requirements of national, regional 

and local planning policies.  The proposals seek to specifically respond to the reasons for refusal set out 

within Inspectors report.  This Statement has demonstrated how this has been done and how it accords 

with development plan policies.  We respectfully request that the Council’s Planning Officers recommend 

that planning permission be granted so that the benefits of the scheme can be realised without delay. 



 Appendix 1 
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Appeal Decision 
Inquiry held on 14-17, 21 & 22 July 2015 

Site visit made on 22 July 2015 

by Terry G Phillimore  MA MCD MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 22 September 2015 

 
Appeal Ref: APP/V5570/A/14/2227656 

Former Territorial Army Site, 65-69 Parkhurst Road, London N7 0LP 

 The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a refusal to grant planning permission. 

 The appeal is made by Parkhurst Road Limited against the decision of the Council of the 

London Borough of Islington. 

 The application Ref P2013/4950/FUL, dated 6 December 2013, was refused by notice 

dated 17 October 2014. 

 The development proposed is demolition of existing buildings and erection of buildings 

of 4, 5 and 6 storeys accommodating 112 residential units (use class C3) together with 

associated cycle parking, accessible car parking, highways, landscaping and 

infrastructure works. 
 

 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Procedural Matters 

2. The application as originally submitted to the Council proposed a total of 150 
residential units in buildings of part 4, 5, 6 and 7 storeys.  This was amended 

prior to the Council’s decision, and I have considered the appeal on the basis of 
the agreed revised scheme and description. 

3. Draft versions of a unilateral undertaking containing planning obligations 
pursuant to section 106 of the Act were submitted during the inquiry.  Due to 
continuing negotiations regarding this, I agreed to accept following the close of 

the inquiry written comments from the Council on the undertaking and the 
appellant’s written response to these, together with the final completed version 

of the undertaking.  The submissions and undertaking were received according 
to the deadlines that I imposed and have been taken into account. 

Main Issues 

4. The main issues are: 

a) the effect the development would have on the character and appearance of 

the surrounding area by reason of its layout, height and massing; 

b) the effect the development would have on the amenity and living conditions 
of neighbouring properties; 
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c) whether the proposal complies with policy objectives relating to the 

provision of affordable housing. 

Reasons 

Character and appearance 

5. The site of some 0.581ha is currently vacant.  The buildings of the former 
Territorial Army centre comprise a main south-east block which fronts 

Parkhurst Road and projects back into the site, with three further ancillary 
buildings within the rear part of the site.  This widens out on the western side, 

and the majority of the rear inner area is a hard-surfaced open yard.  A 
recently completed single-storey cadet centre occupies an area of land to the 
rear of 53-63 Parkhurst Road which previously also formed part of the centre 

but is outside the appeal site. 

6. The site is included in the ‘Islington’s Local Plan: Site Allocations’ document 

(2013) as site NH5.  This identifies that it has potential for intensification for 
residential accommodation to help meet housing need in the borough, in 
addition to possible continued Ministry of Defence use on part of the site.  No 

objection is raised by any party to replacement of the existing 1-3 storey 
buildings, which are of no particular merit.     

7. The proposed development would be contained in 6 blocks.  Blocks F, E and D 
would extend back in a linear arrangement from the Parkhurst Road frontage.  
Blocks A, B and C would form a U-shaped plan around a courtyard within the 

wide rear part of the site, with the open end facing towards the new cadet 
centre. 

8. The flat-roofed blocks would have a common theme of brick, partly of two 
shades and with contrasting textured and latticework detailing, plus elements 
of concrete, glass and metal.  The robust, clean lines of the buildings would be 

in a modern style.  The Council raises no objection to the architecture and 
appearance of the development including the materials, and the proposal can 

be regarded as of a high quality in terms of detailed design. 

9. The south-east elevation of block F would form the street frontage.  This would 
comprise 3 storeys plus a set back metal-clad attic storey.  The elevation would 

be broken down by detailing into 3 vertical elements.  Lying adjacent to the 
site to the south-west is part of the Hillmarton Conservation Area, which 

includes a row of 19th century villas onto Parkhurst Road, some of which are 
locally listed.  The proposed block F would be an improvement on the 
appearance of the existing undistinguished frontage building, and its scale and 

design would be appropriate having regard to the wider streetscape along the 
road and the various views in which it would be seen.  The settings of the 

Conservation Area and its individual buildings would to a small degree be 
improved as a result of the development, and this carries significant weight.  

No harm has been identified to any of the other heritage assets in the vicinity.   

10. The Council’s concern arises in relation to the combined layout, height and 
massing of the rear blocks.  It describes the site as being of a backland nature, 

and on this basis argues that the rear development should be subordinate to 
the surrounding street frontage buildings.  At the inquiry it suggested that this 

should therefore be less than 4 storeys.  In contrast to this, much of the 
proposed development would rise to 6 storeys.  The Council relates its concern 



Appeal Decision APP/V5570/A/14/2227656 
 

 
www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate           3 

to the absence of a proposed direct new route through the site to link Parkhurst 

Road with Tufnell Park Road.  It considers that the provision of such a route 
could help justify the step up in scale into the site by way of enhanced legibility 

in accordance with section 2.2.4 of the Islington Urban Design Guide 
Supplementary Planning Document (2006).  As proposed, it is argued that the 
development would not be in keeping with the character of the local 

townscape. 

11. The absence of a new through route across the site was not a ground for 

refusal of the application, and is not contended by the Council in itself to be a 
reason to reject the proposal.  The NH5 allocation does not mention such a 
route.  Its provision could benefit the local area by facilitating permeability of 

the streetblock, with potential to improve natural surveillance, as identified by 
Greater London Authority officers.  There is some local support for it.  However, 

there has apparently been resistance to such a route from adjoining occupiers, 
and it has been opposed by the Police on grounds that it would put the security 
of neighbouring occupiers at risk.  It would also require a break to be made in 

the existing wall on the boundary with the neighbouring estate of McCall 
House, with no apparent prospect of this.   

12. The proposal seeks to safeguard the possibility of making such a link in the 
future by way of a route running between the linear and U-shaped blocks, with 
a planning obligation to secure this.  The route would need to turn south-

westwards at the corner of block B before exiting the site.  While this would not 
provide a direct line of vision from the site entrance, pedestrian routes that 

involve turns can easily become familiar to users, and do not appear to be out 
of keeping with the pattern in the area.  With its series of landscaped spaces 
adjacent to and between the blocks that could serve a variety of functions, the 

scheme would provide for a reasonably legible public realm within the 
development.  In this regard it would be satisfactorily absorbed into the 

surrounding built context even without the immediate provision of an obvious 
route running through it.  With respect to the planning obligation, I regard this 
as necessary in order to secure the scope for future provision, while also 

containing reasonable stipulations on the degree of public access in order to 
protect the interests of occupiers of the development. 

13. Buildings in the surrounding area are of a mix of scales and types.  As with 
Parkhurst Road, part of Tufnell Park Road is fronted by 19th century domestic 
development of 2-4 storeys, with similar development lying towards the west.    

Immediately adjoining the site to the south-west is a 1990’s gated residential 
development of 1-4 storeys around a cul de sac (Moriatry Close).  Adjoining to 

the north-east are 20th century flat blocks of 4 storeys (Holbrooke Court), and 
to the north-west are further flat blocks of 5 storeys (McCall House).  The latter 

two estates extend deep from the road frontages with no diminution in height, 
such that buildings that do not accord with a pattern of decreasing scale 
towards the centre of the streetblock are already a feature of the area.  There 

is also not a characteristically uniform grain of development in the vicinity. 

14. The maximum height of the proposal would be only slightly taller than the 

pitched roof of McCall House.  In some 6-storey sections of the proposed blocks 
the top floor would be set in, thus reducing the apparent bulk.  Block A 
alongside Moriatry Close would have a stepped form on that side, with a height 

of 4 storeys.  The neighbouring end part of block B would also be stepped.  The 
Willow Children’s Centre to the north of the site and the new cadet centre are 
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recent neighbouring developments that are examples of low buildings away 

from the road frontages, but these do not set a compelling precedent of a 
diminishing scale that needs to be followed.  The site is of a large scale nature 

given its extent within the centre of the streetblock.  Despite the site’s shape 
and the limited street frontage, it is of sufficient size within its setting for the 
development appropriately to create its own particular character and grain.   

15. However, there is a part of the proposal that pays insufficient regard to its 
context.  Blocks E and D would include elements rising to 6 storeys, with a 

sharp step up from 4 storeys part way along block E.  This would result in a 
substantial height and mass of building located alongside and very close to the 
north-east boundary of the site.  From the rear this would be viewed in the 

immediate context of the 4-storey blocks of the Holbrooke Court estate which 
adjoins the site on this side.  This relationship is not effectively shown by the 

appellant’s view 5 illustration, in which a foreground tree at the gated entrance 
to the Holbrooke Court estate mostly screens the higher part of the proposal.  
Moving beyond this entrance and into the estate I consider that with the 

proximity, height and span of the proposed block, it would appear 
overdominant and obtrusive as seen from the north-east side and in the 

context of the lower neighbouring buildings.  Despite the low quality of the 
building that would be replaced, and the design merits and articulated 
residential character of the proposal, the overbearing effect would be seriously 

harmful to this part of the local townscape. 

16. Of relevance to this assessment is an appeal dismissed in 2013 relating to a 

proposal for a fourth floor on the flat blocks of 14-43 Northview which lie to the 
north-east of Holbrooke Court (ref APP/V5570/A/13/2195274).  The Inspector 
found that this would have an unacceptably dominant presence over Holbrooke 

Court.  In part the concern related to the contrast of materials and detailing of 
the proposal, resulting in a visually incongruous and top heavy addition, but 

the scale of the extension was also cited.  The current scheme is clearly of a 
different nature and design, but a similar effect of dominance in the 
relationship to Holbrooke Court would arise.    

17. According to the Framework, permission should not be refused for buildings 
which promote high levels of sustainability because of concern about 

incompatibility with an existing townscape, if those concerns have been 
mitigated by good design (except where there would be harm to a designated 
heritage asset, which does not arise in this case).  The site is in a sustainable 

location in terms of public transport.  The Council contends that the proposal 
would involve a reversal of the normal hierarchical pattern of building heights 

found both generally and in the local area, but I find that its scale would mostly 
not give rise to townscape harm, including with respect to local legibility.  

However, there would be an unduly uncomfortable relationship with the 
surroundings in relation to Holbrooke Court, involving an incompatibility that is 
not acceptably mitigated.    

18. In terms of the development plan, the promotion by Islington’s Core Strategy 
(2011) policy CS 9 of the perimeter block approach and coherent street 

frontages would be sufficiently achieved by the relationship of the buildings 
within the development to the proposed public access.  The protection and 
enhancement of Islington’s built and historic environment sought by that 

policy, and the quality of design objectives of policy DM2.1 of Islington’s Local 
Plan: Development Management Policies (2013), would also be satisfied, other 
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than in relation to the concern identified above which would involve a breach of 

the policy.  In the London Plan (2015), policy 3.4 requires housing output to be 
optimised for different types of location within the relevant density range.  The 

proposal at 610 habitable rooms per hectare is below the range maximum of 
700hrph based on the accessibility of the site.  However, policy 3.4 also 
requires that local context and character should be taken into account.  I 

consider this requirement not to be adequately met in relation to the concern 
that I have identified, which would amount to serious harm to the character 

and appearance of the area.    

Amenity 

19. Most of the site is surrounded by existing residential buildings.  Due to its 

present mainly open condition parts of the accommodation in these buildings 
currently experience a largely unrestricted aspect towards the site.  This 

contributes to standards of daylight/sunlight, outlook and privacy for the 
occupiers that are relatively high in the context of an inner London location.  
Given the acknowledged potential of the site for residential development, it is 

inevitable that such development would lead to a noticeable erosion of the 
existing level of neighbouring amenity.  This is a factor to be taken into account 

in considering the degree of impact. 

20. The Council appropriately refers to the potential for a cumulative impact on 
particular properties in terms of the combined effects on the various individual 

amenity criteria.  I also have regard to this, but deal in turn with the three 
areas of impact that have been raised and assessed.  In making my judgments 

I have had the benefit of visiting a number of properties around the site. 

Daylight/sunlight 

21. The appellant’s numerical assessment of daylight/sunlight impact is based on 

the BRE guide ‘Site Layout Planning for Daylight and Sunlight’ (2011).  This is 
cited as guidance in the Development Management Policies (paragraph 2.13), 

and is an appropriate basis for assessment.  It provides criteria for use in 
assessing existing daylight and the effects of development on existing 
buildings.  Vertical Sky Component (VSC) is a measure of the amount of light 

at the window wall.  Target values of 27% VSC and a reduction of no more 
than 20% of the existing VSC are given: if these are not met, occupants of the 

existing building will notice the reduction in the amount of skylight.  The impact 
on daylight distribution can be measured by plotting the No Sky Line for an 
individual room.  The area beyond the No Sky Line will usually look dark and 

gloomy, and an increase in this by 20% or more will be noticeable to 
occupants.  The BRE guide is not itself policy, and acknowledges that the 

criteria are to be applied flexibly and to help rather than constrain design.   

22. The appellant prepared an updated report using the BRE criteria shortly before 

the inquiry (dated May 2015), with common ground that this represented the 
agreed quantitative position.  Corrections to this and other additional 
information, including layout plans of neighbouring properties, continued to be 

produced during the inquiry itself.  This was unsatisfactory in terms of normal 
procedures on the submission of evidence, but the final calculations were 

effectively accepted by the Council. 

23. The properties around the site identified as being of concern with respect to 
daylight are as follows. 
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41-60 Moriatry Close 

24. 4 flats in this block (one on each of ground to 3rd floors) have two windows 
facing the site.  Based on the flat I saw, these windows serve a living room and 

an adjacent dining area.  The internal space is linked, but there is a semi-
partition in between the two areas, with a kitchen to the rear of the dining area 
and divided from it by further semi-partitioning.  There is an additional window 

to the living room which faces north-westwards away from the site.   

