
 

 

 

 

PLANNING COMMITTEE     4th January 2017 
 

 
Application 
Number 

16/1457/FUL Agenda 
Item 

 

Date Received 4th August 2016 Officer Charlotte 
Burton 

Target Date 29th September 2016   
Ward West Chesterton   
Site 125 Milton Road Cambridge Cambridgeshire CB4 

1XE  
Proposal Redevelopment of vacant site to provide two flats 
Applicant Mr Philip Muir 

78 Riverside Place Cambridge CB5 8JF 
 

SUMMARY The development fails to accord with the 
Development Plan for the following reasons: 

The proposal would fail to provide an 
acceptable level of amenity for future 
occupants.  

The proposal would have an 
unacceptable overbearing and 
overshadowing impact on 
neighbouring residential units.  

The proposal has failed to 
demonstrate adequate provision of bin 
and bike storage.  

RECOMMENDATION REFUSAL 

 
1.0 SITE DESCRIPTION/AREA CONTEXT 
 
1.1 The site consists of land to the rear of No. 125 Milton Road.  

The proposed site access would be from the shared access 
known as ‘Pye Alley’.  During the course of the application, the 
site boundary was amended to include the shared access to the 
public highway.   

 
1.2 No. 125 is part of the parade of shops along this part of Milton 

Road.  The ground floor is used as a hairdressing salon and the 
first floor consists of two flats.  The area at the rear of the 



property is open to the Pye Alley frontage. There is a hedge and 
trees along the boundary with No. 123 to the west.  

 
1.3 The site is within the local centre along this part of Milton Road, 

which is characterised by commercial uses on the ground floor 
and residential uses above.  The area at the rear of Milton Road 
properties includes garages, storage sheds and other small-
scale outbuildings opening onto Pye Alley. 

 
1.4 To the east of the site there is development under construction 

at the rear of No. 127 Milton Road.  Planning permission was 
granted on appeal for the erection of a two storey building 
comprising four flats, with associated car parking, amenity 
space, bin and bike stores (APP/Q0505/A/14/2227129).  I have 
referred to this appeal decision where relevant in this report.  

 
1.5 The site is not within the Conservation Area.  No. 125 is not a 

Listed Building and is not a Building of Local Interest.  The site 
is outside the controlled parking zone.  There are no tree 
preservation orders on the site.  Pye Alley is a private road and 
is not adopted Public Highway.  There are no other relevant site 
constraints.  

 
2.0 THE PROPOSAL 
 
2.1 The proposal is for a two storey building to provide two flats, 

with associated landscaping and bin stores.  The units would be 
1-bed and would be arranged with one unit on the ground floor 
and the other unit above, each with their own entrance.   
 

2.2 The proposed building would have a pitched roof, with a gable 
on the northern end and a hipped roof on the southern end 
facing towards No. 125.  There would be a first floor balcony 
and windows on the northern elevation.  The materials would be 
buff brick and slate tile roof.  

 
2.3 The building would be located centrally within the site and 

provides two car parking spaces.  No details have been 
submitted about bin and cycle storage, although a ‘service area 
fence’ is shown indicating space that may be available.  

 
2.4 During the course of the application, a revised site location plan 

was submitted which included the access via Pye Alley to the 
public highway within the red line of the application site.  The 



ownership certificates were updated to confirm the applicant 
has served notice on the owners of this access (‘Mulberry Close 
Residents Society’).  These were subject to public consultation.  

 
2.5 The application is accompanied by the following supporting 

information: 
 

1. Planning and Design Statement 
2. Tree Survey and Tree Protection Plan 
3. Drawings  

 
3.0 SITE HISTORY 
 

Reference Description Outcome 
C/04/0860 Conversion of existing first floor flat 

into 2 no. 1 bed flats and a single 
storey rear extension to shop. 
 

