
 

 

 

 

PLANNING COMMITTEE                                             1st March 2017 

 
Application 
Number 

16/1108/FUL Agenda 
Item 

 

Date Received 30th June 2016 Officer Nigel 
Blazeby 

Target Date 29th September 2016   
Ward Coleridge   
Site Cherry Hinton Constitutional Club 142 - 144 Cherry 

Hinton Road Cambridge CB1 7AJ  
Proposal Proposed change of use of existing club building to 

form two 2-Bed flats and seven 1-Bed flats, 
including additional storey in new roof extension. 
Erection of new two storey club building at rear with 
basement and a one 2-Bed flat, along with car and 
cycle parking and associated landscaping. 

Applicant Cherry Hinton Constitutional Club Ltd 
 

 

SUMMARY The development does not accord with the 
Development Plan for the following reasons: 

The proposal fails to provide an acceptable 
amenity relationship between the proposed 
new clubhouse building and existing and 
proposed dwellings within and adjacent to 
the application site.  

The proposal will adversely impact upon a 
statutorily protected tree of amenity value. 

 

RECOMMENDATION REFUSAL 

 
1.0 SITE DESCRIPTION/AREA CONTEXT 
 
1.1 The application site lies on the southern side of Cherry Hinton 

Road towards its western end. It is located within a mixed-use 
area that is predominantly residential, made up of detached 
semi-detached and terraced housing and a number of flats. This 
is interspersed with commercial uses providing both retail and 
professional services. Within the locality there are a range of 
ecclesiastical buildings including those close to the east of the 



site on the corner with Hartington Grove and a range of other 
community uses including halls and the library on Rock Road.  
 

1.2 The site does not lie within a Conservation Area or within the 
setting of any Listed Buildings. The existing clubhouse is neither 
a Listed Building nor a Building of Local Interest. There is a 
silver birch tree that lies outside of the site within the rear 
garden of No. 75 Hartington Grove that is protected with a Tree 
Preservation Order. The site does not lie within the Controlled 
Parking Zone. 
 

1.3 The site contains the existing Constitutional Club building which 
operates as a members club and which is understood to have 
been in existence for the past 110 years dating from between 
1901 and 1927. 

 
1.4 The club building is comprised of a two storey flat roof building 

with an ornate façade that is attached to one half of a pair of 
Victorian semi-detached former dwellings. The eastern half of 
which, No. 146 Cherry Hinton Road, does not form part of the 
application site and comprises at ground floor the Cambridge 
Computer Centre with flats above. 

 
1.5 The club building is set back from the road with the land to the 

front laid to hardstanding. There is no front boundary definition 
and the area is used for car parking that is accessed directly 
from Cherry Hinton Road. 

 
1.6 To the rear, the buildings step down to single storey. Access is 

gained from a shared access that runs immediately to the east 
of No. 146. 

 
1.7 To the west of the site lies No. 140 Cherry Hinton Road, a 

detached dwelling with a well-treed rear garden that 
immediately abuts the application site. 

 
1.8 To the south of the site lie the shallow rear gardens to dwellings 

on Hartington Grove. 
 
1.9 To the east of the shared access lies a flatted development 

known as Cherry Hinton Court and to the rear of that a mews 
development of 5 terraced dwellings. 

 
 



2.0 THE PROPOSAL 
 
2.1 The planning application, as amended, seeks planning 

permission for the extension and conversion of the existing club 
building to 9 flats and the erection of a new club building, with 
flat above, to the rear of the site. 

 
2.2 The application has been amended twice. Both amendments 

sought alterations to the conversion scheme for the existing 
club building with some changes to the site layout. They were 
undertaken by the applicant in response to consultee comments 
and were not requested by officers. 

 
2.3 The first amendment included the following: 
 

 Revised noise impact assessment 

 Subdivided a proposed ground floor unit to add an additional 
flat 

 Provided ground floor flats with private gardens 

 Brought the cycle storage within the existing clubhouse 
building 

 Provided an additional parking space for the flats 

 Reconfigured internal layout to retain use of existing front 
door 

 Overall reduction in height of 200mm of second floor 
extension 

 Provision of entrance canopy to new clubhouse 

 Removal of one car parking space to improve new clubhouse 
entrance 

 
2.4 The second amendment included the following: 
 

 Reduction in scale of second floor extension to existing 
clubhouse resulting in loss of one flat 

 Setting back of second floor extension to reduce apparent 
ridge height when viewed from Cherry Hinton Road 

 Use of lighter colour cladding material to second floor 
extension 

 
Existing clubhouse building – ground floor 

 
2.5 On the ground floor, the application, as amended, proposes a 

single storey extension to the rear of the existing building and 



the conversion of the existing floorspace to five 1-bed flats, two 
to the front and three to the rear along with the formation of an 
internal communal cycle store. The three flats to the rear would 
each have access to a private garden. The remaining two 1-bed 
flats would have no external amenity space. The front entrance 
utilises the existing central entrance door of the existing club 
building. 