25. On the appellant’s figures the average VSC for the 3 windows would in each 

case remain above 27% except for the ground floor (which has windows facing 
the boundary wall to the site), but here the average loss would still be less 
than 20% of the existing VSC.  Daylight distribution in each room would remain 

near to 100%.  I apply some caution to the average VSC and daylight 
distribution figures given the room layouts and presence of partitioning, with 

the dining areas and kitchens being more dependent than indicated by 
averaging on the light from the most south-easterly window.  This individual 
window taken alone would fall below the criteria at ground and first floors.  

However, taking into account the relationship of the affected windows to the 
boundary in terms of the degree of reliance on receiving light across this, in 

addition to considering the internal layout, I regard the loss of daylight to these 
flats as acceptable. 

61-62 Moriatry Close 

26. This comprises two units at first floor level with a number of roofights serving 
habitable spaces facing the site.  Due to the degree to which these rooflights 

are angled towards the horizontal, in revised calculations which take into 
account the full access to skylight and not just that available from across the 
boundary, the VSC in all cases would remain well above 27%.  A recently 

inserted dormer window at a higher level would fall somewhat below the target 
values.  However, bearing in mind that this new window serves a sleeping 

platform rather than a fully habitable room, the loss is again acceptable. 

Holbrooke Court 

27. There would be an effect on daylight to the 3 blocks of 4-storey flats lying to 

the north-east of the site.  Block 41-80 (fronting Parkhurst Road) has rear 
windows which are perpendicular to the site boundary, with its lower floor at 

semi-basement level.  Blocks 25-40 and 1-24 have rear windows angled 
towards the site. 

28. Some of the nearest lower windows in block 41-80 would fall below 27% VSC 

but in each case retain near to 80% of their former values.  Daylight 
distribution in the rooms would remain relatively unaffected and at high levels. 

29. Flats in blocks 25-40 and 1-24 have both bedroom and living room windows 
facing at an angle towards the site.  The latter windows have overhanging 

balconies which restrict daylight to them, giving relatively low existing VSCs.  
As a result, what would be fairly small falls in VSC would give rise to 
substantial percentage reductions, with a number well above 20%.  This does 

not apply to the windows that are not overhung, which would remain close to 
or above the target values.  In this situation the BRE guide suggests calculating 

the effect of the proposal without the balconies in place.  When this is done, 
the results either exceed 27% VSC or the reductions are less or not much more 
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than 20%, suggesting that it is the overhangs that are the main factor in the 

restriction of VSC.  In addition, tested with the overhangs in place the daylight 
distribution would remain close to 100%.  Although I saw that the wide glazing 

to the living room windows does not extend fully down to the floor level, these 
results indicate that the daylight effects on these flats would also be 
acceptable. 

McCall House 

30. The only daylight losses for these flats to the north-west of the site would be to 

windows that are agreed to be of a secondary nature.  The impact would not be 
materially harmful.  

Sunlight 

31. The quantitative analysis indicates that there would no significant losses of 
sunlight to neighbouring residential properties.  There would also generally be 

little effect on the sunlight received by outdoor amenity areas neighbouring the 
site, with the exception of the playspace of Holbrooke Court lying to the north.  
However, the level of sunlight here would fall to only just less than the BRE 

target value of 50% receiving 2 hours sunlight on 21 March, which is 
acceptable. 

32. Daylight and sunlight to the interior of the Willow Children’s Centre to the north 
of the site would be only marginally affected.  There would be a small loss of 
sunlight to its outdoor playspace, but this would continue to comply with the 

target.  The Council refers to the sensitivity of the Centre given the particular 
nature of its use, but does not regard the impact as amounting to a ground for 

resisting the proposal.  I agree with this position. 

Privacy   

33. The following properties are identified as being potentially affected by way of 

overlooking. 

41-60 Moriatry Close 

34. The south-west flank wall of proposed block B would lie 6.8m from the north-
east wall of the existing flat block, with proposed windows at 1st and 2nd floor 
levels having a potential oblique view towards the dining area windows of the 

flats at above ground floor level.  The most directly facing proposed windows 
would be secondary to combined kitchen/living/dining rooms, each of which 

would also have a north-west facing window.  The appellant suggests that, if 
considered necessary, these secondary proposed windows could be fitted with 
obscure glass/view control film to prevent overlooking.  I regard this as being 

warranted to safeguard privacy, which would also be reasonable in terms of the 
effect on outlook for the proposed accommodation given the other clear glazed 

window that the relevant rooms would also have.  

35. At 3rd floor level on the flank of the proposed block there would be a terrace at 

the same separation distance.  As indicated in the appellant’s supplementary 
drawing, a planter structure could be provided at the edge of this to prevent a 
potential view into the existing facing flats, and similarly screen the view from 

the set back window at this level; again this would be a necessary measure.  
Above this at 4th and 5th floor levels the potential downward viewing angles 

would be such that intrusive overlooking to the windows of 41-60 would be 
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unlikely to occur due to the relative height differences.  In addition, the west 

edges of the balconies to the north elevation of the proposed building (at 
distances of 12.1-15.1m) could be satisfactorily screened by the incorporation 

of louvre details to prevent direct views to the north-east windows of 41-60, 
again as illustrated by the appellant.  With the above necessary measures 
secured by appropriate conditions, unacceptable overlooking of the existing 

flats in 41-60 could be avoided. 

61-62 Moriatry Close   

36. The south-west elevation of proposed block A would have windows at 1st and 
2nd floor levels at 7.7m from the rear wall of 61-62, with external access 
walkways alongside.  These would create potential views into the rear 1st floor 

skylights of 61-62 and a significant intrusion on privacy.  The appellant again 
suggests that, if considered necessary, the windows could be treated with 

obscure glass/view control film.  However, the proposed windows would be the 
sole ones to bedrooms, and it would not be acceptable to obstruct outward 
views from the new accommodation in this manner due to the effect on the 

living conditions of the future occupiers.  There would be no significant 
overlooking from the proposed 3rd floor level terraces and windows due to the 

green edge planter features.  However, the views from the walkways at the 
lower levels would be only partially screened by the proposed glass balustrades 
and concrete upstands, again resulting in intrusive overlooking, despite that 

the use of these would be intermittent.  I give little weight to the effect of the 
proposal on privacy to the dormer window in that this is a recent addition and 

does not serve a fully habitable space. 

37. 61-62 can in some respects be regarded as a ‘bad neighbour’ development in 
that it is sited very close to the boundary of the appeal site.  Nevertheless, this 

relationship is mitigated by the low height of the building and the use of 
rooflights which avoid a directly facing orientation.  The proposed block A itself, 

despite its stepped form and limited overall height, is of an un-neighbourly 
nature given the combination of its proximity to the boundary and 
incorporation of extensive glazing and external access in the facing elevation.  

In this context I consider that there would be a significant loss of privacy to the 
existing accommodation at 61-62 by way of overlooking which could not 

reasonably be prevented by way of conditions.  

Holbrooke Court 

38. The rear of block E would contain numerous windows and external access 

walkways at multiple levels lying perpendicular to the rear of 41-80 Holbrooke 
Court.  Given the oblique nature of the potential views towards the existing 

flats, despite the relative proximity, I consider that the relationship would not 
involve unacceptable overlooking.  However, it would be a factor in the effect 

on outlook from the accommodation in block 41-80, which I deal with below. 

63 Parkhurst Road 

39. This detached villa abuts the south-west boundary of the front part of the site.  

The front of proposed block E would lie some 10.2m from the side boundary of 
its large rear garden.  Overlooking of gardens is a common condition within 

urban areas such as this, and it appears that there would have been such 
overlooking from the existing building when in use.  However, the facing 
elevation of block E would feature many windows and balconies at up to 6 
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storeys oriented towards the rear garden.  I agree with the Council that the 

extent of this potential overlooking would be disconcerting and highly intrusive 
for the occupiers, and exceed what could reasonably be expected in this 

location.  

40. Other properties around the site would be at sufficient distances from the 
proposal for material overlooking to be avoided. 

Outlook 

41. The appellant makes a number of points that are relevant to consideration of 

the effect of the proposal on neighbouring outlook, as follows.  Outlook is not a 
concept susceptible to significant submission or analysis, nor is there much 
policy advice relating to it.  There is no right to the maintenance of a view.  The 

issue of whether the juxtaposition of one building with another constitutes 
harm will depend on a variety of factors which are almost wholly contextual 

and judgmental.  Key to whether a relationship is truly harmful will be context, 
distance and multiplicity of views.  In the present case the context is inner 
London where there is a less legitimate expectation of longer distance views, 

and the existing open nature of the site is not an appropriate one by which to 
set expectations.  I have taken all these points into account in making my 

assessment.  

42. As set out above, windows in the south flank of the nearest McCall House block 
would face the rear of the proposed 6-storey block B.  However, with the 

intervening distance, the distance by which block B would be separated from 
the boundary, and on the basis that these windows appear to be secondary 

and/or the respective rooms are also served by other main windows, the effect 
on the existing accommodation would not be unduly oppressive. 

43. With respect to Moriatry Close, a general concern about an overbearing 

relationship of the proposal to the cul de sac is raised as an amenity issue by 
the occupiers.  It is asserted that living conditions in the Close would be eroded 

by way of a constant awareness of the bulk and presence of the development.  
However, given the height and stepped form of proposed block A and of the 
end of block B, despite the proximity of these to the shared boundary, and the 

degree of screening that there would be by existing buildings and boundary 
features, this is not relationship that would amount to unacceptable harm to 

living conditions within the public domain of the Close. 

44. The Council’s concern about outlook impact within Moriatry Close relates to the 
flat block of 41-60.  The flank wall of proposed block B would be within some 

6.8m of the north-east facing wall of 41-60, as identified above.  However, the 
building would overlap only with the dining area windows at each level.  With 

the internal partitioning and the kitchen positioned behind the dining area, this 
window is important to this part of each room notwithstanding the other 

windows serving the larger space.  Nevertheless, given that this would be a 
corner of the new building and there would remain an open angled view to one 
side of this, in addition to there being another window on this side and the dual 

aspect of the relevant rooms, overall the degree of enclosure created would not 
be unacceptable. 

45. Due to the potential for upward views from the rooflights of 61-62 Moriatry 
Close, there would not be an undue restriction on outlook to the 
accommodation these serve despite the proximity of the proposed block A. 
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46. The rear windows of 41-80 Holbrooke Court would be perpendicular to rather 

than directly facing proposed blocks D and E to its south-west side.  However, 
the line of new building would project a considerable distance rearwards near 

to the boundary at a height rising to 6 storeys.  The angled blank flank wall of 
block 25-40 already features in the view from many of the rear windows of 41-
80.  The effect of the addition of the proposed mass of building to one side 

would be oppressive and unduly curtail outlook, especially from lower windows 
at the south-west end of 41-80.  Although the existing structure on the site is 

in a similar position, and there are existing sections of wall and bin store 
restricting outlook at lower levels, the proposed new building would be 
considerably taller as well as deeper.  By comparison it would have an 

improved appearance, but the presence of numerous windows and walkways 
on the elevation would add to an oppressive overbearing effect on living spaces 

in 41-80 by way of a constant reminder of the proximity of extensive living 
accommodation.  In addition to the overbearing visual impact on the public 
areas of the estate, the overall effect would be a significantly harmful erosion 

of living conditions in nearby flats at 41-80 by way of restriction on outlook.    

Conclusion on amenity 

47. The Framework includes as a core planning principle that planning should 
always seek to secure a high quality design and a good standard of amenity for 
all existing and future occupants of land and buildings.  Part of policy DM2.1 of 

the Development Management Policies is that proposals should provide a good 
level of amenity including consideration of, among other matters, 

overshadowing, overlooking, privacy, direct sunlight and daylight, over-
dominance, sense of enclosure and outlook.  Paragraph 2.14 indicates a 
minimum distance of 18m between windows of habitable rooms to protect 

privacy.  London Plan policy 7.6 in part states that buildings should not cause 
unacceptable harm to the amenity of surrounding land and buildings, 

particularly residential buildings, in relation to privacy, overshadowing and 
other matters.  Paragraph 2.3.30 of the Mayor’s Housing Supplementary 
Planning Guidance (2012) refers to minimum separation distances as being 

useful yardsticks but not to be adhered to rigidly. 

48. I conclude that in many respects the amenity impacts of the proposal would be 

limited, but in relation to the privacy of 61-62 Moriatry Close and 63 Parkhurst 
Road, and the effect on the outlook of flats in 41-80 Holbrooke Court, the 
impact would be seriously harmful to living conditions and breach the above 

policies.  

Affordable housing 

49. There is no dispute that there is a substantial unmet need for affordable 
housing both in London as a whole and within Islington.  Policy 3.11 of the 

London Plan seeks to maximise affordable housing provision.  Part B requires 
boroughs to set an overall target for the amount of affordable housing 
provision needed over the plan period in their areas.  Part A of policy 3.12 on 

planning decisions requires that the maximum reasonable amount of affordable 
housing should be sought when negotiating on individual private residential and 

mixed use schemes.  This should have regard to a number of matters, 
including b. the adopted affordable housing targets and c. the need to 
encourage rather than restrain residential development.  Under part B, 



Appeal Decision APP/V5570/A/14/2227656 
 

 
www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate           11 

negotiations on sites should take account of their individual circumstances 

including development viability and other identified matters. 

50. The Core Strategy pre-dates the latest version of the London Plan, but is 

broadly consistent with the above policies.  Thus part G of policy CS 12 
requires that 50% of additional housing to be built in the borough over the plan 
period should be affordable.  It seeks the maximum reasonable amount of 

affordable housing, especially social rented housing, from private residential 
and mixed-use schemes over a 10 unit threshold, taking account of the overall 

borough wide strategic target.  It is expected that many sites will deliver at 
least 50% of units as affordable, subject to a financial viability assessment, the 
availability of public subsidy and individual circumstances on the site. 