Approved 
subject to 
conditions 

07/0040/FUL Installation of a dropped kerb. Approved 
subject to 
conditions 

 
4.0 PUBLICITY   
 
4.1 Advertisement:      No 
 Adjoining Owners:     Yes  
 Site Notice Displayed:     No  

 
5.0 POLICY 
 
5.1 See Appendix 1 for full details of Central Government 

Guidance, Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policies, Supplementary 
Planning Documents and Material Considerations. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



5.2 Relevant Development Plan policies 
 

PLAN POLICY NUMBER 

Cambridge Local 
Plan 2006 

3/1, 3/4, 3/7, 3/10, 3/11, 3/12   

4/4, 4/13  

5/1 

8/2, 8/6, 8/10 

10/1 

 
5.3 Relevant Central Government Guidance, Supplementary 

Planning Documents and Material Considerations 
 

Central 
Government 
Guidance 

National Planning Policy Framework March 
2012 

National Planning Policy Framework – 
Planning Practice Guidance March 2014 

Circular 11/95 (Appendix A) 

Supplementary 
Planning 
Guidance 

Sustainable Design and Construction (May 
2007) 

 
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Waste 
Partnership (RECAP): Waste Management 
Design Guide Supplementary Planning 
Document (February 2012) 
 

Material 
Considerations 

City Wide Guidance 
 

Cycle Parking Guide for New Residential 
Developments (2010) 
 

 
5.4 Status of Proposed Submission – Cambridge Local Plan 
 

Planning applications should be determined in accordance with 
policies in the adopted Development Plan and advice set out in 
the NPPF. However, after consideration of adopted plans and 



the NPPF, policies in emerging plans can also be given some 
weight when determining applications. For Cambridge, 
therefore, the emerging revised Local Plan as published for 
consultation on 19 July 2013 can be taken into account, 
especially those policies where there are no or limited 
objections to it. However it is likely, in the vast majority of 
instances, that the adopted development plan and the NPPF 
will have considerably more weight than emerging policies in 
the revised Local Plan. 

 
For the application considered in this report, there are no 
policies in the emerging Local Plan that should be taken into 
account. 
 

6.0 CONSULTATIONS 
 
6.1 Cambridgeshire County Council (Highways Development 

Control) 
 

The Highway Authority does not consider that this application 

will have any significant adverse impact upon the operation of 

the highway network. 

6.2 Landscape Officer 
 

Objection.  

 

The Landscape Team considers the proposed development 

unacceptable from a landscape and amenity perspective, 

contrary to Policy 3/11 of the Local Plan 2006.   

 

The size and quality of the amenity spaces are unacceptable for 

the following reasons: 

 The ground floor amenity space is small, an awkward 

shape and has no relationship with the proposed living 

space. Furthermore it will be heavily overlooked by both 

the flat above and the surrounding properties. 

 The balcony is not considered deep enough to be 

functional. Best practice standards state a minimum of 

1.5m to accommodate a table and chairs.   



 It is questionable whether or not the ground floor amenity 

space will meet BRE sunlight guidelines (half of amenity 

space to receive minimum of 2 hours sunlight on 21st 

March)  

 
6.3 Sustainable Drainage Engineer 
 

No objection, subject to recommended condition for surface 
water drainage scheme.  

 
6.4 Environmental Health 
 

No objection, subject to recommended conditions for 
construction hours, collection hours, piling, contaminated land 
and plant/commercial noise assessment and mitigation.  

 
6.5 Tree Officer 
 

Objection. 
 
The proposed new dwelling is located close to a neighbouring 
tree.  It is proposed to construct the new dwelling in a way that 
minimises root damage and allows the tree’s retention. 
However the tree would need to be pruned to clear all 
overhanging branches from 125, to allow construction. 
 
A specialised construction that allows root retention is likely to 
have an impact of internal floor levels, ceiling and potentially 
ridge heights and it has not been shown that this is acceptable 
from a planning perspective. 
 
The assessment of the tree as presented by the arboriculturalist 
is accepted and the tree is not considered to be a reasonable 
constraint to an otherwise acceptable development.  However 
pruning all overhanging branches will have a material impact on 
the tree’s appearance and health and a more suitable solution 
to the conflict would be to offer removal and replacement.  
  
In addition to the above I have concerns regarding the amenity 
space associated with the proposal and the lack of space for 
replacement/new tree planting. 
 



6.6 The above responses are a summary of the comments that 
have been received.  Full details of the consultation responses 
can be inspected on the application file.   

 
7.0 REPRESENTATIONS 
 
7.1 Councillor Sargeant has commented on this application: 
 

 The proposal is contrary to policies 3/11 and 8/2 of the Local 
Plan 2006. 

 The ground floor amenity space is small, an awkward shape 
and has no relationship with the proposed living space. It will 
be heavily overlooked by both the flat above and the 
surrounding properties. 

 The balcony is not considered deep enough to be functional.  
 It is questionable whether or not the ground floor amenity 
space will meet BRE sunlight guidelines. 