 
2.6 The proposal also involves extending to the side so that the new 

building will immediately abut the side wall of No. 140 Cherry 
Hinton Road. 

 
 Existing clubhouse building – first floor 

 
2.7 On the first floor, the application, as amended, proposes the 

conversion of existing floorspace into one 2-bed flat, one 1-bed 
flat and the ground floor of one duplex flat. The 1-bed flat and 
the duplex would each be provided with external amenity space 
in the form of balconies. The 2-bed flat would have no external 
amenity space.  

 
Exiting clubhouse building – second floor 

 
2.8 The application, as amended, proposes the addition of a second 

floor above the flat roof building to form a 1-bed flat with a front 
facing roof terrace. This element of the proposal has been 
reduced in scale from that originally submitted. The existing 
floorspace in the second floor of the Victorian part of the 
building would be converted to form the second bedroom of the 
duplex flat below. 

 
New clubhouse building 

 
2.9 The application proposes the erection of a new clubhouse 

building to the rear of the site. The new building would extend 
across the rear garden boundaries of Nos. 73, 75 and 77 
Hartington Grove. It would be part single storey and part two 
storey and would include a basement. The southern elevation 
that runs alongside the garden boundaries would be set 
approximately 1.5m off the boundary and would be single storey 
with low eaves that would appear below the height of the 
garden fences. The new clubhouse would occupy the ground 
floor and basement and a 2-bed flat would occupy the first floor. 
The flat would not be provided with any external amenity space. 



 
Site layout 

 
2.10 The proposal, as amended, would provide parking for four cars 

at the front of the existing building for the proposed 9 flats. A bin 
store would also be provided in this area. 

 
2.11 To the rear of the site, the new clubhouse would be provided 

with a club garden area between the new clubhouse and the 
gardens to the proposed ground floor flats in the existing 
building. Cycle parking would also be provided in this area for 
visitors to the new clubhouse as well as parking for two cars. 
The new clubhouse would be accessed via the existing shared 
drive adjacent to the commercial/residential building, No. 146, to 
the east of the existing clubhouse. A bin storage area for the 
new clubhouse would be provided in the south-eastern corner of 
the site. 

 
2.12 The application is accompanied by the following supporting 

documents: 
 

 Planning Statement 

 Plans 

 Design and Access Statement 

 Noise Impact Assessment 

 Tree Survey and Arboricultural Impact Assessment 

 Transport Statement 

 Sustainability Statement 

 Club Statement of Need 
 
3.0 SITE HISTORY 
 

Reference Description Outcome 
C/75/0028 Erection of extension and 

alterations to existing non-
residential club. 

Approved 

C/91/0370 Part change of use from social 
club to office. 

Approved 

 
 
 
 
 



4.0 PUBLICITY   
 
4.1 Advertisement:      Yes  
 Adjoining Owners:     Yes  
 Site Notice Displayed:     Yes  

 
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 3/11 3/12 3/14 

4/4 4/13 

5/1 5/2 5/11 5/12 

8/2 8/6 8/10 8/16 8/18 

 
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) 

 
 



Material 
Considerations 

City Wide Guidance 
 
Biodiversity Checklist for Land Use 
Planners in Cambridgeshire and 
Peterborough (March 2001). 

 
Cambridge and South Cambridgeshire 
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 
(November 2010) 

 
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (2005) 

 
Cambridgeshire Design Guide For Streets 
and Public Realm (2007) 

 
 

 
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. 

 
5.5 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 
 

Urban Design Team 
 

Application as submitted 
 
6.1 Nine flats within the converted club building represent over 

development of the site which creates scale and massing and 



functional design concerns (arrangement of bins, bikes and 
entrances). 

 
6.2 The height and box-like appearance of the extension forms a 

poor relationship with the existing building and adjacent pitched 
roof houses and appears prominent in views looking west along 
Cherry Hinton Road.  

 
6.3 The proposed extension introduces a 3 storey element at the 

rear of block where previously the building was limited to 2 
storeys. We are concerned that the additional height will create 
overbearing impacts to No. 140 Cherry Hinton Road to the 
west.   

 
6.4 Five of the nine proposed flats have no access to private 

amenity space.   
 
6.5 Cycle parking and refuse storage for the proposed flats is 

located on the Cherry Hinton Road frontage adjacent to the 
boundary with No. 140 Cherry Hinton Road and to the east of 
the semi-detached house. The enclosures will appear 
prominent in the street scene, particularly the cycle store given 
its size and prominent location between the two semi-detached 
houses.  

 
6.6 The proposed height of the new club building is acceptable in 

design terms. The single storey element with sloping roof is 
located towards the southern end of the site and is, in our view, 
unlikely to cause adverse amenity impacts to existing houses in 
Hartington Grove.  