51. The proposal would provide 16 of the units as affordable housing, which 
equates to 21% of the total by habitable rooms or 14% by units (to be secured 

by planning obligation).  The Council contends that this does not represent the 
maximum reasonable amount as required by the development plan taking into 
account viability considerations. 

52. The Council has undertaken a borough wide viability appraisal with respect to 
affordable housing provision.  However, there is still a need to assess the 

viability of individual schemes, as the policy recognises.  While 50% is the 
strategic target, any level below this could be in accordance with the plan 
providing it is shown to be the maximum reasonable amount. 

53. The Framework advises that, to ensure viability, the costs of any requirements 
likely to be applied to development, such as for affordable housing, standards, 

infrastructure contributions or others, should, when taking account of the 
normal cost of development and mitigation, provide competitive returns to a 
willing land owner and willing developer to enable the development to be 

deliverable. 

54. The national Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) extends this policy to decision-

taking.  In cases where viability is relevant, realistic decisions must be made to 
support development and promote economic growth.  Where the viability of a 
development is in question, local planning authorities should look to be flexible 

in applying policy requirements wherever possible. 

55. The PPG notes that there is no standard answer to questions of viability, nor is 

there a single approach for assessing viability.  Underlying principles for 
understanding viability in planning are: evidence based judgment, informed by 
the relevant available facts and requiring a realistic understanding of the costs 

and value of development in the local area and an understanding of the 
operation of the market; a collaborative approach including transparency of 

evidence; and a consistent approach. 

56. For viability assessment in decision-taking, the guidance is that this should be 

informed by the particular circumstances of the site and the proposed 
development in question.  A site is viable if the value generated by its 
development exceeds the costs of developing it and also provides sufficient 

incentive for the land to come forward and the development to be undertaken.   

57. Local planning authorities are advised to be flexible in seeking planning 

obligations where it is demonstrated that these would cause development to be 
unviable.  This is stated to be particularly relevant for affordable housing 
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contributions which are often the largest single item sought on housing 

developments.  These contributions should not be sought without regard to 
individual scheme viability.   

58. Advice is given on gross development value and costs.  These matters are not 
in dispute in the present case. 

59. The PPG further identifies that the assessment of land or site value is central to 

the consideration of viability, and will be an important input into the 
assessment.  The most appropriate way to asses land or site value will vary 

from case to case, but there are common principles which should be reflected.  
It is stated that, in all cases, land or site value should: 

 reflect policy requirements and planning obligations and, where applicable, 

any Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) charge; 

 provide a competitive return to willing developers and land owners (including 

equity resulting from those wanting to build their own homes); and 

 be informed by comparable, market-based evidence wherever possible. 
Where transacted bids are significantly above the market norm, they should 

not be used as part of this exercise. 

60. On what is a competitive return to willing developers and land owners, the PPG 

states that this will vary significantly between projects to reflect the size and 
risk profile of the development and the risks to the project.  A competitive 
return for the land owner is the price at which a reasonable land owner would 

be willing to sell their land for the development.  The price will need to provide 
an incentive for the land owner to sell in comparison with the other options 

available.  Those options, it is stated, may include the current use value of the 
land or its value for a realistic alternative use that complies with planning 
policy. 

61. Both the Mayor’s Housing SPG and the Council’s Planning Obligations 
Supplementary Planning Document (2013) advocate the use in most 

circumstances of a conventional residual value based viability assessment, 
which compares the net development value with an existing use value as the 
benchmark.  This is to determine whether the development would generate 

sufficient return, including a return to the developer by way of profit, to 
incentivise the release of the land by exceeding a level above the existing use 

value as the comparator benchmark.  In the present case the existing lawful 
use of the site as an army centre has a use value, at around £750,000, which 
is very low due to the restricted nature of this use.  There is agreement that 

this figure does not represent a reasonable basis for establishing the 
benchmark value; since the site is allocated for residential development in the 

development plan, and therefore potentially of much higher value, no 
reasonable landowner would release it for a sum that does not reflect this 

enhancement. 

62. In fact, it is known that the appellant purchased the site as the successful 
bidder in a competitive bid sale undertaken on behalf of the Ministry of Defence 

in May 2013.  The purchase price was £13.25M.  The appellant updates this 
figure to £13.26M, and argues that this should be an input into the viability 

calculation as a fixed acquisition cost.  Based on the agreed values and other 
costs, including a total of some £2.67M for planning obligations and Mayor and 
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Islington CIL contributions, a profit level based on the offered affordable 

housing contribution is calculated.  At some 16.50% on scheme cost and 
14.31% on scheme value, this profit is below the normal target values of 20% 

and 16.67% respectively.  While sensitivity testing indicates potential to reach 
the targets, the appellant argues that the scheme is not capable of providing 
more affordable housing than is offered, since this would place significant strain 

on the development’s economics and diminish returns, with the result that it 
could not be delivered. 

63. The Council has carried out residual valuation calculations using the same 
values and costs and target profit level, the latter which is also not in dispute.  
The calculations use the alternatives of 50%, 40% and 32% affordable housing 

(as a percentage of floor area, compared with the appeal scheme’s 15% on the 
same basis adjusted to achieve break-even point).  The calculations give a 

residual land value of £4.98M, £7.32M and £9.35M respectively.  On this basis 
it is argued that the price paid for the site was excessive since it did not 
properly reflect the policy imperative to maximise affordable housing, with an 

expectation of 50% provision.   

64. The Council has put forward no market-based evidence, which the PPG 

indicates is important, to support its suggested land value figures.  Conversely, 
the appellant relies on several elements of evidence to support the figure of 
£13.26M, as follows.   

65. The first is the purchase price itself.  The RICS guidance on Financial Viability in 
Planning (2012) expresses some caution about reliance on purchase price in 

arriving at site value for assessment of financial viability, including having 
regard to the assumptions made by the developer, which might be 
unreasonable or over-optimistic.  In this case the Ministry of Defence was 

bound by a best consideration requirement, and can be regarded as a rational 
seller.  In addition to the successful bid, certain other information from the bid 

process is available.  The underbid was only 2% lower and was by a Registered 
Provider.  The appellant’s argument that such a purchaser can be assumed to 
have reasonable knowledge of the local market and be unwilling to overpay for 

land is not contested.  There were also what are described as “a number” of 
bids within 13% of the winning bid, which would therefore have been above 

around £11M.  Full information is not available on these unsuccessful bids, 
including on the assumptions made by the bidders and on their financial 
positions.  There is also some confusion regarding the extent of confidentiality 

requirements that apply to the details of these bids.  However, the accuracy of 
the available information is not questioned, and this suggests that the 

successful bid was not significantly out of kilter with other bids that were made 
for the site.   

66. Secondly, the site has been the subject of a recent (May 2015) unsolicited offer 
made by one of the previously unsuccessful bidders, a major housebuilder.  
The offer was at £15.75M for an unconditional purchase. 

67. Thirdly, an independent valuation of the site on a Red Book basis has given it a 
value of £15.5M as at May 2015.  This appears to have relied strongly on the 

evidence of the sale of the site and of a residual appraisal that was undertaken 
based on 25% affordable housing provision (in a scheme of 125 units).  
However, other market evidence was also considered, and such a valuation is 
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bound by the relevant professional responsibility requirements as needing to be 

a true reflection of the market.   

68. Finally, the appellant has carried out an assessment of what are described as 

comparable transactions.  This analysis is of 21 larger residential development 
land sales in Islington since 2010.  It produces a wide range of prices paid pro 
rata to area, with the equivalent price paid for the appeal site being at the 

lower end of this range.  A further sub-set of 7 sites are examined which are 
considered by the appellant to be particularly relevant.  While not all in 

Islington, they are relatively nearby and can be regarded as within the same 
market area.  The results generate a comparable range in value for the appeal 
site of £12.98-16.44M, so that the site value used by the appellant is again 

towards the lower end of a range.  Clearly the details of the comparator sites 
will vary in terms of location, nature, size, constraints, and the content of 

proposed schemes.  The assumptions made by purchasers are also again 
unknown.  However, the RICS guidance emphasises the importance of 
comparable evidence, while recognising that in many cases relevant up-to-date 

evidence may not be available.   

69. These individual elements of the appellant’s evidence each have limitations.  

However, taken together they provide a consistent indication that the price 
paid for the site was not at a level significantly above a market norm.  There is 
no counter evidence to contradict this picture.  Having regard to the advice of 

the PPG, there is no reason to exclude the purchase price as part of the 
exercise of arriving at a land value for the site. 

70. The Council points to the PPG’s statement that land or site value should reflect 
policy requirements as well as planning obligations and CIL.  This is consistent 
with the special assumption approach of the RICS in its definition of site value: 

that this should equate to the market value but “has regard to development 
plan policies and all other material planning considerations and disregards that 

which is contrary to the development plan”.  In this respect it is argued that 
the appellant’s evidence generally contains no assessment as to whether the 
comparisons used were policy compliant, in particular with regard to affordable 

housing and/or the justification for the specific level of provision of this that 
was made in each case.  It is therefore contended that the appellant has not 

engaged with the need to adjust the market evidence in accordance with the 
special assumption; and that, conversely, in effect the particular constraints of 
other sites are imported into the valuation of the appeal site, leading to a 

benchmark which assumes that a low level of affordable housing will be 
acceptable. 

71. Detailed information was produced by both parties on the levels of affordable 
housing achieved in recent decisions in the borough.  This was not examined at 

the inquiry, with the parties content to rely on the written material.  It 
indicates that around 25% provision is typical but with a wide range.  
Nevertheless, as set out above, while compliance with the development plan 

policy can involve an acceptance of provision down to 0%, as argued by the 
appellant, this does preclude the need to consider whether the maximum 

reasonable amount is being secured in a particular case.  In the present one, it 
is fair to characterise the site as appearing to be relatively unencumbered by 
abnormal costs such as might arise for example from demolition or remediation 

complexities, notwithstanding the location adjacent to a Conservation Area.  
This is in addition to the site having a very low existing use value, with 
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consequent scope for a substantial uplift in value from a potential residential 

development even on the Council’s lowest residual valuation figure.   

72. In this context I can understand the wider concern of the Council about the 

possible effect of inputting purchase prices which are based on a downgrading 
of the policy expectation for affordable housing on the eventual outcome of a 
scheme viability appraisal.  If such prices are used to justify a lower level of 

provision, developers could then in effect be recovering the excess paid for a 
site through a reduced level of affordable housing provision.  Such a circularity 

has been recognised in research for the RICS, and the Council in its SPD and 
the GLA (in its Development Appraisal Toolkit Guidance Notes of 2014) are 
alive to this potential outcome of using purchase price as an input in viability 

assessment.  The Council postulates an undesirable scenario of diminishing 
returns of affordable housing and eradication of the potential to achieve its 

delivery.  It argues that the current appeal is an opportunity to return to a 
proper approach. 

73. However, the PPG clearly distinguishes land value from the viability of a 

particular scheme.  The appellant appropriately contends that different 
purchasers will have different views on a likely scheme, and residual valuations 

can be very sensitive to small variables.  Moreover, the PPG stresses the need 
to take account of market signals.  The only information on such signals in this 
case supports the use of the appellant’s land value figure.  Importantly, the 

evidence does not suggest that a reasonable landowner would be incentivised 
to release the land for development at the value suggested by the Council.  The 

options for a rational owner in a rising market include that of holding onto the 
land rather than selling it below a value indicated by the market.    

74. In this respect, an essential aspect of development plan policy on affordable 

housing is to encourage rather than restrain development.  This is consistent 
with national guidance which seeks to avoid jeopardising viability.  The 

boosting of housing development in general terms assists in the supply of 
affordable housing.  National policy is firmly in favour of realism and flexibility 
where the viability of a development is in question.  In this case, the market 

evidence supports a higher valuation for the site than that used by the 
appellant and the scheme is strictly not viable on the current figures. 

75. Taking all of the above into account, the appellant’s land value figure can be 
regarded as adequately reflecting policy requirements on affordable housing.  
Bearing in mind that the development plan policy is to seek the maximum 

reasonable rather than the maximum possible amount of affordable housing, 
on the available evidence of the current position I consider that what is being 

offered in this case would achieve that.   

Review mechanism 

76. The submitted unilateral undertaking contains a planning obligation relating to 
an affordable housing review.  This includes a clause that the obligation would 
take effect only if found in this decision to meet the tests of Regulation 122 of 

the CIL Regulations 2010, one being necessity.  The obligation would provide 
for a review of the affordable housing provision by way of an updated viability 

assessment if the development is not implemented within 12 months of the 
date of permission.   
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77. The PPG advises that viability assessment in decision-taking should be based 

on current costs and values, and planning applications considered in today’s 
circumstances.  However, where a scheme requires phased delivery over the 

medium and longer term, changes in the value of development and changes in 
the costs of delivery may be considered.  Part B of policy 3.12 of the London 
Plan refers to negotiations on sites taking account of, among other matters, the 

implications of phased development including provisions for re-appraising the 
viability of schemes prior to implementation (‘contingent obligations’).  Such 

reappraisal mechanisms for large schemes built out in phases are also referred 
to in the Mayor’s Housing SPG, with for schemes with a shorter development 
term consideration to be given to using short-term permissions or section 106 

clauses to trigger a review of viability if a scheme is not substantially complete 
by a certain date.  Such approaches are said to be intended to support effective 

and equitable implementation of planning policy while also providing flexibility 
to address viability concerns such as those arising from market uncertainty.  
The Islington SPD also provides support for review mechanisms. 