 The vehicular access is by a private track, which is mainly 
used by pedestrians and cyclists, and is particularly heavily 
used by school children and further cars.  This would have a 
serious safety impact.  

 
7.2 The Mulberry Close Residents Society has commented on this 

application: 
 

 The submitted drawings are poor quality.  
 The consent granted at No. 127 Milton Road should not be 
taken as a precedent.  

 Overlooking and loss of privacy for Mulberry Close.  
 Overshadowing for the residents of the flat above No. 125, 
the adjoining properties, the amenity spaces at Nos. 123 and 
127, and the amenity space for the proposed units.  

 The amenity space is unusable and unsuccessful.  
 Increase in noise and disturbance affecting Mulberry Close.  
 Over-development of the site.  
 Standard of living accommodation for future residents.  
 Remove car parking, amenity area and bin storage for 
residents of No. 125A, and displace existing staff car parking 
to Mulberry Close.  

 Unclear whether the proposed car parking spaces would be 
fit for use and vehicle turning space.  

 There is no right of way to the proposed units.  



 No notice has been served on Mulberry Close Residents 
Society as the owners of the access under the appropriate 
planning process.  

 Loss of an important tree.  
 
7.3 The owners/occupiers of the following addresses have made 

representations objecting to the proposed development: 
 

 33 Mulberry Close 
 34 Mulberry Close 
 35 Mulberry Close 
 36 Mulberry Close 
 40 Mulberry Close  
 53 Mulberry Close 
 115C Milton Road 
 209 Milton Road 
 65 Hurst Park Avenue 
 17 Twickenham Court 

 
7.4 The representations can be summarised as follows: 
 

Response to context 
 

 The site is not vacant, as claimed by the applicant, but is part 
of the garden of the Milton Road property.  

 Over-development of the site. 
 

Residential amenity 
 

 Overlooking towards Mulberry Close properties.  
 Felling and reduction of trees would remove natural screen.  
 The floor space would be below housing standards. 
 The amenity space would be unusable and the balconies are 
too small.  

 Overshadowing of existing flats above Nos. 123-127.  
 Overlooking towards the communal green within Mulberry 
Close.  

 Loss of light to gardens at rear of Milton Road properties.  
 Bin storage and collection arrangements unknown.  

 
Highways 

 
 Lack of car parking. 
 Concern about turning space for cars.  



 If parking is not provided, there would be parking on 
Mulberry Close.  

 If parking is provided, there would be increase in the 
maintenance costs of the shared access. 

 No parking should be allowed at the development.  
 Concerns about emergency Fire Service access.  
 Impact on safety for all users of Pye Alley.  
 The shared access is in a poor condition.   
 No right of access to the proposed units.  
 City Deal initiatives proposed to use Pye Alley for cycle route 
and the proposal would make this route less attractive to 
cyclists.   

 Cambridge Joint Area Committee considering new yellow-
line waiting restrictions and residents parking spaces which 
will restrict the available spaces for employee parking.  

 
Other 
 

 Environmental impact from loss of trees and vegetation on 
biodiversity of the area.  

 Mulberry Close is built on an old brick works and have 
concerns about drainage on clay soils.  

 The submitted drawings are poor quality. 
 The owners of the shared access have not been notified 
about the application.  

 
7.5 The owners/occupier of the following addresses have made 

representations in support or neutral to the proposed 
development: 

 
 55 The Valley, Comberton (co-owner of 127 Milton Road) 
 123 Milton Road 

 
7.6 The representations can be summarised as follows: 
 

 The proposed development will breathe life into a currently 
unloved area.  

 Neighbours will benefit from an upgrading and this in turn 
may deter some of the anti social behaviour.  

 Re-use of a small brownfield site.  
 The owner needs to respect the site boundaries and not 
encroach on neighbouring properties.  

 



7.7 The above representations are a summary of the comments 
that have been received.  Full details of the representations can 
be inspected on the application file.   
 

8.0 ASSESSMENT 
 

8.1 From the consultation responses and representations received 

and from my inspection of the site and the surroundings, I 

consider that the main issues are: 

1. Principle of development 

2. Residential amenity  

3. Context of site, design and external spaces  

4. Impact on trees 

5. Car parking 

6. Highway safety 

7. Cycle parking 

8. Refuse arrangements 

9. Third party representations 

10. Planning obligations 

 
Principle of development 
 

8.2 The Government’s planning policy – the National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) - places strong emphasis on the 
need to deliver a wide choice of high quality homes.  Paragraph 
49 states that ‘housing applications should be considered in the 
context of the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development’.  Weight must be given to the ‘presumption in 
favour of sustainable development’, which for decision-taking 
means ‘approving development proposals that accord with the 
development plan without delay’ (paragraph 14).   

