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Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Re: 28-31 Thornhill Bridge Wharf (P2016/1458/FUL) – application to remove condition 
 
I am writing to request the removal of condition 5 of the above planning consent which was issued on 13

th
 

June 2016.  
 
Condition 5 states:  
 
CONSTRUCTED CONCURRENTLY:  
The hereby approved development shall be constructed concurrently on all three properties. 
 
REASON:  
In the interest on the visual appearance of the host buildings and surrounding area. 
 
Although the consent covers three buildings, there is scope for them to be constructed one by one. However 
the condition requires them to be constructed concurrently. It is our view that this condition is inconsistent 
decision making on the part of the council and is not necessary. Furthermore, the condition does not meet all 
of the six tests as laid out in Paragraph 206 in the National Planning Policy Framework.  
 
Related Planning History:  
 
The council have given consent for a number of other roof extensions in this street, both on individual 
properties but also on groups of very similar properties, in particular for numbers 2-9, granted in 2015 
(P2015/2984/FUL) and 11-13, granted in 2014 (P2014/2904/FUL).  
 
Neither of these consents have conditions requiring concurrent construction, and the buildings are located 
within the same development and are subject to the same constraints as this property.  
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The proposals for 28-31 Thornhill Bridge Wharf were assessed in terms of local, regional and national policy 
and were deemed to be in accordance with policy. Officers stated that policies CS 8 and CS 9 of the 2011 
Core Strategy were the most relevant, along with policy DM2.1.  
 
Policy CS 8 states in the most relevant paragraph that “In the areas of Islington outside the key areas the 
scale of development will reflect the character of the area. The successful urban fabric of streets and 
squares, which is a key asset of the borough, will be maintained”. CS 9 states “High quality architecture and 
urban design are key to enhancing and protecting Islington’s built environment, making it safer and more 
inclusive.” Policy DM 2.1 requires developments to make a positive contribution to the local character and 
distinctiveness of an area based on an understanding and evaluation of its defining characteristics. There is 
no aspect of this policy which could support the imposition of the condition requiring concurrent construction. 
Furthermore, the officer stated that the scheme was in compliance with the Islington Design Guide which 
determines the arrangement of roof extensions.  
 
The application property is located alongside the canal, but the officer’s report states that views from the 
public realm are limited given the distance of the building from Thornhill Bridge and the other large building 
located in between. Views of the building from the canal tow path are obscured due to the proximity of the 
building to the path and the fact that alterations are only at roof level.  
 
The officer stated that the south side of the proposal should be in keeping with the visual appearance of the 
host properties and the surrounding area given that it will be fairly visible from that side, albeit not from many 
locations within the public realm. The report goes on to assess this and determine that the scheme is in 
keeping with the visual appearance of the area. There is no implication of or discussion of a necessity to 
construct the buildings in tandem. The officer’s report for the application did not make any reference to the 
need to construct the mansard roofs concurrently. 
 
The officers’ report for the scheme at numbers 2-9 Thornhill Bridge Wharf (P2015/2984/FUL) considers the 
issue of incremental development in response to an objector’s comment but concludes “The design [...] for 
each extension on each property is considered to be visually appropriate even if each extension was not 
developed simultaneously”. The report goes on to state “the extensions are identical in appearance which 
would ensure that if all developments were enacted even at a staggered rate over time that a good degree of 
uniformity and rhythm would be maintained at roof level within this section of Thornhill Bridge Wharf”.  
 
There is no reason to take a different approach at number 28-31 Thornhill Bridge Wharf, especially given the 
Council’s assessment that it is difficult to see from many public viewpoints and that the design is in keeping 
with the visual appearance of the area.  
 
The Six Tests 
 
The six tests state that conditions should only be imposed where they are  
 

1. Necessary 
2. Relevant to planning and;  
3. To the development to be permitted;  
4. Enforceable;  
5. Precise and; 
6. Reasonable in all other requests. 

 
It is our view that the condition does not meet tests number 1 or number 6. In terms of test number 1, the 
NPPG provides key considerations for determining whether this test is met. It states:  
 
“Will it be appropriate to refuse planning permission without the requirements imposed by the condition?  
 
A condition must not be imposed unless there is a definite planning reason for it, i.e. it is needed to make the 
development acceptable in planning terms” 
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Clearly, given the previous consents for very similar developments across groups of buildings in this street 
which were not deemed to require this condition, it is not possible to say that this condition is needed to make 
this development acceptable in planning terms – it is not necessary, because it was not necessary on the 
other identical schemes.  
 
In terms of test number six, which exists to ensure that conditions are “reasonable” the NPPG states;   
 
“Conditions which place unjustifiable and disproportionate burdens on an applicant will fail the test of 
reasonableness.” 
 
It is our view it imposes an unjustifiable burden on the applicants to force all the owners to develop their part 
of the consent together. Having shown that the council has no reason to require the extensions to be all built 
at once, it is clear that this condition is also unjustifiable and therefore fails test 6.  
 
For this reason, we request that the Council remove condition 5, enabling the development to go ahead 
without inappropriate restrictions.  
 
 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
Belinda Greenwell 
Senior Planner 
 
 
 
 