78. The emphasis of both the development plan and the PPG is on securing such 
arrangements for phased developments.  While the current proposal is not 

intended to be built out in phases, it is of significant size and comprises 
relatively discrete parts.  In addition, there is no dispute that future rises in 
values can be expected, which could have a considerable effect on the viability 

of the development.  The level of affordable housing provision being made is 
well below the target of 50%.  Taking all these factors into account, and having 

regard to the policy context, this is therefore a case that warrants a 
mechanism to ensure the potential for securing a higher level of provision in 
the event of material changes affecting viability. 

79. The trigger for an additional payment in the obligation of a profit level above 
20% and a split of the surplus such that 60% would go towards affordable 

housing are reasonable clauses in this particular case given the risk profile for 
the developer and the need to ensure sufficient incentive.  Other aspects of the 
mechanism also appear to be reasonable in the specific circumstances.  On this 

basis I regard the obligation as being both necessary and reasonable.   

80. With regard to other appeal cases involving review mechanisms that have been 

referred to, one relates to a proposal in Buckinghamshire (ref 
APP/N0410/A/14/2228247) and therefore the development plan context 
differed from the current one.  The other is on a scheme in Islington (ref 

APP/V5570/A/14/2226258 & APP/V5570/E/14/2226261), but there is no 
information before me with respect to the details of the viability assessment.  

Neither case therefore provides a firm precedent on the points relied upon by 
the parties for the current appeal.    

Conclusion on affordable housing 

81. I conclude that, with the obligations to secure affordable housing including the 
review mechanism, the proposal complies with policy objectives on this matter.  

Overall Conclusion  

82. I have found the proposal to be acceptable in relation to affordable housing.  

However, it has serious shortcomings on certain aspects with regard to the 
effect the development would have on local character and appearance and 
neighbouring amenity, despite the other positive findings on these issues.   
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83. The scheme would bring important benefits in terms of the delivery of housing 

and specifically affordable housing and the re-use of a brownfield site, and 
some improvements to the settings of heritage assets.  I have also taken into 

account the planning obligations and proposed conditions.  However, with the 
environmental harms the proposal would not be fully sustainable development, 
as well as conflicting with the development plan.  These harmful impacts 

outweigh the benefits, and warrant refusal of planning permission. 

84. I have taken into account all other matters raised including the comments of 

the local Design Review Panel and other appeal decisions that have been 
referred to.  For the reasons given above I conclude that the appeal should be 
dismissed. 

T G Phillimore 

INSPECTOR 
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Samruti Patel

From: Samruti Patel
Sent: 08 January 2016 09:14
To: 'Wilson, Sarah'
Cc: Nozaki Grave, Luciana; Geoghegan, Victoria; 'Andrew Pollard'; 'Rachel Maher'; Grayson, 

Victor; Knipe, Geraldine; Wacher, John; 'Jonathan Murch 
(jonmurch@daviesmurch.co.uk)'

Subject: RE: 65-69 Parkhurst Road - Q2015/4805/MJR

Dear Sarah, 
 
Happy New Year, I hope you had a good Christmas break. 
 
Thank you very much for getting your response to us before Christmas. It is very much appreciated. 
 
Since receipt we have been exploring your residual detailed design concerns further and have made amendments to take 
account of your concerns, wherever possible. The scheme is now fixed, has been subject to legal review, and we are now 
focussing our attention on finalising the application. We are targeting submission w/c 18th/25th January 2016.  
 
On housing mix, as with the last planning application we are preparing a Market Housing Report which will justify the mix 
proposed having regard to up-to-date local area specific data. Therefore, it will robustly justify the mix proposed as it did 
previously where no issues were raised on market housing mix. 
 
The Financial Viability Work is underway; therefore, timing wise it will be difficult to engage on this pre-application but 
given the extensive background we would welcome an early meeting; therefore, perhaps we can line up a meeting in 
early-to-mid February with yourselves and BPS. This can be reflected in the draft PPA. In addition, we propose we pencil 
in a meeting towards the end of February / early March following the end of consultation in case this is required in 
respect of any other matters. 
 
We look forward to receiving the draft PPA from you so that this can be agreed in the next week or so. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
Sam 
 
Samruti Patel BA (Hons) MA (Hons) MRTPI  
Associate Director  
Planning  
Tel  :+44 (0) 20 3320 8251  

  Mobile  :+44 (0) 7807 999 116  
   

 
 
From: Wilson, Sarah [mailto:Sarah.Wilson@islington.gov.uk]  
Sent: 24 December 2015 18:52 
To: Samruti Patel; 'Jonathan Murch (jonmurch@daviesmurch.co.uk)' 
Cc: Nozaki Grave, Luciana; Geoghegan, Victoria; 'Andrew Pollard'; 'Rachel Maher'; Grayson, Victor; Knipe, Geraldine; 
Wacher, John 
Subject: RE: 65-69 Parkhurst Road - Q2015/4805/MJR 
 
Dear Sam / Jon,  
 
Thank you for providing the updated information pack and housing mix schedule / comparison.  
 
As discussed at our last meeting, I advised that a note on viability would be provided to sit alongside the response 
on the amended scheme. That note is attached as a standalone letter, to this email. We can pick up discussion 

mailto:(jonmurch@daviesmurch.co.uk)
mailto:Sarah.Wilson@islington.gov.uk
mailto:(jonmurch@daviesmurch.co.uk)
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regarding the PPA and arranging meetings in the New Year, in particular to discuss viability and to look to narrow 
down potential areas of disagreement as far as possible.  
 
Mix 
In relation to the updated mix, it is unfortunate that the one bedroom market units are creeping up, with the two 
bed units reducing compared to the appeal scheme, which did not accord closely with the policy mix, but with which 
no significant issue was previously raised. I would suggest attempting to keep the percentage of 1 bedroom units 
(market tenure) closer to the percentage previously indicated. This is a shortcoming of the scheme and I do believe 
it would be beneficial not to worsen anything when compared to the appeal scheme taking this scheme forward to 
decision. Of course if you cannot amend this due to constraints, then please set out such a statement when 
submitting an application, however that will be looked at very carefully.  
 
I raise no issue with the social rented accommodation mix (quantum subject to viability testing), but just point out 
that the 2 bedroom units should be 2bedroom, 4person units, not 3 person units.  
 
Revised Pre-Application Package (151214_Rev A) 
 
I set out previous concerns and request for information in the email dated 9th December. I provide an amended set 
out those comments below.  
 
61-62 Moriarty Close (Block A) 
Changes               - reduction of one storey (now 2 storeys with a set back 3rd) 

- Relocation of access decks and balconies to the courtyard side 
 
Previous Officer comment:  There were no outstanding fundamental concerns in relation to the relationship 
between Block A and these residential properties, discussion was around detailed mitigation. 
 
It was agreed that a varied frit could be explored, but that a minimum % obscurity level should be made clear at 
planning stage, and preferably details of this and examples be provided at application stage. Final frit pattern could 
be dealt with by condition.  
 
At second floor level – accept inaccessible terrace and height of solid parapet would obscure views into the dormer. 
Again – eye line should be illustrated as to what the person could actually see as a result of the parapet obstruction. 
 
Updated officer comment (24/12): The drawing pack (page 18) tests a 1.6m above FFL obscurely glazed treatment to 
first floor windows (for the first 4 units, directly opposite 61-62 Moriarty Close. Having looked at that, I think it 
would remain safer to have a minimum height obscure glazing to 1.65m above floor level.  
 
41-60 Moriarty Close (Block B) – pg 21 of your pack (Rev A) 
No issues raised previously, the proposals within the original pack were accepted. Agreed. 
 
Page 22 of your pack (Rev A). 
North facing balconies (western edge of them).  
 
My view is that the Third floor balcony, must be screened on its western edge (up to height of window). Updated 
(Rev A) pack – details accepted.  
I am less concerned about screening the western edge of the fourth floor balcony (directly above) in terms of 
oblique views to the adjoining windows, however I would suspect it might look odd architecturally not treating this 
the same as the balcony below. Agree to screening now proposed.  
 
Holbrooke Court (Blocks D & E) 
Changes:             - reduction in height by 2 storeys (4 storey resulting building) 
 
Updated Officer comments (24/12): 
You have provided a window / walkway / balcony comparison as requested.   
The reductions as set out are: 
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• 48 windows reduced to 31 windows – welcomed.  
• 17 front doors reduced to 14 – welcomed as overlooking from doors can be minimal and generally access a 

circulation space (detailed design). 
• 5 walkways reduced to 3 
• Additional planting on the boundary (3.4m gap between building and boundary) welcomed subject to 

appropriate rooting volume etc being achieved.  
 
Again consideration of a more solid balcony treatment / additional height to balustrade with obscure glazing may be 
worth exploring, providing the right balance between overlooking and perception of increased mass can be reached. 
 
Section Provided as requested, a section has been provided illustrating the ‘profile’ of the elevation facing 
Holbrooke Court.  
I do think a slight set back of the second floor walkways would bring about an improved perception of massing and 
overbearing impression to the Holbrooke Court property, if this could be explored, that could be beneficial.   
 
The above comments are provided with the understanding of the difficult balance between the two elevations.  
 
No. 63 Parkhurst Road (Block E) 
Changes:             - 2 storeys taken off and the further 3rd set back – resulting 3 storey with set back 4th building.  
 
Previous Officer comment (9/12): The reduction in windows by 10 (40 down to 30) is not significant. The reduction 
by 3 balconies (resulting in 10 on this elevation) is not significant. The reduction in extent of terraces is welcomed – 
however detailing  / exploration of planter obstruction along the parapet to reduce potential for overlooking should 
be explored. The size of each balcony has been reduced, and balconies have been better spaced – providing a less ‘ 
busy’ elevation which is welcomed. What are the balconies to be finished in? Are thy to be solid? A bit more 
information on this would be helpful as perhaps in this instance a more solid balustrade treatment could help 
reduce perception of overlooking.  
 
Updated comment (24/12): I am still concerned regarding this relationship. The building face is 10m from the 
boundary, with the balconies protruding into this distance). Whilst I welcome the use of concrete and obscure glass 
for the balcony balustrade (noting this is in the absence of Design Officer input), the height of this at 1100mm is still 
a standard height. Has any consideration been given to raising this height? In particular this might be explored in the 
central part of the elevation where no tree planting is proposed?    
 
Block C – Height – Updated comments 
Whilst the pack provides just an outline of the reduced height of Block C, it is welcomed and considered that the 
reduction in height helps this block better relate to adjoining buildings and spaces and would result in an improved 
relationship and generally appearance internally to the scheme.  
 
Summary: 

• The revisions made are welcomed, in particular, reduction in height of Block C, and further information to 
illustrate differences to the appeal scheme.  

• It would be welcomed if the mix could be looked at again to try to keep the percentage of 1 bedroom units 
no higher than the appeal scheme if layouts allow, as this was a shortcoming of your previous scheme and is 
made worse in this design.  

• Further consideration of the height and obscuration to balcony balustrades / walkway balustrades should be 
considered – both in relation to 63 Parkhurst Road and Holbrooke Court relationships.  

• Consideration should be given to a slight set in of the second floor walkway projection to the Holbrooke 
Court facing elevation.   

• The 1.6m obscure glazing level to windows facing 61-62 Moriarty Court should be raised to a minimum 
1.65m.  

 
I hope these comments are useful taking this forward.  
 
Kind regards and merry Christmas.  
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Sarah 
 
Sarah Wilson  
Major Applications – Team Leader 
Planning and Development 
 
T 0207 527 2364 
 
From: Samruti Patel [mailto:SPatel@savills.com]  
Sent: 14 December 2015 17:22 
To: Wilson, Sarah; 'Jonathan Murch (jonmurch@daviesmurch.co.uk)' 
Cc: Nozaki Grave, Luciana; Geoghegan, Victoria; 'Andrew Pollard'; 'Rachel Maher'; Grayson, Victor; Knipe, Geraldine 
Subject: RE: 65-69 Parkhurst Road - Q2015/4805/MJR 
 
Sarah, 
 
Please find below a link to an updated pre-application pack which takes account of your comments and provides 
additional information as requested.   
 
https://bigfilebox.ahmm.co.uk/lwt/44903-Ee4GOXbZ9q59tjC7UpyUrYSSa 

 
We look forward to receiving your updated thoughts following consideration of this information and also the scheme 
mix analysis issued last week. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
Sam  
 
Samruti Patel BA (Hons) MA (Hons) MRTPI  
Associate Director  
Planning  
Tel  :+44 (0) 20 3320 8251  

  Mobile  :+44 (0) 7807 999 116  
   

 
 
From: Samruti Patel  
Sent: 10 December 2015 10:49 
To: 'Wilson, Sarah'; Jonathan Murch (jonmurch@daviesmurch.co.uk) 
Cc: Nozaki Grave, Luciana; Geoghegan, Victoria; Andrew Pollard; Rachel Maher; Grayson, Victor; Knipe, Geraldine 
Subject: RE: 65-69 Parkhurst Road - Q2015/4805/MJR 
 
Sarah, 
 
Please find attached the analysis of housing mix, compared to the previous scheme. As noted, the proposed market 
housing mix does not differ materially from that which was considered in the previous application. Please note that the 
loss of 4 x 2 beds is reflected in the December 2015 scheme. With regards to the Social Rent mix this is focussed on 
family accommodation as before, but as Andrew noted yesterday this provision and mix is shown indicatively at this 
stage as the Viability Assessment work is still underway. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
Sam  
 
Samruti Patel BA (Hons) MA (Hons) MRTPI  
Associate Director  
Planning  
Tel  :+44 (0) 20 3320 8251  

  Mobile  :+44 (0) 7807 999 116  
   

 
 

mailto:SPatel@savills.com
mailto:(jonmurch@daviesmurch.co.uk)
https://bigfilebox.ahmm.co.uk/lwt/44903-Ee4GOXbZ9q59tjC7UpyUrYSSa
mailto:jonmurch@daviesmurch.co.uk
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From: Wilson, Sarah [mailto:Sarah.Wilson@islington.gov.uk]  
Sent: 09 December 2015 17:30 
To: Jonathan Murch (jonmurch@daviesmurch.co.uk) 
Cc: Nozaki Grave, Luciana; Geoghegan, Victoria; Andrew Pollard; Rachel Maher; Samruti Patel; Grayson, Victor; 
Knipe, Geraldine 
Subject: 65-69 Parkhurst Road - Q2015/4805/MJR 
 
Hi Jon,  
 
Thank you for your time and that of your colleagues today to present and discuss the amended proposals for 
Parkhurst Road, in response to the Planning Inspectors decision. Whilst I advised I would reply pre-xmas, I think it is 
helpful to have the response as soon as possible and can identify the further information we agreed today moving 
forward. I am happy to try to respond on that further information pre-xmas also.  
 