 
8.3 The proposal is for residential development on an unallocated 

site and therefore Cambridge Local Plan (2006) policy 5/1 
applies.  This supports residential development on windfall sites 
subject to the existing land use and the compatibility with 
adjoining uses.  The site is within a mixed use residential and 
commercial area.  While residential use on the site would be 
acceptable in principle, for the reasons set out in this report, in 
my opinion the proposed units would not be compatible with the 



surrounding area.  As such, the proposal fails to comply with 
policy 5/1.   

 
8.4 The applicant has stated that the site is ‘vacant’ and that it has 

long been separated from the frontage use, having been 
‘physically divorced/screened’ from the frontage use.  When I 
visited, the site was being used for car parking, bin storage and 
hanging washing.  While there is a timber fence across half of 
the plot which provides some partial screening, there is access 
between the front and rear of the site.  In my opinion, the site 
forms part of the same plot as the commercial and residential 
units at No. 125, as it is physically connected and appears to be 
used in association with this property.  The site may be 
currently under-used as part of the curtilage, however this does 
not make it a ‘vacant’ site.   

 
8.5 Cambridge Local Plan (2006) policy 3/10 for the sub-division of 

existing plots therefore applies.  This supports residential 
development within the garden area or curtilage of existing 
properties unless it will: 

a. Have a significant adverse impact on the amenities of 
neighbouring properties through loss of privacy, loss of 
light, an overbearing sense of enclosure and the 
generation of unreasonable levels of traffic or noise 
disturbance; 

b. provide inadequate amenity space, or vehicular access 
arrangements and parking spaces for the proposed and 
existing properties; 

c. detract from the prevailing character and appearance of 
the area; 

d. adversely affect the setting of Listed Buildings, or 
buildings or gardens of local interest within or close to the 
site; 

e. adversely affect trees, wildlife features or architectural 
features of local importance located within or close to the 
site; and 

f. prejudice the comprehensive development of the wider 
area of which the site forms part. 

 
8.6 I have assessed the application against these criteria.  The 

proposal would not affect any heritage assets and would not 
prejudice the comprehensive development of the wider area, so 
criteria c and f are met.  For the reasons set out in this report, in 



my opinion the proposal fails to meet criteria a, b, c and e of 
policy 3/10.  

 
8.7 As such, the proposal fails to comply with policies 5/1 and 3/10 

and the principle of development is unacceptable.  
 

Residential Amenity 
 
Amenity of future occupants 
 

8.8 I consider that the proposal would not provide an acceptable 
level of amenity for the future occupants.  The living 
room/kitchen window of the ground floor unit would be directly 
adjacent to the proposed car park spaces, with resultant 
disturbance and comings and goings, as well as a poor outlook 
from the window on the northern elevation.   The bedroom 
window of the ground floor unit would have a poor outlook 
towards the boundary fence, which may be further 
compromised by the need for bin and bike storage, which has 
not been shown on the submitted plans.  Moreover, there would 
be a lack of privacy to the ground floor bedroom window as 
there is no private or defensible space in front of the window, 
which would provide no privacy from passer-by accessing the 
commercial unit at No. 125.  This would be worsened if this 
area needs to be used for bin and bike storage. 
 

8.9 The proposal would not provide an acceptable amount and 
quality of amenity space.  The area around the building would 
be used for car parking to the north; a narrow strip to the south, 
which would need to be kept clear for access to the rear of No. 
125; and a small area to the south.  In my opinion, this would 
not provide an acceptable amount of amenity space.  Moreover, 
the limited amount of external space would have a high degree 
of enclosure and overshadowing.  The quality of the space 
would be comprised by the need for bin and bike storage, which 
has not been shown on the plans, and the need to maintain 
access to the commercial properties for bin storage and 
collection.  This would also result in a lack of privacy for the 
space with comings and goings to the commercial unit.  The 
Landscape Officer has commented that the balcony on the 
northern elevation would not be large enough to provide 
useable amenity space for the first floor unit, and I agree with 
this assessment.  
 