 
6.7 The submitted elevations show that the club building will 

comprise of brickwork (to match the existing building), 
composite slate roof tiles and grey powder coated windows and 
doors. Whilst acceptable in principle, the proposed materials 
should be conditioned and samples provided on site to ensure 
the brickwork relates to the surrounding context.    

 
6.8 Whilst the overall height of the club building is acceptable, we 

are concerned that the large footprint results in a number of 
functional design concerns, specifically the arrangement of car 
parking, cycle storage, refuse and landscaping:  

 



6.9 The submitted scheme fails to comply with Local Plan (2006) 
Policies 3/4, 3/7, 3/11 and 3/12 and cannot be supported in 
design terms.  

 
First amendment 

 
6.10 The amendments to the car park associated with the new club 

building and changes to the ground floor internal arrangement 
of the converted constitutional club are supported in design 
terms.  

 
6.11 The reduced height of the extension forms an improvement 

from the previous scheme. However in the absence of 1st and 
2nd floor plans, site sections and a revised CGI, the box-like 
form of the extension forms a poor relationship with the 
adjacent pitched roof houses given that it projects forward of the 
sloping roof line.  

 
6.12 The introduction of the 3 storey element at the rear of the block 

where previously the building was limited to 2 storeys continues 
to raise potential overbearing impacts to No. 140 Cherry Hinton 
Road. Existing and proposed side (west elevation) together with 
1st and 2nd floor plans need to be provided to show the 
potential impacts to this property.  

 
Second amendment 

 
6.13 The scheme has been amended to address our previous 

concerns about the box-like form of the upper floor. The upper 
floor has been reduced in footprint and massing which improves 
the relationship with the adjacent pitched roof houses and No. 
140 Cherry Hinton Road. The introduction of a further set back 
at upper floor and a proposed lighter cladding material helps to 
lessen the impact of this element upon the streetscene. The 
application is now supported in urban design terms.  

 
6.14 Detailing will be important to the final quality of the scheme and 

therefore should the application be approved, we recommend 
that materials should be conditioned. This condition should 
require samples and details of all external materials and 
elements including render, zinc cladding, glass balustrade, 
balcony details, coping, rain water goods, windows and doors. 
Details of the bike and bin stores should also be conditioned.  

 



Landscape Team 
 

Application as submitted 
 
6.15 The Landscape Team considers the proposed development 

unacceptable from a landscape and amenity perspective due to: 
bin and bike stores having too great an impact on the street 
scene; use of side entrances as opposed to the central door; 
absence of defensible space to ground floor flats; lack of private 
and communal amenity space; legibility of new clubhouse 
entrance; and access to cycle parking through two gates for 
new clubhouse. The proposal is therefore contrary to Policies 
3/4, 3/7 and 3/11 of the Local Plan 2006. 

 
First amendment 

 
6.16 Whilst the proposed amendments are largely welcomed, the 

quality and quantity of the proposed amenity spaces for the 
existing club units continues to be of concern. Details of the 
thresholds for flats 1 and 4 are still required and there are still 
three units which have no amenity space in the absence of a 
communal garden. The proposed amendments to the car park 
and entrance are very positive. 

 
6.17 The Landscape Team still considers the proposed development 

unacceptable from a landscape and amenity perspective, 
contrary to Policies 3/7 and 3/11 of the Local Plan 2006. 

 
Second amendment 

 

 Details of the proposed thresholds in front of Flats 1 and 4 
are still required.   

 The frontage could be further improved by shifting the 
pedestrian access path to the central door adjacent to the 
bins and shifting the car parking spaces east. This will make 
the access to the communal cycle store via Entrance 2 more 
direct.  

 Bespoke timber framed bin stores have been provided and 
are acceptable in design terms.  Details of their treatment 
can be submitted through condition. 

 The introduction of private gardens for Flats 2, 3 and 5 is a 
welcome amendment. There are however still 3 units (1, 4 
and 6) which do not have any amenity spaces in the absence 
of a communal garden. Of primary concern is the absence of 



a private amenity space for the 2-bed unit on the First Floor 
as this may be accommodated by a family.  

 
6.18 Whilst the proposed amendments are largely welcomed, the 

quality and quantity of the proposed amenity spaces for the 
proposed club units continues to be of concern. The Landscape 
Team still considers the proposed development unacceptable 
from a landscape and amenity perspective, contrary to Policies 
3/7 and 3/11 of the Local Plan 2006. 

 
Environmental Health 

 
Application as submitted 

 
6.19 Fundamental concerns about the acceptability of the proposals 

as there is insufficient information to make an informed 
decision. Refusal recommended.  