As we touched on in the meeting there will remain disagreement on viability, but I will  pick up on those points with 
a couple of suggested viability meetings in the PPA (which I have just circulated internally for input on availability etc 
from BPS and the LBI Viability Team). 
 
FYI - Victor is confirmed to start back with us on the 11th January and therefore I propose that validation commence 
that week (the first week of January will be taken up with clearing Committee reports for a large January agenda – 
so I cannot carry out that review).  
 
I have set out my comments as follows: 
A] changes to address Inspectors concerns re: overlooking of 61-62 Moriarty Close 
B] mitigation to protect 41-60 Moriarty Close 
C] change to address Inspectors concerns re: loss of outlook and privacy to Holbrooke Court 
D] loss of privacy to rear garden of 63 Parkhurst Road 
E] concerns regarding the height of Block C, brought about by relative reduction in heights made to address 
Inspectors concerns (set out above).  
 
61-62 Moriarty Close (Block A) 
Changes               - reduction of one storey (now 2 storeys with a set back 3rd) 

- Relocation of access decks and balconies to the courtyard side 
 
Officer comment:  welcome the reduction in height by one storey of Block A. The non-provision of balconies on the 
Moriarty Close facing elevation is welcomed. There is no ground floor issue with overlooking.  
 
At first floor level – the windows all serve habitable kitchen dining rooms. Whilst there is a concern regarding the 
obscurely glazing – in terms of quality of outlook from these rooms, it is understood why these are separate kitchen 
diners from living space (which are courtyard facing to provide balconies directly off), and the constraints you have 
in layout for these units (duplexes over first and second floors).  
 
The drawing pack (page 17) refers to a 1.7m above FFL obscurely glazed treatment to first floor windows (for the 
first 4 units, directly opposite 61-62 Moriarty Close. Officers would like you to test a 1.6m high obscure glazing level.  
In submission documents, it would be helpful to illustrate what the eye could look out on – identifying where the 
obscurely glazed level comes up to.  
 
It was agreed that a varied frit could be explored, but that a minimum % obscurity level should be made clear at 
planning stage, and preferably details of this and examples be provided at application stage. Final frit pattern could 
be dealt with by condition.  
 
At second floor level – accept inaccessible terrace and height of solid parapet would obscure views into the dormer. 
Again – eye line should be illustrated as to what the person could actually see as a result of the parapet obstruction.  
 
41-60 Moriarty Close (Block B) – pg 20 of your pack 

mailto:Sarah.Wilson@islington.gov.uk
mailto:jonmurch@daviesmurch.co.uk
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- The northwestern most windows in the side elevation of Block B (facing the above properties) at 
first and second floors are agreed – should be obscurely glazed as accepted by the Inspector. 
The rooms served by these have a further window to provide outlook from.  

- Third floor facing terrace – accept the proposal of a wide planter to prevent overlooking. Please 
make clear the height of the parapet and the width of the planter (and remaining terrace width) 
for ease of understanding at consultation stage.  

- Sixth floor terrace. No mitigation necessary – as per Inspectors decision. 
 
Page 21 of your pack. 
North facing balconies (western edge of them).  

- My view is that the Third floor balcony, must be screened on its western edge (up to height of 
window).  

- I am less concerned about screening the western edge of the fourth floor balcony (directly 
above) in terms of oblique views to the adjoining windows, however I would suspect it might 
look odd architecturally not treating this the same as the balcony below.  

 
Holbrooke Court (Blocks D & E) 
Changes:             - reduction in height by 2 storeys (4 storey resulting building) 
 
Officer comments: 

- It would be useful to be provided with a window / walkway comparison similar to what you 
have provided on page 12 of your document (re: 63 Parkhurst Road); 

- It would be useful to be provided with a section through showing how the elevation would be 
viewed from the ‘critical’ Holbrooke Court property. 

 
It is understood that a reduction of balconies to this elevation (north east) facing Holbrooke Court would necessitate 
more being provided on the 63 Parkhurst Road garden facing elevation and that a balance must be struck. However, 
it is understood apart from a reduction in height by 2 storeys, and the changes internally to mix etc may have 
resulted in some minor changes to the elevation treatment. Again – the comparison elevations requested above will 
help inform the balanced consideration between the two elevations of Blocks D/E. 
 
No. 63 Parkhurst Road (Block E) 
Changes:             - 2 storeys taken off and the further 3rd set back – resulting 3 storey with set back 4th building.  
 
Officer comment: The reduction in windows at 10 (40 down to 30) is not significant. The reduction by 3 balconies is 
not significant. The reduction in extent of terraces is welcomed – however detailing  / exploration of planter 
obstruction along the parapet to reduce potential for overlooking should be explored.  
 
The size of each balcony has been reduced, and balconies have been better spaced – providing a less ‘ busy’ 
elevation which is welcomed. What are the balconies to be finished in? Are thy to be solid? A bit more information 
on this would be helpful as perhaps in this instance a more solid balustrade treatment could help reduce perception 
of overlooking.  
 
Again understand the balance here between protecting Parkhurst Road and Holebrooke Court amenity, yet still 
delivering high quality resulting homes.  
 
Block C – Height 
The Design and Conservation Officer, in her comments has objected to the height of block B and C remaining at 6 
storeys height, as per the previous scheme, in the context of height reductions to all other blocks to address the 
Inspectors assessment and identification of harm. This is in regard to the height of these blocks not reading 
coherently within the amended development, and providing a better response to townscape hierarchy. 
 
Having discussed this with Victoria, we are of the view that given the 5 storey height of McCall House to the north of 
Block B and its perimeter position and in the context of further reduction of units, that DM officers could accept 
Block B remaining at 6 storeys. However myself and Victoria do agree with the Design and Conservation comments 
that Block C should be reduced by one storey as, with it projecting into the centre of the site at 2-3 storeys taller 
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than the proposed buildings either side, this does not sit comfortably. We could not bring forward any argument in 
support of it remaining 6 storeys in the face of the Design and Conservation objection.  
 
In this regard, as discussed at the meeting it should be reduced by a storey, with the top floor being set in on all 
sides – to reflect the height and general character of the amended development. This would result in the loss of 4 x 
2 bedroom units.  
 
I hope these comments are helpful at this time and look forward to receiving the further information outlined in this 
email to further inform discussions, and will pick up on Housing input and review of mix – if Sam could provide the 
comparison housing mix (appeal scheme vs revised) for consideration.  
 
Kind regards,  
 
Sarah 
 
Sarah Wilson  
Major Applications – Team Leader 
Planning and Development 
Islington Council 
222 Upper Street 
London N1 1YA 
 
T 0207 527 2364 
  
Alternative contact: Geraldine Knipe 0207 527 2010 
  
www.islington.gov.uk 
   
Please be advised that from 1st October 2015 the Service will be increasing the pre-application fees.  For more 
information and to book visit www.islington.gov.uk/planningadvice 
 
This e-mail is intended for the addressee only. If you have received it in error, please contact the sender and 
delete the material from your computer. Please be aware that information in this email may be confidential, 
legally privileged and/or copyright protected.  

NOTICE: This email is intended for the named recipient only. It may contain privileged and confidential 
information. If you are not the intended recipient, notify the sender immediately and destroy this email. You 
must not copy, distribute or take action in reliance upon it. Whilst all efforts are made to safeguard emails, 
the Savills Group cannot guarantee that attachments are virus free or compatible with your systems and does 
not accept liability in respect of viruses or computer problems experienced. The Savills Group reserves the 
right to monitor all email communications through its internal and external networks. 

Savills plc. Registered in England No 2122174. Registered office: 33 Margaret Street, London, W1G 0JD. 

Savills plc is a holding company, subsidiaries of which are authorised and regulated by the Financial 
Conduct Authority (FCA) 

Savills (UK) Limited. A subsidiary of Savills plc. Registered in England No 2605138. Registered office: 33 
Margaret Street, London, W1G 0JD. 

Savills (UK) Ltd is authorised and regulated by the Financial Conduct Authority in respect of insurance 
mediation activity. 

Savills Commercial Limited. A subsidiary of Savills plc. Registered in England No 2605125. Registered 
office: 33 Margaret Street, London, W1G 0JD. 

http://www.islington.gov.uk
http://www.islington.gov.uk/planningadvice
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Please note any advice contained or attached in this email is informal and given purely as guidance unless 
otherwise explicitly stated. Our views on price are not intended as a formal valuation and should not be 
relied upon as such. They are given in the course of our estate agency role. No liability is given to any third 
party and the figures suggested are in accordance with Professional Standards PS1 and PS2 of the RICS 
Valuation – Professional Standards, effective from 6th January 2014. Any advice attached is not a formal 
("Red Book") valuation, and neither Savills nor the author can accept any responsibility to any third party 
who may seek to rely upon it, as a whole or any part as such. If formal advice is required this will be 
explicitly stated along with our understanding of limitations and purpose. 
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	Parkhurst Road Town Planning Statement Final 21012016
	1. Introduction
	1.1. This Town Planning Statement is submitted in support of a full planning application for the redevelopment of the former Territorial Army (TA) centre at 65 – 69 Parkhurst Road in the London Borough of Islington (LBI). The Ministry of Defence (MOD)...
	1.2. The site is exceptionally well located in proximity to excellent public transport links and the Nags Head Town Centre.  However, it is now redundant and therefore an underutilised brownfield site and in line with national, regional and planning p...
	“The site is outside of the Nag’s Head Town Centre in a predominantly residential area. The majority of the site has potential for intensification for residential accommodation to help meet housing need in the borough.  There could be continued Minist...
	1.3. This application follows a refusal of planning permission (ref: P2013/4950/FUL) by the LBI and subsequently at appeal (ref: APP/V5570/A/14/2227657) for a broadly similar form of development.  This application seeks to address the reasons for refu...
	Description of Development
	1.4. The application seeks full planning permission for:
	‘Demolition of existing buildings and erection of new buildings rising to 2, to 6 storeys, to deliver 96 new residential homes (use class C3), together with associated cycle parking, car parking, highways, landscaping and infrastructure works.’
	1.5. The application follows pre-application discussions with Officers at the LBI.
	1.6. This statement describes the application proposals in more detail and relates them to the relevant planning policy framework. It should be read in conjunction with a number of specialist reports which have been prepared in support of the applicat...
	1.7. In addition to the above, we have included the draft section 106 Heads of Terms within section 4 of this statement.
	1.8. This report is broken down into the following chapters:
	1.9. The appendices referred to within the text are contained at the end of the statement.

	2. Site and Surroundings
	2.1. The site is located at 65-69 Parkhurst Road in the London Borough of Islington, and it comprises the former Territorial Army centre, owned by the Ministry of Defence. The site comprises a main building fronting Parkhurst Road with three other anc...
	2.2. Further detail about the site and surroundings is provided in the Design and Access Statement. A summary is provided below.
	2.3. There are a variety of building uses, types and heights along Parkhurst Road and the surrounding area.  Uses on Parkhurst Road include: residential accommodation, retail units, community facilities, and a pub restaurant. There are also numerous s...
	2.4. Building heights along Parkhurst Road vary considerably. Adjacent building heights range from large 3-storey dwellings to 4-storey apartment buildings, to mansions blocks at the North of the site being of 5-storeys with a pitched roof. Parkhurst ...
	2.5. The Holbrooke Estate to the immediate east of the site rises to 4 storeys, and Tufnell Park Estate to the immediate north rises to 5 storeys with steeply pitched roofs.   Security fencing has recently been installed around the Holbrooke Estate to...
	2.6. Hillmarton Conservation Area covers much of the area to the south of Parkhurst Road. The adjacent properties at 35 to 63 Parkhurst Road are also within the designated conservation area. The majority of this area was developed in the 1850’s and 60...
	2.7. The site is in easy reach of London Underground and National Rail services, with a number of stations within walking distance of the site. Holloway Road station (Piccadilly Line) is approximately 890m to the south east of the site. Finsbury Park ...

	3. Planning History
	3.1. We have conducted a desk-top search of the planning history records held by the Council for the site and surrounding area.  A summary of the key planning history relating to the site and its immediate surrounds is set out in the table below.
	3.2. The site was previously used as a Territorial Army (TA) centre by the MOD.  The TA has consolidated their existing facilities onto a smaller parcel of land at the site, which they have retained.  A single-storey cadet hut was approved on this ret...
	3.3. Consideration is given to the refusal of planning permission identified above for the site in section 6 of this statement.