8.10 In my opinion the proposal fails to provide an acceptable level 
of amenity for future occupants and I consider that it conflicts 
with part b of policy 3/10, and Cambridge Local Plan (2006) 
policies 3/4, 3/12 and 4/13. 
 
Impact on amenity of neighbouring occupiers 
 
No. 125 Milton Road 

 
8.11 While the ground floor of No. 125 is in commercial use, the first 

floor is residential.  The applicant has explained that there are 
two flats on the first floor: one overlooking the rear of the 
property and the other overlooking the front of the property.  
There are large windows on the first floor rear elevation facing 
towards the application site.  There would be approximately 9m 
between the southern elevation of the proposed building and 
the nearest window.  There are also windows on the rear 
elevation approximately 11.5m from the southern elevation.  
While the rooms this windows serves is unknown, these are 
large windows so it is highly likely they serve habitable rooms 
where a good standard living environment is generally 
expected.  In my opinion, the proposed two storey building with 
a hipped roof would have an enclosing and overbearing impact 
on these windows, which would have unacceptable impact on 
the residential amenity of the occupiers of this flat.  Due to the 
orientation of the proposed building to the north of these 
windows, I am not concerned about any overshadowing impact.   

 
No. 127 Milton Road 
 

8.12 The proposed building would be located to the south of the 
development under construction at the rear of No. 127.  The 
approved scheme on this site includes four residential units with 
ground and first floor windows facing towards the application 
site and amenity space on the southern part of the site.  This 
provides the only amenity space for the four units and therefore 
the quality of this space is important for the residential amenity 
of the future occupants.  In my opinion, the two storey building 
with a pitched roof along the boundary would have an 
overshadowing and overbearing impact on this amenity space, 
which would have an unacceptable impact on the residential 
amenity of the future occupants.  There are no windows on the 
northern elevation of the proposed building, so there would be 
no overlooking.  



 
No. 123 Milton Road 

 
8.13 Third parties have raised concerns about the impact on the 

amenity space of No. 123.  Due to the set back and the 
orientation to the north of No. 123, I am not concerned about 
any overbearing or overshadowing impact.  There would be no 
first floor windows on the side elevation facing towards No. 123 
and there would be a low roof to prevent views from the first 
floor balcony.  In my opinion, there would not be any 
overlooking.  As such, I am satisfied there would not be an 
unacceptable impact on the amenity space of this property.   

 
Mulberry Close residents 
 

8.14 Third parties have raised concerns about the overbearing, 
overshadowing and overlooking impact on the Mulberry Close 
properties which would impact on their residential amenity.  The 
Mulberry Close properties are orientated so that their rear 
elevations face towards the application site and have rear 
gardens.  Nos. 36-41 are separated from the application site by 
the single storey garages so that the rear elevations are 
approximately 30m from the northern elevation of the proposed 
building.  Nos. 30-35 are offset from the application site and the 
rear elevations are approximately 20m from the northern 
elevation. While there would be first floor windows and a 
balcony on the northern elevation facing towards the rear of the 
Mulberry Close properties, due to the separation distance, in my 
opinion there would be no unacceptable overlooking towards 
windows or the rear garden.   

 
8.15 In my opinion the proposal fails to respect the residential 

amenity of its neighbours and the constraints of the site and I 
consider that it conflicts with part a of policy 3/10, and 
Cambridge Local Plan (2006) policies 3/4, 3/12, 4/13 and 5/1. 

 
Context of site, design and external spaces 

 
8.16 The proposal is for a two storey building fronting onto Pye Alley.  

The general character of the area is for commercial properties 
on the ground floor fronting Milton Road and residential uses 
above.  These properties are generally open at the rear fronting 
onto Pye Alley.  The Mulberry Close estate to the north is 
characterized by terraced properties with rear gardens.  To the 



north of the site are single storey garages associated with the 
Mulberry Close properties.   
 

8.17 The appeal decision at the rear of No. 127 sets a precedent for 
backland development accessed via Pye Alley.  In my opinion, 
the principle of a building on this site would not be contrary to 
the character of the area or the pattern of development in the 
area.  The Inspector for the appeal at No. 127 did not find a 
building in this location to be unacceptable, and I have no 
reason to come to a different conclusion on the current site.   
 

8.18 The proposal would be for a two storey building with a pitched 
roof, with a gable at the northern end and a hipped roof on the 
southern end.  The elevations would include a balcony on the 
northern elevation, blind windows on eastern elevation.  The 
materials would be buff brick with a slate tile roof.  In my 
opinion, the scale and design of the two storey building would 
be similar to the development at No. 127 and would be 
acceptable in design terms.   