 
6.20 A noise / acoustic impact assessment has been provided. It 

confirms that there are potential problems with regards to the 
existing situation. The proposed new club will be moved closer 
to and alongside the boundary of residential premises than 
existing, which has the potential to give rise to significant 
adverse noise impacts / effects to existing residential premises 
both internally and externally.  Additionally, the use of the 
residential premises proposed both above the club and in the 
proposed flats to the north requires additional consideration.  

 
6.21 At present, I do not have enough information or confidence in 

the details submitted/proposed building to be able to reach an 
informed decision about the acceptability of the proposals. As 
such, it is also very difficult to recommend robust and in 
particular valid conditions to mitigate nose impact. A far more 
comprehensive/extensive assessment of likely impacts, 
significance of impacts and anticipated noise breakout will be 
required, along with a detailed building design.  

 
6.22 With regards to the proposed dwelling above the club, we would 

recommend that a suitable noise insulation and mitigation 
scheme is provided prior to determination to demonstrate that 
the amenity of that dwelling is not compromised by the uses on 
the ground floor.  

 



6.23 Based on the information submitted, this application as 
proposed should be refused.  However in the event that 
members /officers are minded to grant approval, a number of 
recommended conditions should be attached to the consent.  

 
6.24 The remainder of the consultation response details the 

recommended conditions which include closing of all doors and 
windows during regulated entertainment and restricting hours of 
use. It also identifies that Environmental Health has received 
two complaints of noise concerning the Constitutional Club 
since April 2015. It further details the inadequacies with the 
submitted noise impact assessment and provides more 
background information and recommendations. 

 
First amendment 

 
6.25 The applicant has now submitted a further Acoustic Design 

Report. The report focuses largely on the external and internal 
building material/building envelope designs and acoustic 
performance of the proposed new club and flats and the 
potential for noise egress/breakout from the building. I still have 
a series of concerns relating to this proposal and in particular 
the proximity of the proposed community centre to existing 
properties on Hartington Grove. At present, I believe that the 
potential loss of amenity for those who will be living closest to 
the proposed new club are too serous to ignore form a noise 
aspect. 

 
6.26 We cannot necessarily use premises license conditions (The 

Club will need a premises type licence for licensable activities 
 which includes regulating the sale and supply of alcohol, the 
provision of entertainment, and the provision of late night 
refreshment)  to deal with the associated issues as there are 
many exemptions as to when an activity becomes and is 
actually licensable. 

 
6.27 In this case, we are looking to protect amenity/quality of life to a 

good standard and therefore we are looking at a level of 
protection under planning that is higher than the potential for a 
public nuisance to arise which is the licensing objective.  

 
6.28 The public or statutory nuisance regimes are not intended to 

secure a high level of amenity but are a basic safeguarding 
standard intended to deal with excessive emissions. Nuisance 



does not equate to loss of amenity. Significant loss of amenity 
will often occur at lower levels of emission than would constitute 
a statutory nuisance. 

 
6.29 It has not been clearly demonstrated that significant noise 

impact will be avoided or that any other adverse noise impacts 
can be reduced and minimised to an acceptable level. 

 
6.30 These comments relate to the submission of the latest Acoustic 

Assessment only and should be read in conjunction with my 
earlier comments. 

 
6.31 The assessment, considers noise levels in gardens to the 

south. It should be noted that the gardens to the south are only 
1m from the façade of the club building. I am therefore 
uncertain as to how the level of 47dB in the garden has been 
calculated. Nonetheless, a level of 47dB is well above the 
measured background noise levels and is a level deemed 
unacceptable for the occupiers of those gardens to be exposed 
to when the current noise levels are likely significantly lower. 
This would have a significant adverse impact on their current 
noise environment. 

 
6.32 There has been no assessment made on the potential impacts 

of use of the members/club garden, either by day or by night.  
This should include impact on 140 Cherry Hinton Road 
gardens, the new flat above the new club and new flats in the 
former club building.  This is something that cannot necessarily 
be controlled by condition. Use of the club will undoubtedly 
result in the use of the member’s garden and introduce raised 
voices, laughing and shouting close to the nearest receptors.  
Such individual human behaviour is very difficult to predict and 
control and controlling by condition again may not be 
reasonable or enforceable. Impacts on amenity will need to be 
considered from the use of the garden and will need to consider 
LAMax in addition to LAeq. There has been no assessment of 
the potential noise from inside the club when the bi-fold doors 
are opened or from access and egress to the premises. 

 
6.33 The consultation response includes further details in relation to 

the inadequacies with the revised noise assessment and 
provides more background information and recommendations. It 
concludes that at present, the proposals including the new 
location of the club are not suitable or acceptable based on the 



information submitted to date. This is giving consideration to the 
potential impacts of noise on amenity / quality of life and 
enjoyment of property for those who currently live in the area. 

