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Appeal A: APP/V5570/E/09/2114025 

65-70 White Lion Street, Islington, London N1 9PP 

• The appeal is made under sections 20 and 74 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and 
Conservation Areas) Act 1990 against a refusal to grant conservation area consent. 

• The appeal is made by Mortar Development Group against the decision of the Council of 
the London Borough of Islington. 

• The application Ref P090892, dated 12 May 2009, was refused by notice dated 27 July 
2009. 

• The proposal is the demolition and redevelopment for 1,372sqm of office, 103 student 

studios, ancillary accommodation including a common room, laundry and amenity 
areas, cycle storage and related works. 

 

 

Appeal B: APP/V5570/A/09/2113715 

65-70 White Lion Street, Islington, London N1 9PP 

• 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 Mortar Development Group against the decision of the Council of 
the London Borough of Islington. 

• The application Ref P090891, dated 12 May 2009, was refused by notice dated 27 July 
2009. 

• The development proposed is the demolition and redevelopment for 1,372sqm of office, 

103 student studios, ancillary accommodation including a common room, laundry and 
amenity areas, cycle storage and related works. 

 

 

Decisions 

Appeal A 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Appeal B 

2. The appeal is dismissed. 

Preliminary Matters 

3. At the Inquiry the appellant submitted a copy of a completed Unilateral 

Undertaking relating to infrastructure contributions.  A completed Statement of 

Common Ground was also submitted at the Inquiry. 

Main Issues 

4. The main parties agree that there is no intrinsic merit in the existing buildings 

on the site which would warrant their retention and no other evidence is 
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submitted from any source which contradicts these views.  The Statement of 

Common Ground also confirms that the main parties agree that the effects of 

the proposed redevelopment on the conservation area are acceptable.  

Therefore, I consider that the main issue in this appeal is the effects of the 

proposed development on the vitality and viability of the Angel Town Centre 

and the Central Activities Zone.  Essentially, the difference between the main 

parties is the proposed balance of the 2 uses within the redevelopment. 

Reasons 

5. The appeal site accommodates a former tyre fitting depot which, along with the 

large forecourt, is currently used for car parking.  A 3 storey plus basement 

office building sits within the western part of the site.  The site is within the 

Chapel Market/Penton Street Conservation Area, the Angel Town Centre and 

the Central Activities Zone (CAZ) as set out in The London Plan, Consolidated 

with Alterations 2008 (LP). 

6. LP policies relating to the CAZ seek to enhance the area for visitors and 

businesses, accommodate growth and, where the achievement of wider 

objectives is not prejudiced, seek to maximise the provision of housing.  This 

part of Angel Town Centre was included within the CAZ by an extension to it in 

2008 as it was recognised that its boundary was originally cast too narrowly to 

accommodate all the activities, pressures and features which distinguish the 

CAZ. 

7. Policies S1 and S2 within the London Borough of Islington Unitary Development 

Plan (UDP) encourage new investment which would enhance the quality and 

range of services on offer including retail, leisure, health and other appropriate 

town centre uses, and promote the comprehensive and co-ordinated 

improvement of retail and other town centre and related facilities.  Policy E12 

identifies, amongst others, Angel Town Centre as a priority area for 

regeneration where, amongst other things, the Council will seek to secure 

employment opportunities for local residents, identify locations for business, 

attract new and strengthen existing economic sectors, secure the development 

or re-use of vacant or under used land or buildings. 

8. The proposed office element of the proposal is clearly appropriate to the town 

centre and to the CAZ, a matter of common ground.  In setting out the key 

characteristics of the CAZ, the LP lists the ‘unique cluster of vitally important 

activities’ relating to amongst others business, government, institutions and 

retail.  Whilst it is mentioned that residential uses do exist in the CAZ, it is not 

included within this set of ‘vitally important activities’.  However, Policies 3B.3 

and 5G.3 of the LP state that wherever increases in office floorspace are 

proposed they should provide for a mix of uses including housing, unless such 

a mix would demonstrably conflict with other policies.  The reason given for 

this in the supporting text of Policy 3B.3 is in order to provide housing for the 

labour market associated with office provision. 

9. The proposal would result in 35% of the floorspace being for offices (40% of 

the net area) provided at basement and part of the ground floor, the remainder 

of the ground floor and all floors above would be for student accommodation.  

The appellant states that the proposal represents the minimum amount of 

student accommodation and maximum amount of offices which are considered 
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to be viable.  Notwithstanding, I note that planning permission exists at the 

site for a scheme comprising offices, retail and residential, with the percentage 

of residential use stated as being from 7% to 14%.  No evidence has been 

submitted which suggests that the proposal which is the subject of that 

permission is unviable. 

10. My interpretation of the development plan policies set out above is that there is 

a considerable imperative to provide for economic needs within the area, 

especially to cater for future growth which is envisaged as being considerable.  