	4. The Proposed Development
	4.1. The proposed scheme is designed by Islington-based architects, Allford Hall Monaghan Morris (AHMM), who have been involved with a series of high profile, high quality development projects in London, and within the Borough of Islington. The propos...
	4.2. Full details of the proposed development are included within the Design and Access Statement and Application Drawings prepared by AHMM Architects. This section provides a summary of the scheme.
	Housing
	4.3. The development will deliver a total of 96 new residential units in a mix of one, two and three and four bedroom units. All homes have been designed to Lifetime Homes and Flexible Homes Standards and 10 units have been designed to be adaptable fo...
	4.4. The proposed mix is set out in the table below.
	4.5. The level of affordable housing that the development is to provide will be subject to viability analysis.
	4.6. A design-led approach has been taken to the revised proposals to ensure that the layout, scale, massing and architectural style responds to the Inspector's reasons for refusal for the previous application.  Particular regard therefore has been ha...
	4.7. The proposed layout contains two blocks, a reverse L shape building fronting Parkhurst Road and a reverse U shaped building to the rear providing a south facing internal courtyard. All buildings are set back from the boundary line to varying degr...
	4.8. The U shaped block ranges in height between three and six storeys as it responds to its neighbours.  The building heights and orientation of the blocks have been designed carefully to take into account surrounding neighbourhood amenity, including...
	4.9. All of the proposed homes benefit from external amenity provision in the form of private gardens, balconies and terraces.  Careful consideration has been given to the location and orientation of these external amenity spaces having regard to the ...
	4.10. The landscape strategy for the site comprises a combination of hard and soft landscaping, as explained within section 6 of the Design and Access Statement. The strategy has been developed, taking into account the advice received during considera...
	4.11. The proposed development will deliver a density of 165 units per hectare, which is equivalent to 486 habitable rooms per hectare. This based on a site area of 0.58 ha.
	4.12. In terms of amenity space, all residential units will have access to their own garden (for ground floor units), terraces or balconies details of which are provided in section 5 of the Design and Access Statement.
	4.13. In addition, a high quality south facing landscaped communal courtyard is proposed together with a smaller area at the northern end of the access road.
	4.14. The access route through the site from Parkhurst Road is to be provided as a shared surface, prioritising pedestrians and cyclists and providing for a more comfortable environment for the new homes that face onto it.  It is proposed that this ha...
	4.15. Further details can be found in the Design and Access Statement prepared by AHMM Architects.
	4.16. Parkhurst Road will be used to access the site through the existing improved two-way access road. This will provide for on-site servicing, refuse and emergency vehicle access. Due to the borough’s policy on car free developments, the proposal ha...
	4.17. One hundred and ninety seven cycle parking spaces are proposed for the residential users within three secure cycle stores, in line with the LBI standards, which is in excess of those required by the London Plan.
	4.18. A number of initiatives are proposed to ensure that a sustainable development is delivered, and these measures are set out in detail in the Sustainability Statement and Energy Statement prepared by Wallace & Whittle. A summary of the measures is...
	4.19. In relation to energy, the Energy Strategy Report confirms:
	"The Energy Strategy has calculated that, the proposed Parkhurst Gardens development is predicted to achieve a reduction in CO2 emissions in excess of 39% lower than a baseline compliant (2013) building through passive and energy saving technologies. ...
	Section 106 Draft Heads of Terms
	4.20. The applicant confirms that they are willing to enter into a Section 106 Agreement with the LBI and will provide solicitor’s details on request.  Draft Heads of Terms are set out below; however, these will be subject to viability considerations;...

	5. Planning Policy Context
	5.1. Section 38 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states:
	5.2. The Development Plan for the site comprises the London Plan (2015); the LBI Core Strategy (2011), the LBI Development Management Policies Document (2013) and the Site Allocations Development Plan Document (2013). Material considerations include; ...
	UNational Policy
	National Planning Policy Framework
	5.3. The NPPF was issued in final form in March 2012. It replaces the vast majority of the pre-existing national planning policy documents. The Ministerial Foreword of the NPPF says that the purpose of planning is “to help achieve sustainable developm...
	“meeting the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs”.
	5.4. Paragraph 7 of the NPPF sets out three dimensions of sustainable development: supporting a strong, responsive and competitive economy; strong, vibrant and healthy communities and protecting and enhancing the natural, built and historic environmen...
	5.5. Paragraph 9 of the NPPF makes it clear that “improving the conditions in which people live” and “widening the choice of high quality homes” are central to achieving sustainable development. Housing supply is another key issue which is central to ...
	5.6. Paragraph 50 states that to deliver a wide choice of high quality homes, planning authorities should:
	“plan for a mix of housing based on current and future demographic trends, market trends and the needs of different groups in the community”.
	5.7. The use of brownfield land is encouraged in paragraph 17 of the NPPF. Paragraph 111 goes on to say that the “effective use’ of such land should be encouraged, provided it is not of high environmental value. The 11th bullet-point under paragraph 1...
	5.8. Paragraph 56 of the NPPF states that “good design is a key aspect of sustainable development” and that it should “contribute positively to making places better for people”. Therefore:
	“In determining applications, great weight should be given to outstanding or innovative designs which help raise the standard of design more generally in the area”.
	5.9. The NPPF also highlights the importance of ensuring viability and deliverability.
	Planning Practice Guidance
	5.10. The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) was published in 2013 to provide guidance on a range of issues and is to be read alongside the NPPF.  It includes a number of key topic areas relevant to the consideration of housing led development, includin...
	5.11. Of particular relevance is the further viability guidance set out for decision making within paragraphs 016 to 024.  Central to decision making the PPG states:
	"Where an applicant is able to demonstrate to the satisfaction of the local planning authority that the planning obligation would cause the development to be unviable, the local planning authority should be flexible in seeking planning obligations.
	5.12. This is particularly relevant for affordable housing contributions which are often the largest single item sought on housing developments. These contributions should not be sought without regard to individual scheme viability. The financial viab...
	URegional Policy
	The London Plan
	5.13. The London Plan provides a regional planning policy framework for the next 20-25 years.  The latest version of this document was adopted in 2015.
	Sustainable Development
	5.14. Planning policies set out in the London Plan promote sustainable development.  Policy 2.1 (London in its Global, European and United Kingdom Context) provides support for the development of London in ways that secure the plan’s social, environme...
	5.15. The Mayor expects all development to make the fullest contribution to the mitigation of climate change. Policy 5.2 (Minimising Carbon Dioxide Emissions) requires that development proposals follow the energy hierarchy: 1) Be lean: use less energy...
	5.16. Policy 5.10 (Urban Greening) states that development proposals should integrate green infrastructure to contribute to urban greening. This can include tree planting, green roofs and soft landscaping.  Policy 5.11 (Green Roofs and Development Sit...
	5.17. Policy 5.14 (Water Quality and Wastewater Infrastructure) outlines that development proposals must ensure that adequate wastewater infrastructure capacity is available with development. Policy 5.15 (Water Use and Supplies) outlines that new deve...
	5.18. Policy 5.18 (Construction, Excavation and Demolition Waste) and Policy 5.21 (Contaminated Land) relates to sustainable waste behaviour and the need to ensure that development does not activate or spread contamination.
	5.19. Policy 7.19 and Policy 7.21 seeks to retain existing trees and states that any loss as a result of development should be replaced following the principles of ‘right tree, right place’.
	5.20. Development proposals should also be devised taking account of Policy 7.14 (Improving Air Quality) and 7.15 (Reducing Noise and Enhancing Soundscapes).
	Housing
	5.21. Policy 3.3 seeks provision of at least an annual average of 42,389 net additional homes across London up to 2015/2025. Table 3.1 sets housing provision monitoring targets for London boroughs, of which Islington’s is 1,264 additional homes per ye...
	5.22. Policy 3.4 (Optimising Housing Potential) states that development proposals that compromise the policy to optimise housing output taking account of local context and character, design principles and public transport capacity should be resisted. ...
	“While there is usually scope to provide a mix of dwelling types in different locations, higher density provision for smaller households should be focused on areas with good public transport accessibility…”
	5.23. Table 3.2 provides a guidance density range for this Urban site of 200-700 hrph or 45-260 uph. Paragraph 3.28 confirms that “It is not appropriate to apply Table 3.2 mechanistically.”
	5.24. Policy 3.5 (Quality and Design of Housing Developments) states that new housing should enhance the quality of local places and should incorporate minimum space standards in general conformity with Table 3.3.
	5.25. Policy 3.8 requires housing development to offer a range of housing choices, in terms of the mix of housing sizes and types, taking account of the housing requirements of different groups. This policy also requires all new housing to be built to...
	Affordable Housing
	5.26. Policy 3.12 (Negotiating Affordable Housing on Individual Private Residential and Mixed Use Schemes) requires development to deliver the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing whilst having regard to a number of factors, including curre...
	5.27. Policy 3.11 (Affordable Housing Targets) states that 60% of the affordable housing provision should be for social rent and 40% for intermediate rent or sale, and that priority should be given to family housing. The policy allows boroughs to set ...
	Design
	5.28. Policy 7.1 (Lifetime Neighbourhoods) states that development should be designed so that the layout, tenure and mix of uses interface with surrounding land and improve people’s access to employment opportunities, commercial services and public tr...
	5.29. Policy 7.2 states that proposals should aim for the highest standards of accessibility and inclusion and that the design process should from the outset consider how everyone will be able to utilise places and spaces that are proposed, including ...
	5.30. Development should reduce the opportunities for criminal behaviour and contribute to a sense of security without being overbearing or intimidating, in accordance with Policy 7.3 (Designing Out Crime). Policy 7.13 (Safety, Security and Resilience...
	5.31. Policy 7.4 (Local Character) requires development to provide a high quality design response having regard to the pattern and grain of existing spaces and streets; the urban structure and the surrounding historic environment.
	5.32. Policy 7.5 (Public Realm) supports development that enhances the public realm.
	5.33. Policy 7.6 (Architecture) says that new development should be of the highest architectural quality, whilst also being of an appropriate proportion and scale so as not to cause unacceptable harm to the amenity of surrounding land and buildings, e...
	5.34. In relation to heritage assets, Policy 7.8 (Heritage Assets and Archaeology) of the London Plan states that where development affects a heritage asset and its setting, it should conserve that asset’s significance by being sympathetic in terms of...
	Transport
	5.35. Chapter 6 of the London Plan provides policies on highways and transport matters, including Policy 6.3 (Assessing Effects of Development Transport Capacity), which requires the submission of Transport Assessment with major planning applications....
	GLA Supplementary Planning Guidance
	5.36. The Mayor has also produced a number of supplementary planning documents (SPD) that have been considered in the preparation of the development proposals.  These are listed below:
	ULocal Policy
	LBI Core Strategy (2011)
	5.37. The London Borough of Islington’s Core Strategy was adopted on 17th February 2011.
	5.38. The site falls within the Nag’s Head area, and is identified on Map 2.7 of the Core Strategy as a ‘Key Area’.
	5.39. Core Strategy Policy CS9 (Protecting and enhancing Islington’s built and historic environment) seeks to protect and preserve the historic urban environment. Part A promotes the perimeter block approach and states that “The aim is for new buildin...
	5.40. The Council’s sustainable design policy is covered in Policy CS10 (Sustainable Design). This policy seeks to minimise the Borough’s contribution to climate change and ensure development respects the environment whilst improving quality of life. ...
	5.41. Part B of Policy CS10 (Sustainable Design) requires all development to achieve the highest feasible BREEAM and Code for Sustainable Homes ratings. Parts C to I of Policy CS10 respectively promote water efficiency; on site ecology; sustainable dr...
	5.42. The Council promotes sustainable waste behaviour through Policy CS11 (Waste).
	5.43. Policy CS12 (Meeting the housing challenge) outlines the measures LBI will take to meet its housing challenge “to provide more high quality, inclusive and affordable homes.”  LBI set out an aspiration to meet and exceed their housing target set ...
	5.44. Part G relates to affordable housing and sets out a requirement for the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing, especially social rented housing.  This section recognises that the delivery of affordable housing will be subject to financ...
	5.45. Part H of Policy CS12 says all new housing will comply with flexible homes standards, with at least 10% of new homes provided as wheelchair housing.
	5.46. In accordance with Policy CS15 (Open Space and Green Infrastructure), development proposals should protect and enhance biodiversity and maximise opportunities to green the borough. Policy CS16 requires new inclusive play space to be delivered as...
	LBI Development Management Policies Document (2013)
	5.47. The LBI adopted its Development Management Policies Document in June 2013. Policy DM2.1 requires all forms of development to be of high quality, incorporate inclusive design and make a positive contribution to the character and local distinctive...
	5.48. Policy 2.2 (Inclusive Design) states that all developments shall demonstrate that they: provide for ease of and versatility in use; deliver safe, legible and logical environments; produce places and spaces that are convenient and enjoyable to us...
	“Developments must meet the principles set out in Safer Places (2004) and Secured by Design through consultation with Islington's crime prevention design advisor; and achieve inclusive design.”
	5.49. In accordance with Policy DM2.3 (Heritage) requires new development within the setting of conservations area to be of high quality. Planning applications are required to include a Heritage Statement which demonstrates a clear understanding of th...
	5.50. Policy DM3.1 (Mix of Housing Sizes) requires all sites to provide a good mix of housing sizes. It also requires that developments ensure the range of housing sizes needed in the borough are provided.
	5.51. Policy DM3.4 (Housing Standards) requires all new housing developments to meet specific criteria. These include: accommodation of adequate size, that includes functional and useable space that has good provision for play, amenity and garden spac...
	5.52. Private outdoor space in considered in Policy DM3.5 (Private Outdoor Space). All new residential development will be required to provide good quality private outdoor space in the form of gardens, balconies, roof terraces, and/or glazed ventilate...
	5.53. Policy DM3.6 (Play Space) outlines that all major developments are required to provide play space based on anticipated child yield. Provision shall be 5 sqm of private/informal play space per child.
	5.54. In accordance with Policy DM3.7 (Noise and Vibration), development proposals must demonstrate how potential adverse noise impact on and between dwellings will be mitigated by housing layout, design and materials.
	5.55. Policy DM6.1 (Healthy Development) states that all major residential development will be assessed for impacts on additional health services utilisation arising from the development and the capacity of existing services. Large development will be...
	5.56. In accordance with Policy DM6.5 (Landscaping, Trees and Biodiversity) development must protect and enhance the biodiversity values of sites, and should minimise impacts on trees. Green roof provision should also be maximised.
	5.57. Policy DM7.4 (Sustainable Design Standards) outlines that major new build residential developments will be expected to achieve Code for Sustainable Homes Level 4, up until 2016. It also requires all developments to comply with Islington’s Code o...
	5.58. Policy DM6.6 (Flood Prevention) requires development proposals to demonstrate how sustainable urban drainage systems gave been incorporated.
	5.59. In order to manage transport impacts Policy DM8.2 (Managing Transport Impacts) requests that a Transport Assessment and Travel Plan are submitted in support of the development proposals. The transport needs of pedestrians public transport users ...
	LBI Site Allocations Development Plan Document (June 2013)
	5.60. LBI adopted its Site Allocations DPD in June 2013. It sets out site specific policy for main sites where development is expected in the plan period. The application site is identified within this document as site NH5.
	5.61. The site allocation states that the majority of the site has the potential for intensification for residential accommodation to help meet the housing need in the borough.
	5.62. With regards to design, the document requires amenity issues to neighbouring residential properties to be satisfactorily resolved. In addition, any development proposals should conserve and enhance the historic character of the area.
	LBI Supplementary Planning Guidance
	5.63. A number of supplementary planning documents (SPD) have also been considered in the preparation of the development proposal. These include the following:

	6. Response to the Reasons for Refusal
	6.1. This application is submitted following refusal of the appeal scheme and seeks to address the reasons for that refusal.  The Inspectors reasons are set out within his report, which is enclosed at Appendix 1.  The reasons for refusal relate to fou...
	6.2. This section sets out and explains how the scheme has been amended to respond to the Inspector's reasons for refusal, and we deal with each in turn below.  It has been these narrow and specific issues that have been the main focus of pre-applicat...
	Holbrooke Court
	6.3. The Inspector's consideration of the first issue that led to the appeal being dismissed is set out in paragraph 46 of the report.  This paragraph is provided in full below.
	deeper. By comparison it would have an improved appearance, but the presence of numerous windows and walkways on the elevation would add to an oppressive overbearing effect on living spaces in 41-80 by way of a constant reminder of the proximity of ex...
	6.4. In summary the Inspectors concerns relate to two issues.  Firstly, the impact the development would have on the outlook of residents, especially those at the south west end of 41-80 Holbrooke Court.  Secondly, the 'overbearing' impact of the 'num...
	6.5. The design response to address these concerns is explained in detail within section 5 of the Design and Access Statement.  In summary blocks D and E have been reduced in height by two storeys from six to four, which provides the following benefits:
	6.6. It is considered that the design changes made to respond to the Inspectors concerns have been significant and adequately address this aspect of the reasons for refusal.
	6.7. Furthermore, the reduction in height of blocks D and E will provide further positive benefit to other parts of Holbrooke Court, including improved outlook through increased view of the sky and daylight and sunlight, although these issues were not...
	6.8. The second issue also relates to the proposals impact on Holbrooke Court and the Inspector's concerns are set out in paragraph 15, which are provided in full below.
	"However, there is a part of the proposal that pays insufficient regard to its context. Blocks E and D would include elements rising to 6 storeys, with a sharp step up from 4 storeys part way along block E. This would result in a substantial height an...
	6.9. This issue is addressed within section 5 of the Design and Access Statement which explains that the design has been amended with blocks D and E to be kept as a continuous four storeys and no longer steps up in height to six storeys.  This is now ...
	Rear Garden of 63 Parkhurst Road
	6.10. The Inspector's consideration of this third issue is set out in paragraph 39 of his report and is provided in full below:
	"This detached villa abuts the south-west boundary of the front part of the site. The front of proposed block E would lie some 10.2m from the side boundary of its large rear garden. Overlooking of gardens is a common condition within urban areas such ...
	6.11. The Inspector's concern in relation to this issue was quite simply that he considered the extent of the potential for overlooking from windows in block E would be 'disconcerting' and 'highly intrusive'.  It should be noted that the Inspector als...
	6.12. The design response to this aspect of the reason for refusal is set out in detail within section 5 of the Design and Access Statement.  In summary, the height of block E has been reduced from six to four storeys, reducing the amount of accommoda...
	6.13. The fourth floor has also been set back and additional planting is also proposed along the garden boundary wall of number 63 Parkhurst Road to reduce potential for overlooking.
	6.14. Finally, obscure glazing will be provided to pre-cast concrete balconies to further reduce opportunities for overlooking.
	6.15. The changes to the massing and mix of block E have significantly reduced the number of properties that would overlook the rear garden of 63 Parkhurst Road.  It is considered that further detailed design work in relation to the treatment of balco...
	61-62 Moriarty Close
	6.16. The Inspector's concerns in relation to the fourth issue were set out in 36 to 37 of his report and are provided in full below:
	proposed 3rd floor level terraces and windows due to the green edge planter features. However, the views from the walkways at the lower levels would be only partially screened by the proposed glass balustrades and concrete upstands, again resulting in...
	“61-62 can in some respects be regarded as a ‘bad neighbour’ development in that it is sited very close to the boundary of the appeal site. Nevertheless, this relationship is mitigated by the low height of the building and the use of rooflights which ...
	6.17. In summary the Inspector considered the amount of glazing and access decks incorporated within the elevation of block A would lead to a significant loss of privacy to residents within 61-62 Moriarty Close.  The design response to this issue is s...
	6.18. In order to ensure that these duplex units benefit from acceptable levels of accommodation, their primary aspect will be into the landscaped courtyard.
	6.19. A further design change to address this aspect of the Inspector's reason for refusal is to re-orientate the access decks and balconies serving the homes within block A onto the eastern/ courtyard elevation.  This will remove the potential to ove...
	6.20. The above changes result in a significant reduction in the potential for overlooking of 61-62 Moriarty Close and we therefore consider this aspect of the reason for refusal to have been adequately addressed.
	Other Issues
	6.21. Within his report the Inspector made a further comment regarding the proposals.  This did not form part of the reasons for refusal but the revisions to the scheme provide an opportunity to respond to these comments positively.
	41-60 Moriarty Close
	6.22. In paragraphs 34 and 35 of the Inspector's report, he states:
	"The south-west flank wall of proposed block B would lie 6.8m from the north-east wall of the existing flat block, with proposed windows at 1st and 2nd floor levels having a potential oblique view towards the dining area windows of the flats at above ...
	“At 3rd floor level on the flank of the proposed block there would be a terrace at the same separation distance. As indicated in the appellant’s supplementary drawing, a planter structure could be provided at the edge of this to prevent a potential vi...
	6.23. The proposal responds to these comments by incorporating obscure glazing to the windows at first and second floor level looking directly onto the accommodation within 41-60 Moriarty Close.  This obscured glazing is provided onto secondary window...
	6.24. At third, fourth and fifth floor level, the massing steps away from 41-60 Moriarty Close which provides opportunities for outdoor amenity terraces.  To prevent the opportunity for overlooking down into the accommodation at 41-60 Moriarty Close i...
	6.25. Obscure glazed screens will also be provided on the western edge of the balconies on the northern elevation of this part of the scheme to prevent the potential for overlooking.
	6.26. Details in relation to this aspect of the proposal are shown in section 5 of the Design and Access Statement.

	7. Planning Considerations
	7.1. Above, we have considered how the amended proposals have addressed the Inspectors concerns that led to the refusal of the appeal scheme.  This section now assesses the other aspects of the proposals against the planning policy framework for the s...
	UPrinciple of Residential Development
	7.2. The site has been allocated within the Site Allocations DPD (June 2013) as being appropriate for residential development. The principle of a residential development on the site has therefore already been considered to be acceptable by the Council...
	7.3. The need for housing and the need to boost the supply of housing is well documented in national, regional and local planning policies. Chapter 6 of the NPPF says that Local Planning Authorities need to “boost significantly the supply of housing”....
	7.4. London Plan Policy 3.4 seeks to optimise housing output, stating that “Development proposals which compromise this ... should be resisted.” Table 3.1 of the London Plan requires that a minimum of 1,264 new homes should be delivered in Islington d...
	7.5. Locally, Core Strategy Policy CS12 states that the Council will meet its housing challenge, to provide more high quality, inclusive and affordable homes by “seeking to meet and exceed the borough housing target....” Paragraph 1.122 of the Core St...
	7.6. It is noted that part G of Policy 3.3 of the London Plan states that boroughs should monitor housing capacity and provision against the average targets in Table 3.1 of the London Plan.  The plan sets Islington a minimum 10 year target of 12,641 u...
	7.7. The proposals will deliver: high quality residential accommodation to a high standard; a flatted development with a mix of unit sizes and types which is appropriate to the site and area; the provision of a mix of tenures to meet local housing nee...
	7.8. The scheme proposes to deliver 96 residential units on a brownfield site in line with the site allocation requirement to intensify the use of the land to deliver residential accommodation to help meet housing need in the borough.  There is a pred...
	UHousing Mix
	7.9. In accordance with the aims and objectives of local, regional and national planning policies, the proposed development will deliver a wide choice of high quality homes in a mix of unit sizes and tenures. The scheme will deliver 96 new dwellings, ...
	7.10. The table below provides a comparison of the percentage unit mix of the proposed development with that of LBI's preferred borough wide unit mix and that put forward by the appeal scheme:
	7.11. The table above demonstrates that 18% of the homes are provided as family homes (with 3 bedrooms or more) across the tenures.  It is also confirms that the proposed unit mix is consistent with the June 2014 scheme that was considered at appeal. ...
	7.12. Notwithstanding the above, it is acknowledged that the proposed unit mix doesn't precisely align with the Council's preferred, borough wide mix set out in policy 3.1 of the Council's DMP DPD.  There are a number of reasons why this is the case w...
	7.13. Firstly, the Council's preferred unit mix is borough wide and applies equally to all parts of the borough including sites at the other end of the range to the Parkhurst Road site that are in less sustainable locations that are better suited to p...
	7.14. Secondly, this preferred mix is based upon the Council's Local Housing Needs Assessment (LHNA) which was produced some time ago in 2007 and published in 2008.  The conclusions of this document are based upon even older data, including the 2001 C...
	7.15. Thirdly, the information within the LHNA has not been updated so Savills have been commissioned to provide an up to date report entitled Market Housing Demand Profile in Islington, which is submitted in support of the application.  The purpose o...
	7.16. This report concludes:
	7.17. Taking the above factors into consideration we consider that the proposed unit mix is appropriate to the site and local market demand.
	7.18. As such the proposals comply with the NPPF, London Plan Policy 3.8, part E of Core Strategy Policy CS12 and DMP Policy DM3.1.
	UAffordable Housing
	7.19. The Core Strategy expects that new development delivers the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing taking into account the strategic borough wide target of 50% split between 70% social rented and 30% intermediate. London Plan Policy 3.1...
	7.20. The London Plan policy requirements are reflected in part (G) of Core Strategy Policy CS12 which states that the Council will seek the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing, whilst acknowledging that the provision will be “subject to a...
	7.21. The PPG provides further guidance in relation to affordable housing and the application of viability assessments and requires that local planning authorities should look to be flexible in applying policy requirements wherever possible.
	7.22. The level of provision of affordable housing was subject to a significant amount of consideration at the recent appeal.  The appeal scheme proposed 21% affordable housing (on a habitable room basis) and viability evidence demonstrated that this ...
	7.23. The Inspector concluded on this issue in paragraph 75 of his report and recognised that:
	"....the development plan policy is to seek the maximum reasonable rather than the  maximum possible amount of affordable housing...."
	7.24.  And in light of this was able to conclude:
	"....I consider that what is being offered in this case would achieve that."
	7.25. The amendments to the scheme have led to a reduction in floorspace/ unit delivery which in turn has impacted upon the maximum reasonable amount of affordable housing that the scheme is able to provide.  The viability assessment process will appl...
	7.26. A Financial Viability Assessment has been prepared by Gerald Eve and has been submitted on a confidential basis in support of the planning application to underpin the viability arguments.
	7.27. The LBI is currently consulting on its Development Viability SPD, the latest draft having been published in July 2015.  It is understood that this will be adopted early in 2016.  It is unknown at this stage what the final version of that documen...
	7.28. Paragraph 028 of the PPG states in respect of SPD's that "They should build upon and provide more detailed advice or guidance on the policies in the Local Plan. UThey should not add unnecessarily to the financial burdens on development."U Our em...
	7.29. On the basis that the PPG requires SPD's be consistent with development plan policy we expect the adopted version of the LBI Development Viability SPD to fully accord with this requirement. Assuming that it does, the affordable housing offer pro...
	7.30. If the adopted version of the SPD is not consisted with development plan policy, it will therefore not comply with the requirements of the PPG.  An SPD is not policy and is only guidance and therefore will be afforded limited weight.
	UMarket Housing
	7.31. The NPPF states that housing delivery should reflect local demand (paragraphs 50, 159), as such, the proposed market housing mix has been developed taking account of advice from agents regarding the demand for unit sizes and types in the area.
	7.32. It is proposed to deliver 30 one bedroom units, 47 two bedroom units and 13 three bedroom units.
	7.33. It is considered that the proposed mix is well matched to the profile of active demand in the N7 area and Islington markets. The scheme therefore addresses the requirements of the NPPF.
	7.34. Furthermore, the mix of market units, which is broadly consistent with the refused scheme, was not raised as an issue by the Council at the appeal and the Inspector did not raise any concerns or identify it as a reason for refusal.
	UDesign Considerations
	7.35. National guidance, the London Plan and adopted local planning policies all place considerable emphasis on the importance of achieving good quality design to ensure that new developments are appropriate to the shape, size and location of the site...
	7.36. This section should be read in conjunction with the Townscape, Visual Impact and Heritage Assessment (TVIHA) that has been prepared by Peter Stewart Consultancy which provides an independent expert review of the design proposals and an assessmen...
	7.37. The site is currently underutilised and it is occupied by a number of utilitarian buildings ranging from 1 to 3 storeys in height, surrounded by extensive hardstanding.  The existing buildings do not positively contribute to the street scene or ...
	7.38. The design and layout of the scheme has been informed by a detailed contextual analysis, which considered the constraints and opportunities associated with the site, surrounding land uses and built form. A design led approach has been adopted to...
	Site Layout, Permeability and the Perimeter Block Approach
	7.39. 6.31 The sites layout, permeability and perimeter block approach were subject to examination at the recent appeal.  Consideration was given to these issues within paragraphs 5 to 18 of the Inspectors report with paragraph 14 stating:
	"The site is of a large scale nature given its extent within the centre of the streetblock. Despite the site's shape and the limited street frontage, it is of sufficient size within its setting for the development appropriately to create its own parti...
	7.40. The design approach of the revised proposals continues to adopt that taken by the appeal scheme with six individual blocks.  Blocks A to C form an upside down U shape around a landscaped courtyard in the centre of the site.  Blocks D to F are li...
	7.41. The scheme has been designed to allow the potential for a pedestrian through route linking Parkhurst Road to Tufnell Park Road.  This issue was subject to consideration at the appeal and was found to be acceptable by the Inspector which is confi...
	7.42. Further to the above, in making the changes to the scheme to address the Inspectors reasons for refusal, the design team have given full consideration to other design issues that are equally important taking account of planning policy considerat...
	Scale and Massing
	7.43. The proposals seek to respect the form, scale and grain of the surrounding townscape, and will make a positive contribution to the character of the area. In addition, as explained above, the buildings have been designed to be of a human scale to...
	7.44. The buildings will range in height between three and six storeys stepping up and down to respond to the surrounding townscape as described in section 5 of the Design and Access Statement.
	7.45. In summary the changes to the scale and massing is as follows:
	Inclusive Design
	7.46. The creation of an inclusive environment has also been at the forefront of design considerations for both internal and external areas of the development to ensure that the development can be used safely and easily by all. An Access Consultant, D...
	7.47. The scheme has been designed to achieve relevant building regulations and Flexible Homes standards, providing 10% of the homes (by unit and habitable rooms) as adaptable to wheelchair standards. Lift access is provided to all blocks. In addition...
	Architectural Quality
	7.48. The proposals have been designed to be of the highest architectural quality in accordance with London Plan Policy 7.6, Core Strategy Policy CS9 and DM Policy 2.1.  The carefully proportioned blocks and architectural details will help to activate...
	7.49. The building fronting Parkhurst Road has been designed to respond most directly to the character of the conservation area, with the remaining blocks reflecting the key attributes of the conservation area but with a modern approach. Overall a uni...
	7.50. The predominant material is proposed to be brick and the same brick is proposed throughout the site. Glass and coloured metal facing and reveals are proposed.
	Townscape
	7.51. Peter Stewart Consultancy has prepared a Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment which assesses the impact of the proposals on the surrounding townscape.  The Assessment concludes:
	"The Proposed Development will significantly enhance the quality of the townscape of the area, and the townscape setting of nearby heritage assets. It is in line with the policies and guidance on design set out in the NPPF, the national PPG and By Des...
	Heritage
	7.52. The appeal schemes impact upon the adjoining Hilmarton Conservation Area was considered within the Inspector's report at paragraph 9.  This concluded:
	"The proposed block F would be an improvement on the appearance of the existing undistinguished frontage building, and its scale and design would be appropriate having regard to the wider streetscape along the road and the various views in which it wo...
	7.53. The revisions to the scheme do not propose any changes to block F and therefore the Inspectors conclusions still stand.  Notwithstanding this, an updated Historic Environment Report has been submitted in support of the proposals.  This concludes:

	"The proposals described in the planning application meet the criteria for sustainable development as  defined by the National Planning Policy Framework. Similarly, they meet the objectives of the London  Borough of Islington’s local plans and polici...
	UQuality of Residential Development
	7.54. In accordance with DMP Policy 3.4, Core Strategy Policy CS12 and London Plan Policy 3.5, a high quality of residential accommodation is proposed. The dwellings have been designed to meet and exceed the minimum space standards set out in the Lond...
	Internal Space Standards
	7.55. The proposed development will deliver a high quality of residential accommodation across all tenures.  The units have been designed to achieve the Mayor of London’s minimum space standards which are set out in Table 3.3 of the London Plan and th...
	Aspect
	7.56. All of the units provide dual or triple aspect accommodation and as such will ensure that a high quality of residential accommodation is provided in accordance with DMP Policy 3.4 and Core Strategy Policy CS9.
	Flexible Homes and Wheelchair Housing
	7.57. In accordance with London Plan Policy 3.8 and Core Strategy Policy CS12 (H), all of the homes have been designed to meet the relevant building regulations. In addition, the homes have been designed to take account of the standards set out in the...
	7.58. 10% of the units have been designed to be adaptable to wheelchair standards with further details provided in section 8.1 of the Design and Access Statement in accordance with development plan requirements.
	7.59. The landscape strategy has also been developed to take account of the guidance contained in the Council’s Inclusive Landscape Design SPD (2010) and Streetbook SPD (2012).
	Amenity Space
	7.60. All of the residential units will have access to private amenity space in the form of balconies, rear gardens or terraces.  Full details of the amenity space provision are provided within section 6 of the Design and Access Statement. The private...
	7.61. Taking account of the requirements of DMP Policy DM3.5, all of the units on the upper floors are provided with private amenity space to comply with the standards.  With regards to the ground floor units, private amenity space provision has been ...
	Play Space
	7.62. The multifunctional courtyard design will provide for areas of passive play, whilst more formal provision has been provided within the dedicated play space in the north eastern part of the site.
	7.63. The play strategy has been developed taking account of the GLA SPG on ‘Shaping Neighbourhoods: Play and Informal Recreation’ (2012), London Plan and DMP Policies. Using the GLA child yield calculator, the scheme has the potential for a child yie...
	7.64. The Mayor’s SPG requires the provision of 10 sqm per child; therefore, there is a requirement for 95sqm of playspace on-site for children under 5.  As explained within the Playspace Assessment contained at section 6 of the Design and Access Stat...
	7.65. The entrance plaza provides further amenity space and an incidental playspace, allowing for social interaction and providing playable street furniture. This area providing approximately 115 sqm allows an opportunity for older age groups.
	7.66. The GLA SPG outlines that play space for 5-11 year olds should be within 400 m walking distance of the site, and play space for children over 12 should be within 800 m of the site. Section 6.2 of the Design and Access Statement explains that Cha...
	7.67. Further details about existing play facilities within walking distance of the site are provided in section 6, of the Design and Access Statement.
	7.68. The proposed development is therefore compliant with London Plan Policy 3.6, Core Strategy Policy CS16 and DMP Policy DM3.5 and 3.6.
	Internal Daylight/Sunlight
	7.69. The Daylight and Sunlight Report includes an assessment of daylight and sunlight levels within the scheme.   This concludes:
	"The internal daylight results show that there are 270 out of 299 rooms which meet the BRE Guidelines in terms of ADF i.e. 90.3%. Furthermore, of those few rooms that are not meeting the BRE Guidelines, almost all will be reasonably well lit for an ur...
	UNeighbouring Amenity
	Daylight and Sunlight
	7.70. The daylight and sunlight impact of the scheme on surrounding properties was subject to detailed consideration at the appeal and is considered within paragraphs 21 to 32 of the Inspector's report.
	7.71. In respect of daylight, the Inspector concluded that the impacts of the proposal on surrounding properties was acceptable and that where there were failures this was as a result of the affected properties design in the case of Holbrooke Court or...
	7.72. Issues relating to sunlight were considered in paragraphs 31 and 32 of the Inspectors report, which conclude that there would be no significant losses to surrounding properties or outdoor amenity spaces.  The exception to this was the playspace ...
	7.73. A revised Daylight and Sunlight Assessment has been submitted in support of the application to take account of the reduction in massing and changes to the scheme design.  Generally this shows improvements to the daylight and sunlight impacts of ...
	"The results for daylight and sunlight to the surrounding properties show all rooms and windows analysed will meet the BRE Guidelines or be sufficiently close to them that they may be considered acceptable in planning terms.  As such, daylight and sun...
	7.74. We therefore consider that the daylight and sunlight impacts of the development to continue to be acceptable in planning terms.
	Overlooking and Privacy
	7.75. Overlooking and privacy formed part of the Inspector's concerns in relation to the appeal scheme that led to it's refusal of planning permission.  Detailed consideration of these issues is set out within section 6 of this report and also with th...
	Noise
	7.76. The proposals are for a residential development which is compatible with the surrounding land uses.  The principle of a residential development on the site is supported by the LBI and no concerns were raised about this issue during discussions r...
	7.77. Any construction noise impact will be mitigated through best practice measures as outlined within the Noise Assessment.
	UDensity of Development
	7.78. London Plan Policy 3.4 encourages proposals to optimise housing output, taking into account local context and character, the design principles in Chapter 7 and public transport capacity. The policy states that development proposals which comprom...
	7.79. For those sites benefiting from a PTAL of 6a; the indicative density ranges comprise 200 – 700 hrph for urban sites or 45-260 uph.  Given the sites location and accessibility it should achieve the upper end of this identified range.  The propose...
	7.80. The approach to the housing output of the proposal is therefore design led and takes account of surrounding context.
	UTransport
	7.81. The impact of the development in relation to the local highway network, public transport, cycling and the pedestrian environment has been fully considered within the Transport Assessment (TA) submitted in support of this application.
	Access
	7.82. It is proposed that the single vehicle access from Parkhurst Road will be retained. This will also serve to provide access for the cadet centre.
	Car Parking
	7.83. The development will be car-free in accordance with Core Strategy Policy CS10 and DMP Policy 8.5. 2 accessible car parking bays will be provided close to the entrance of the site.  The previous proposals did include a higher level of provision o...
	7.84. Residents will not be entitled to apply for on-street parking permits and this will be secured as part of the s106 agreement.
	Cycle Parking
	7.85. 197 cycle parking spaces are proposed to be provided within three secure cycle stores located throughout the development. The provision of cycle parking accords with DMP Policy 8.4, and London Plan Policy 6.9.  Further details are provided in se...
	Servicing
	7.86. The TA concludes that servicing trips to the site are likely to be minimal and that servicing can take place on-site as there is provision for a turning head at the end of the access road. The proposals are therefore in accordance with DMP Polic...
	7.87. A Delivery and Servicing Plan will be developed for the site as set out within the TA.
	Highway and Public Transport
	7.88. The Transport Assessment concludes that the development is not expected to have an adverse impact on the public transport and highway. It confirms that:
	“...the development is not expected to have an adverse impact on public transport services."
	"The proposals are expected to generate fewer vehicle trips than the former use at the site.  In any event, the trips generated by the proposed development are expected to have perceptible impact on any travel mode."
	Travel Plan
	7.89. A Draft Residential Travel Plan is submitted in support of the planning application and will be secured within the s106 agreement.  This will help to discourage private car journeys and will promote sustainable travel behaviour in accordance wit...
	USustainability and Energy
	7.90. A Sustainability Statement and Energy Strategy Report have been prepared by Wallace & Whittle, which considers the proposals in the context of planning policy requirements, particularly those advocated by the national government, the Mayor of Lo...
	7.91. The main features of the sustainability strategy are summarised in section 4 of this statement.
	7.92. The proposals are consistent with the objectives of national planning policy guidance, London Plan, Core Strategy and UDP policies, and also the policies contained within emerging planning policy documents.
	UHealth Assessment
	7.93. In accordance with London Plan Policy 3.2, Core Strategy Policy CS19 and DMP Policy DM34, a Health Impact Assessment is submitted in support of this application.  It concludes:
	“the proposed development will have no negative direct or indirect influences upon health apart from increasing the demand for local services”.
	7.94. The assessment of local health services demonstrates that existing services currently have sufficient capacity to accommodate the increased demand that would result from the development.
	UAir Quality
	7.95. Policy 7.14 of the London Plan regarding improving air quality states that development proposals should be at least air quality neutral and should not lead to any further deterioration of existing poor air quality. The Air Quality Assessment pre...
	"The Proposed Development is expected to comply with all relevant air quality  policy.  Air quality should not, therefore, pose any significant obstacles to the planning process."
	7.96. The proposals are therefore fully compliant with national, regional and local planning policies (DMP Policy DM6.1).
	UEcology and Trees
	7.97. An Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey was carried out on the site in November 2015.  The survey identified that the key ecological features on the site are the semi-mature scattered trees, and that they contained suitable nesting habitats for birds...
	7.98. This concluded:
	"The  proposed  redevelopment  has  the  potential  to  enhance  the  site through  a wildlife beneficial    soft landscaping design and inclusion of  artificial habitat  features. Recommendations relating to the planting scheme and artificial nest bo...
	7.99. Recommendations for ecological enhancements are provided in the Phase 1 Habitat Survey and these will be taken into account during the detailed design stage to enhance the biodiversity and ecological value of the site in accordance with DMP Poli...
	7.100. An Aboricultural Impact Assessment has also been prepared in support of the application, and this confirms that all trees will be retained and protected.
	UContamination
	7.101. The potential for contamination on the site has been assessed using a desk-top study, which was carried out by Soiltechnics.  The findings are provided within the Ground Investigation Report which is submitted in support of this application. Th...

	8. Conclusion
	8.1. This Town Planning Statement has been prepared on behalf of Parkhurst Road Ltd in support of a revised planning application for the redevelopment of 65 – 69 Parkhurst Road.  It seeks to address the reasons for refusal identified within the Inspec...
	8.2. The application proposals seek to deliver a high quality residential development providing 96 residential units in a mix of unit sizes and including affordable housing, and a highly accessible brownfield site.
	8.3. A design-led approach has been taken by AHMM architects following a detailed contextual analysis of the site and surrounding and in response to the specific concerns raised by the Inspector within his reasons for refusal.
	8.4. The development proposals will generate numerous regenerative benefits for the local area and community, including:
	8.5. Overall, the proposed development comprises sustainable development and has been designed taking into account of the site context, pre-application consultation and the requirements of national, regional and local planning policies.  The proposals...
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