 
Second amendment 

 
6.34 There is ambiguity concerning potential noise impacts causing 

significant adverse harm to quality of life / amenity.  There is 
insufficient information and inadequate assessment of potential 
noise impacts to allow an informed decision to be reached and 
it has not been demonstrated that significant or any other 
adverse noise impacts can be reduced and minimised to an 
acceptable level.  

 
6.35 These are fundamental material considerations that should be 

addressed prior to determination.  There needs to be a 
reasonable degree of certainty that they can be mitigated to an 
acceptable level and to secure a high quality design and a good 
standard of amenity for all existing and future occupants of the 
land and buildings in the area. 

 
6.36 I have reviewed two acoustic assessments (Noise Impact 

Assessment prepared by Cambridge Acoustics dated 
December 2015 and Acoustic Design Report, prepared by 
Vanguardia dated November 2016) and a technical response to 
my comments of 19th December 2016 (prepared by 
Vanguardia, dated January 2017).  

 
6.37 My comments subsequent to the acoustic assessment (dated 

25th July 2016 and 19th December 2016),  expressed concerns 
about the potential impacts of noise from various sources 
associated with the proposed development on the local amenity 
/ quality of life of existing premises. Whilst the supplementary 
information recently submitted does discuss some of the issues 
previously raised, it has not resolved the major points of 
concern. 

 
6.38 For development projects such as this, we require that all 

information, details, calculations and design specifics are 
provided prior to determination to enable us to make an 
informed judgement on suitability. At present, I do not feel I 
have enough information to confidently accept that this proposal 
will not cause a detriment to local amenity. 

 



External Building Fabric of the New Club 
 
6.39 The proposed premises is to be used to hold potentially noisy 

events in very close proximity to residential dwellings. We would 
expect detailed design to be provided with the application 
inclusive of composite façade calculations for the individual 
facades, taking into account all the components of the individual 
facades alongside surface area. We also require a full 
explanation of predictions to nearest noise sensitive receptors 
and the property boundaries of these premises with the 
development site. Due consideration should be given to the 
guidance in the Institute of Acoustics (2003) - Good Practice 
Guide on the Control of Noise from Pubs and Clubs and any 
other national / industry best practice guidance.  There should 
be no increase in background (L90) levels for each octave band 
when “without” and “with” entertainment is compared. 
Consideration must be given to the fact that the adjoining 
residents may be trying to enjoy their gardens in the evenings 
or may be indoors with the windows open, particularly during 
the warmer months. 
 

6.40 The bi-fold doors (opening out onto the members’ garden) are 
an obvious weak-point in the structure. Paragraph 4.2 of the 
supplementary information suggests that these should be kept 
closed when the club is in use. This is a management practice 
that we can give consideration to. However, at this stage of the 
process, we need to be considering design and design options 
and question the requirement for the bi-fold doors.  An improved 
mitigation factor may be the provision of lobbied doors to 
prevent noise escape.  

 
Members Garden 

 
6.41 As mentioned previously, an assessment has not been made 

on the potential impacts of use of the members/club garden, 
either by day or by night.  This should include the impact on 140 
Cherry Hinton Road gardens, the new flat above the new club 
and the new flats in the former club building.  This is something 
that cannot necessarily be controlled by condition. Use of the 
club will undoubtedly result in the use of the member’s garden 
and introduce raised voices, laughing and shouting close to the 
nearest receptors.  Such individual human behaviour is very 
difficult to predict and control and controlling by condition again 
may not be reasonable or enforceable. Impacts on amenity will 



need to be considered from the use of the garden and will need 
to consider LAMax in addition to LAeq.  It is likely that if an 
acceptable assessment is received, hours of use will be 
restricted.   

 
6.42 The difference between the existing and proposed scenario will 

need to be identified and the significance of that difference will 
need to be assessed. Where there is a worsening of the noise 
climate as a result of the new Members Garden, full details will 
need to be provided on how the applicant intends to deal with 
those issues. 

 
6.43 As mentioned above, consideration must be given to the fact 

that the adjoining residents may be trying to enjoy their gardens 
in the evenings or indoors with the windows open, particularly 
during the warmer months. 
 
Use of Noise Limiting Devices  

 
6.44 Paragraph 2.8 of the supplementary information makes mention 

of the use of noise limiting devices to control the internal noise 
levels. Whilst these are a consideration, we do not rely upon 
them at this stage of a development proposal. The key at this 
point is to ensure that noise impacts are designed out at the 
planning stage through good acoustic design, structure design 
and location. As mentioned above, we are not yet in receipt of 
the full details we require.    

 
Gardens to the South of the Club 

 
6.45 Section 2.7 of the supplementary information recognises that 

the adjoining gardens should not be considered a noise 
sensitive receptor at night. I agree with this. However, it is 
reasonable to consider them a sensitive receptor during the 
evening periods when residents can reasonably expect to enjoy 
their gardens without significant detriment. As mentioned 
above, the difference between the existing and future impacts 
needs to be fully addressed and significance of those impacts 
identified. Where mitigation measures are proposed, the full 
details of the mitigation, along with supporting calculations and 
designs will need to be provided in full prior to determination.  