The appellants’ evidence is that there is currently a considerable amount of 

vacant office floorspace within the area.  However, the LP policies intend to 

cater for additional demand up to 2026 and have specifically included the 

surrounding area within the CAZ in order to help to achieve this and other 

aims.  The appellant has provided no alternative evidence of the projected 

demand for office space within the area.  I consider that reliance on the current 

position may give an unduly pessimistic view of the likely demand for office 

space as a result of current economic conditions. 

11. The existence of a need for student accommodation is not a matter disputed by 

the Council, and I note the contents of the Central London Sub-Regional 

Development Framework in this respect.  I also note the support given by LP 

Policy 3A.25 for higher and further education institutions, including the 

provision of student accommodation.  The LP sets out a minimum delivery of 

non self-contained units within the Borough, of which student accommodation 

would form a part.  Whilst it is stressed that the figure is a minimum, the 

Council states that it’s Annual Monitoring Reports confirm that provision within 

the Borough is well in excess of that figure.  

12. Notwithstanding the fact that residential uses can be acceptable in the CAZ and 

the town centre and that, in certain circumstances they are encouraged, I 

consider that the provision of employment floorspace should take precedence 

over the provision of student accommodation in this case.  I also consider that 

it is unlikely that student accommodation would fulfil the aims of providing 

residential uses in a mixed use scheme, as set out in the supporting text for LP 

Policy 3B.3.  Therefore, the proposed amount of office floorspace represents a 

failure to secure a sufficient proportion of employment use within this 

redevelopment. 

13. With these points in mind, I consider that the proposal makes insufficient 

provision for offices and would therefore conflict with those particular aims of 

Policies 3B.2, 3B.3, 5B.1, 5G.2, 5G.3, 5G.5 of the LP and Policies S1 and S2 of 

the UDP.  In addition, I consider that the proposal is contrary to the stated 

aims set out in the Council’s Supplementary Planning Guidance ‘The Angel 

Town Centre Strategy’, which encourages the provision of more offices.   

14. I have also considered the relevant sections of Islington’s ‘Core Strategy: 

Proposed Submission’ (October 2009), ‘Site Specific Allocations: Issues and 

Options Draft’ (October 2009) and the ‘Development Management Policies: 

Issues and Options Draft’ (October 2009).  Due to the initial stages in the 

preparation of these documents, I attach only limited weight to their contents, 

which I find not to alter my findings.  The appellant also made reference at the 

Inquiry to The Draft Replacement London Plan, but accepted that the draft 
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policy is at too early a stage to be afforded material weight: a view that I 

share. 

Conservation Area Consent 

15. The proposal would replace the existing, mainly poorly designed, buildings with 

one of a more appropriate appearance.  The main parties state, and I agree, 

that there is no dispute on this matter.  However, I would expect any 

redevelopment of the site to have an appropriate effect on the character and 

appearance of the conservation area and I do not see this as a matter which 

outweighs the unacceptable effects of the proposal in relation to the 

achievement of other aims and policies. 

16. Therefore, in the absence of a suitable scheme for the replacement of the 

existing buildings, I conclude that the demolition of them would have an 

unacceptable effect on the character and appearance of the conservation area. 

Other Matters 

17. The Council are critical of the potential attractiveness and flexibility of the use 

of the proposed offices, particularly within the basement.  I accept the 

appellants’ view that these could be subdivided in ways which would add 

flexibility in size and would still retain sufficient means of lighting, 

notwithstanding that some potential users may not be reliant on natural 

lighting. 

18. I have also considered the effects of the proposal on neighbouring residents at 

Baron Close.  I am satisfied that the proposal would not appear unduly 

dominant and that the features proposed in relation to the design of windows 

would prevent unreasonable levels of overlooking. 

Conclusions 

19. I have taken careful account of all of the evidence submitted to the Inquiry and 

find that the proposal would fail to make sufficient provision for office space.  I 

have taken account of all other matters referred to, including the contents of 

the letter from Emily Thornberry MP, but for the reasons set out above 

conclude that the appeal should be dismissed. 

 

S T Wood 

INSPECTOR 
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APPEARANCES 

 

FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY: 

Mr G Williams of Counsel Instructed by the Director of Legal Services 

He called  

Mr C Heather 

BSc MSc MCD MRTPI 

Acting Deputy Team Leader, Islington Council 

 

FOR THE APPELLANT: 

Mr T Hill QC Instructed by Eversheds LLP 

He called  

Miss M J Power 

BSc MSc CHE MRICS 

MRTPI 

 

Mr C Currell 

MRICS 

Director, Savills PLC 

 

 

 

Director, Currell Commercial 

 

DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED AT THE INQUIRY 

1 Completed Statement of Common Ground 

2 

3 

4 

Appeal decision relating to 28 Mornington Crescent 

Final version of suggested conditions 

‘Annex 10 Housing Provision Statistics’ from the LP 

 

    