 
8.19 In my opinion the proposal is compliant with Cambridge Local 

Plan (2006) policies 3/4, 3/7, 3/11 and 3/12 in this regard.  
 

Impact on Trees 
 
8.20 The proposed building would be located close to a neighbouring 

tree, as shown on the tree survey.  The Tree Officer has 
commented that a specialised construction that allows root 
retention would be required which is likely to have an impact of 
internal floor levels, ceiling and potentially ridge heights.  This 
has not been shown on the proposed plans and therefore has 
not been shown to be acceptable from a planning perspective.  
The Tree Officer has also commented that the tree would need 
to be pruned to clear all overhanging branches from 125, to 
allow construction. 

 
8.21 Notwithstanding this, the Tree Officer accepts that the tree is 

not considered to be a reasonable constraint to an otherwise 
acceptable development.  The Tree Officer has suggested that 
a more suitable solution to the conflict would be to offer removal 
and replacement.  This tree is not protected and could be felled 
without permission, however as it is on neighbouring land and 
not within the application site, the loss of the tree and the 
planting of a replacement would be outside the applicant’s 



control.  The application must therefore be assessed on the 
basis that the tree is retained.  

 
8.22 In my opinion, as the tree is not protected, I can give limited 

weight to the harm to the health and amenity of the tree, as the 
works to the tree within the root protection area and pruning of 
the canopy could be done without the need for permission.  For 
this reason, in my opinion the proposal does not conflict with  
Cambridge Local Plan (2006) policy 4/4.  

 
Car Parking 
 

8.23 The proposal includes two car parking spaces.  This would 
accord with the adopted car parking standards for the proposed 
units, however there would be a loss of car parking associated 
with No. 125 which currently park on the site (as observed on 
my site visit).  Notwithstanding this, the lack of car parking for 
these units would comply with the maximum car parking 
standards.  The Inspector for the appeal at No. 127 commented 
that as a result of the highly sustainable location, ‘the appeal 
location would not result in a dependency on the use of the 
private car’ and ‘lower levels of private car parking at the appeal 
site would appropriately encourage modal shift without 
significant detriment to local highway safety’ (para 11).  For 
these reasons, in my opinion, the proposal is compliant with 
Cambridge Local Plan (2006) policy 8/10. 

 
8.24 Third parties have raised concerns about overspill parking 

within Mulberry Close impacting on residential amenity.  The 
Inspector for the appeal at No. 127 commented: 

I have no compelling evidence that the appeal proposal 
would result in displaced car parking to surrounding 
residential streets, most notably the adjacent Mulberry 
Close.  Whilst there is some unrestricted on-street parking 
in Mulberry Close I noted that significant parking areas 
were clearly signed as being restricted for residents only.  
As such I am not persuaded that the appeal proposal 
would adversely affect highway safety in Mulberry Close 
by virtue of increased on-street parking’ (para 12).  

 
8.25 The current proposal includes two car parking spaces, which is 

more than the appeal proposal at No. 125 which was also for 
more units.  I have no reason to come to a different conclusion 
to the Inspector on the current site.   



 
Highway Safety 

 
8.26 The access to the site would be via Pye Alley which is a private 

road.  Third parties have commented that the access would not 
be suitable and that increased intensity of the use of the access 
would pose a safety risk for all users.  The Inspector for the 
appeal at No. 127 commented that ‘While there is a tight ‘L’ 
shaped turn in Pye Alley into the track I am satisfied that it [is] 
sufficiently wide that it can be safely negotiated by private cars 
accessed in the appeal proposal without significant conflict with 
other users of Pye Alley’ (para 12).  The Highways Authority 
has not objected to the proposal on highway safety grounds.  
For these reasons, in my opinion the proposal is complaint with 
Cambridge Local Plan (2006) policy 8/2. 

 
8.27 In addition, third parties have commented that the applicant has 

right of access to the proposed units and that the proposal 
would increase the cost of maintaining the access.  These are 
not relevant planning matters that I can take into consideration, 
however they are civil matters that the applicant will need to 
consider, should planning consent be granted.  
 