 
 
 



New Residential Premises 
 
6.46 The main noise concerns with regards to the proposed new flats 

in the converted club relate to the general external noise and 
activity (access and egress to the club, use of the members 
garden and the use of the bi-fold doors. We are still not in 
receipt of an “external noise” impact assessment. Therefore, it 
is not possible to provide any further comment on this aspect of 
the development. 

 
Streets and Open Spaces (Trees Officer) 

 
Application as submitted 

 
6.47 There is a silver birch tree with a Tree Preservation Order 

(TPO) in the garden of the property to the rear of the site. There 
is some discrepancy between the plan and accompanying 
information that needs to be clarified, but it appears the 
proposal includes coppicing of this tree.  It is a healthy tree with 
a life expectancy of 20+ years and deserves to have been 
categorised as B1 as it is visible from Hartington Grove. The 
proposed new club to the rear of the site is located within the 
crown spread of this tree and may also be located within its 
Root Protection Area (RPA).  

 
6.48 The birch is considered to be a reasonable constraint to 

development and given the proximity of the proposed new 
building to this tree, its number, location and RPA need to 
represented accurately. As the application currently stands I 
have concerns regarding the impact of the new building on the 
RPA, the need for tree works to allow construction and future 
pressure to prune the tree to maintain a clearance and allow the 
PV Panels to work effectively.  

 
Second amendment 

 
6.49 Notwithstanding the latest submission regarding the Birch in the 

rear garden of 75 Hartington Grove, I maintain my concerns 
about the development.  I understand that the tree is actually 
only one metre from the boundary, which appears to be 
contrary to the location as shown on the tree protection plan.  
This means the root protection area and crown of the tree 
extend further into the site.   

 



6.50 While a specialised construction may be appropriate in terms of 
safeguarding the tree’s root system, such a foundation would 
likely impact on the height of the building which I suspect would 
be a planning issue. 

 
6.51 Furthermore the development would result in pressure to 

prune/remove the Birch because of the negative impact the tree 
will have on PV panels. 

 
Senior Sustainability Officer (Design and Construction) 

 
Application as submitted 

 
6.52 No objection subject to conditions to require the submission of a 

renewable energy statement which demonstrates that at least 
10% of the development’s total predicted energy requirements 
will be from on-site renewable energy sources and the 
implementation and on-going maintenance of the renewable 
energy technologies. 

 
Access Officer and Disability Panel 

 
6.53 Could one flat be built to code 3, wheelchair accessible homes?  

The club needs a Blue badge parking space and the bar needs 
a dropped height counter section. 

 
6.54 The Access Statement included in the application mentioned a 

number of features but unfortunately these were not reflected in 
the plans. It was also not clear whether the main entrance has a 
level threshold or whether there was any accessible parking 
provision. 

 
6.55 The Panel also note that the upper floor to the clubhouse would 

be inaccessible to disabled residents. 
 
6.56 Should a resident require a bathroom to be adapted in the 

future, the Panel would recommend that this is built into the 
design now with suitable wet-room drainage etc. to avoid 
disruption and additional costs in the future. Sliding doors for 
the bathrooms may also be more appropriate if space is limited. 

 
 
 



Cambridgeshire County Council (Highways Development 
Management) 

 
 Application as submitted 
 
6.57 Off-street car parking provision is made at significantly less than 

one space per residential unit. 
 

6.58 The streets around the site allow on-street parking and so 
residents may choose to keep a car and park on-street.  
 

6.59 The development may therefore impose additional parking 
demands upon the on-street parking on the surrounding streets 
and, whilst this is unlikely to result in any significant adverse 
impact upon highway safety, there is potentially an impact upon 
residential amenity which the Planning Authority may wish to 
consider when assessing this application 

 
First amendment 

 
6.60 No additional comments.  
 
 Second amendment 
 
6.61 No additional comments. 
 

Sustainable Drainage Engineer 
 

6.62 The proposed development is acceptable subject to a condition 
requiring details and implementation of a surface water 
drainage scheme and the prior assessment of the potential for 
the provision of a sustainable drainage system. 
 
Environment Agency 

 
 Application as submitted 
 
6.63 No objection in principle to the development. Local Planning 

Authority should refer to relevant standing advice. 
 

First amendment 
 
6.64 No additional comments. 
 



Second amendment 
 
6.65 No additional comments 
 

Cambridgeshire County Council (Lead Local Flood 
Authority) 

 
Application as submitted 

 
6.66 No objections subject to conditions to require details and 

implementation of a sustainable surface water drainage system 
and the maintenance of any part of the system that will not be 
adopted. 

 
First amendment 

 
6.67 The LLFA has no further comments beyond those set down in 

our previous response. 
 

Crime Prevention Design Advisor 
 

Application as submitted 
 
6.68 No objections in relation to community safety, crime and 

disorder. 
 

First amendment 
 
6.69 We are happy with the layout and design and have nothing 

further to comment on at this stage and no objections. 
 

Second amendment 
 
6.70 Nothing further to comment, object or recommend. 
 

Developer Contributions Monitoring Unit 
 

Application as submitted 
 
6.71 The council cannot seek developer contributions for sites of 10 

units or less, and which have a maximum combined gross floor 
space of 1,000 square metres. The proposed development falls 
at or below this threshold.  

 



Waste Team  
 
Application as submitted 
 

6.72 A bin store for the flats should be built at the front of the building 
in the car parking area. 
 
Cambridgeshire Fire and Rescue Service 

  
Application as submitted 

 
6.73 Access for fire appliances may be considered inadequate. 

Access and facilities for the Fire Service should be provided in 
accordance with the Building Regulations Approved Document 
B5, Section 16. 

 
7.0 REPRESENTATIONS 
 
7.1 Councillor Herbert has requested that the application be 

referred to the Planning Committee for the following reasons: 
 

 I support the Constitutional Club in their wish to gain 
benefit from developing their site and continue operating a 
much needed community facility, I would though ask that 
the application be considered by committee.  

 

 I am concerned, as has been raised by Environmental 
Health and adjacent residents on all three sides, that the 
new location and design of the proposed relocated 
licensed premises is too close to the adjacent properties, 
and is a backland area with low ambient noise and 
particularly low ambient noise late night.  

 

 While I do not know the detailed reasoning for the 
application the addition of appropriate housing to the rear 
of the site, as has happened effectively with the adjacent 
Cherry Hinton Mews, could create successful and 
appropriate development, along with enabling the existing 
licensed premises to be substantially upgraded. 

 

 I will also consider carefully further points from both the 
objectors and applicants, and raised by statutory 
consultees. 

 



7.2 Councillor Moore has raised concerns regarding the increased 
disturbance to neighbours and has requested that the 
application be referred to the Planning Committee for this 
reason. 

 
7.3 Councillor Page-Croft has requested the application be referred 

to the Planning Committee for the following reasons: 
 
 The local residents believe that policy 3/10 Sub-division of 

Existing Plots is relevant: 
 
Residential development within the garden area or curtilage of 
existing properties will not be permitted if 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 nuisance 

 
7.4 In addition, Councillor Page-Croft confirms having discussions 

with local residents and in relation to the proposed new 
clubhouse comments: 

 

 It seems totally inappropriate, I believe it is going to be 
rented out for discos and other noisy functions. At some 
points the building will be a few centimetres away from the 
properties in the residential area at the back of the 
building. This also means that trees in these properties 
are in danger of having their roots damaged and it will 
result in noise pollution and inevitably doors and windows 
will be opened, especially in summer. 
 

 I believe that only three parking bays are available which 
is insufficient for entertainment nights so on street parking 
will take place in surrounding streets. 
 

 There is already an abundance of places for ‘community’ 
usage, for example: Rock Road library; the orthodox 
church; the med (Perne Road); and the junction. 
 

 This will not be a focal point for Coleridge as it sits on the 
Queen Edith/Coleridge border and is not in the centre of 
Coleridge 

 



7.5 Representations have been received from occupiers of the 
following properties: 

 
Objections 

 

 Cheffins acting on behalf of occupiers of 71, 73, 75 and 
77 Hartington Grove 

 1 Cherry Hinton Court 148 Cherry Hinton Road 

 7 Cherry Hinton Court 148 Cherry Hinton Road 

 4 Cherry Hinton Mews 148A Cherry Hinton Road 

 70 Cherry Hinton Road 

 136 Cherry Hinton Road 

 140 Cherry Hinton Road 

 152 Cherry Hinton Road 

 169 Cherry Hinton Road 

 187 Coleridge Road 

 193 Coleridge Road 

 14 Hartington Grove 

 28 Hartington Grove 

 33 Hartington Grove 

 41 Hartington Grove 

 61 Hartington Grove 

 65 Hartington Grove 

 68 Hartington Grove 

 71 Hartington Grove 

 72 Hartington Grove 

 73 Hartington Grove 

 74 Hartington Grove 

 75 Hartington Grove 

 76 Hartington Grove 

 77 Hartington Grove 

 84 Hartington Grove 

 88 Hartington Grove 

 94 Hartington Grove 

 96 Hartington Grove 

 110 Hartington Grove 

 112 Hartington Grove 

 LSR Solicitors acting on behalf of occupiers of 71, 73, 75 
and 77 Hartington Grove 

 22 Rock Road 

 30 Rock Road 

 42 Rock Road 



 50 Rock Road 

 53 Rock Road 

 61 Rock Road 

 62 Rock Road 

 64 Rock Road 

 No address x 1 

 Petition with 52 signatories: 