Cycle Parking 

 
8.28 The proposal does not include a cycle store for the proposed 

residential units.  Given the limited space available, I am 
concerned that a cycle store would further reduce the amount of 
amenity space and impact on the amenity of the occupiers of 
the ground floor unit.  As such, I am not convinced that this 
could be dealt with through conditions.  Without this information, 
in my opinion the proposal fails to comply with Cambridge Local 
Plan (2006) policy 8/6.  

 
Refuse and Waste 
 

8.29 The applicant has advised that waste is collected via Pye Alley 
at the rear of the site.  This includes commercial waste from the 
ground floor uses and the upper floor residential units.  The 
proposal does not include a bin store for the existing residential 
and commercial units and the proposed units.  Given the limited 
space available, I am concerned that a bin store would further 
reduce the amount of amenity space and impact on the amenity 
of the occupiers of the ground floor unit.  As such, I am not 



convinced that this could be dealt with through conditions.  In 
my opinion the proposal fails to comply with Cambridge Local 
Plan (2006) policy 4/13. 

 
Third Party Representations 

 
8.30 The representations regarding the principle of development, 

response to context, residential amenity and highway have 
been taken into consideration in the relevant sections above.  
The other matters are considered as follows: 

 

Comment Response 

Loss of tree will harm the 
biodiversity of the area.  

See paragraphs 8.20 – 8.23. 

Mulberry Close is built on an 
old brick works and have 
concerns about drainage on 
clay soils.  

The Sustainable Drainage 
Officer has no objection, 
subject to a condition for a 
surface water drainage 
scheme, and I accept this 
advice.  

The submitted drawings are 
poor quality. 

I am satisfied that the drawings 
available for public view are an 
acceptable quality.  

The owners of the shared 
access have not been 
notified about the application.  

I am satisfied that the interests 
of the owners (Mulberry Close 
Residents Society) have not 
been compromised, as I have 
received representations from 
them confirming they are aware 
of the proposal.  

 
9.0 CONCLUSION 
 
9.1 In my opinion, while residential development on windfall sites is 

supported in principle, the current proposal fails to provide an 
acceptable level of amenity for the future occupants.  The scale, 
proximity and orientation of the building would have an 
unacceptable impact on the amenity of the units at the rear of 
No. 127 and the occupants of the residential unit at the rear of 
the first floor of No. 125.  The application has not demonstrated 
that it would provide adequate bin and bike storage.  For these 
reasons, in my opinion, the proposal fails to comply with 
development plan policy. 

 



 
10.0 RECOMMENDATION 

 
 REFUSE, for the following reasons: 
 
1. The proposal, by virtue of the scale, proximity and orientation, 

would have an overshadowing and overbearing impact on the 
amenity space of the units at the rear of No. 127; and would 
have an overbearing impact on the rear windows of the first 
floor residential unit of No. 125.  This would have an 
unacceptable impact on the residential amenity of the 
occupants of these units.   As such, the proposal would be 
contrary to policies 3/4, 3/7, 3/10, 3/11 and 3/12 of the 
Cambridge Local Plan (2006) and paragraph 56 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework (2012). 

 
2. The proposal fails to provide an acceptable level of amenity for 

future occupants.  The ground floor unit would have an 
unacceptable level of amenity, due to the poor outlook from the 
living room/kitchen and bedroom windows; noise and 
disturbance affecting the living room/kitchen; and a lack of 
privacy for the bedroom window.  The external space would not 
provide an acceptable amount and quality of amenity space, 
due to the high degree of enclosure and overshadowing and 
lack of privacy.   As such, the proposal would be contrary to 
policies 3/4, 3/7, 3/10, 3/11 and 3/12 of the Cambridge Local 
Plan (2006) and paragraph 56 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (2012). 

 
3. The proposal fails to demonstrate that the provision of cycle 

parking for future occupants would meet the requirements of the 
guidance within the Cycle Parking Guide for New Residential 
Developments (2010) as it does not provide a secure and 
covered enclosure for the storage of bicycles.  As such, the 
proposal would be contrary to policies 3/12 and 8/6 of the 
Cambridge Local Plan (2006) and paragraph 56 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework (2012). 

 



4. The proposal fails to demonstrate that the provision of refuse 
and recycling storage would meet the Cambridgeshire and 
Peterborough Waste Partnership (RECAP): Waste 
Management Design Guide Supplementary Planning Document 
(February 2012).  As such, the proposal would be contrary to 
policies 3/12 and 4/13 of the Cambridge Local Plan (2006) and 
paragraph 56 of the National Planning Policy Framework 
(2012). 

 
 
 