 133 Cherry Hinton Road 

 148 Cherry Hinton Road 

 152 Cherry Hinton Road 

 169 Cherry Hinton Road 

 Flat 7 Cherry Hinton Court 

 33 Hartington Grove 

 40 Hartington Grove 

 44 Hartington Grove 

 46 Hartington Grove 

 57 Hartington Grove 

 59 Hartington Grove 

 61 Hartington Grove 

 63 Hartington Grove 

 64 Hartington Grove 

 65 Hartington Grove 

 67 Hartington Grove 

 71 Hartington Grove 

 73 Hartington Grove 

 74 Hartington Grove 

 75 Hartington Grove 

 76 Hartington Grove 

 77 Hartington Grove 

 82 Hartington Grove 

 84 Hartington Grove 

 86 Hartington Grove 

 88 Hartington Grove 

 90 Hartington Grove 

 92 Hartington Grove 

 94 Hartington Grove 

 96 Hartington Grove 

 Flat 1, The Mews, Cherry Hinton Road 

 Flat 2, The Mews, Cherry Hinton Road 

 Mews 3, 148A Cherry Hinton Road 

 8 Rock Road 



 14 Rock Road 

 21 Rock Road 

 24 Rock Road 

 25 Rock Road 

 30 Rock Road 

 33 Rock Road 

 34 Rock Road 

 42 Rock Road 
 

Support 
 

 18 Blinco Grove 

 Bungalow 1 The Perse Upper School Hills Road 

 144 Cherry Hinton Road 

 145 Cherry Hinton Road 

 344 Cherry Hinton Road 

 70 Clive House, 6th Floor (point 15), Petty France, London 

 160 Coleridge Road 

 12 Derby Road 

 14 Derby Road 

 119 Derwent Close 

 44 Lichfield Road 

 105 Lichfield Road 

 233 Lichfield Road 

 No address x 7 

 Petition with 64 signatories from the following addresses: 

 9 Birdwood Road 

 15 Blinco Grove 

 90 Blinco Grove 

 21 Bosworth Road 

 54a Castle Street, Saffron Walden 

 17 Chalmers Road 

 Chardwell Farm, Arkesden, Saffron Walden 

 200 Cherry Hinton Road 

 226 Cherry Hinton Road 

 267 Cherry Hinton Road 

 160 Coleridge Road 

 17 Cowper Road 

 7 Edward Road, Eynesbury, St Neots 

 43 Fowlmere Road, Heydon 

 9 Lee Close, Cottenham 

 37 Denis Wilson Court 



 12 Derby Street 

 14 Derby Street 

 119 Derwent Close 

 25 Dolphin Close 

 5 Edmunds Road, Buxhall 

 32A Fallowfield 

 Fishers Lane, Cherry Hinton 

 49 Glebe Road 

 4 Godwin Close 

 34 Godwin Close 

 Gray Road 

 18 Green Road, Newmarket 

 26 Gunhild Court 

 104 Gunhild Way 

 3 Hayster Drive 

 59 High Street, Barton 

 1 Hobart Road 

 44 Lichfield Road 

 119 Lichfield Road 

 140 Lichfield Road 

 144 Lichfield Road 

 233 Lichfield Road 

 3 Magnolia Close 

 53 Mowbray Road 

 44 Normanhurst, Cherry Hinton 

 53 Normanhurst, Cherry Hinton 

 85 Peverel Road 

 22 Philip Garden, St Neots 

 Pineacre, Cambridge Road, Newport 

 2 Queen Edith’s Way 

 2 Regency Gate 29 Queen Edith 

 25 St Bedes Gardens 

 10 St Thomas’s Square 

 The Rock Public House 

 6 Thornton Road, Girton 

 33 Tunwells Lane, Great Shelford 

 Victoria Corner, 5 Station Square, St Neots 

 25 Watermead, Bar Hill 

 4 Westmead Road 

 2 Worts’ Causway 

 2 Wycliffe Road 



 
Neutral comments 

 

 Flat 4 150 Cherry Hinton Road 
 
7.6 The representations can be summarised as follows: 
 

Objections to the proposal 
 
Amenity issues 

 

 The new club building will be surrounded on all sides with 
residential development – this is a quiet residential area 
and not a suitable location for this use 

 Third party commissioned noise report concludes that 
submitted noise assessment is inadequate and that 
significant noise disturbance will result from the proposal 
– this accords with Council’s own Environmental Health 
Officer’s comments 

 Club already used for discos and other loud events, 
including singles nights and other external contractor 
events. Events often going on into the early hours of the 
morning causing serious disturbance to residents – 
Conversation within rooms in No. 140 Cherry Hinton Road 
has on occasions been difficult. Licensing hours have not 
been observed. 

 Occupiers of No. 140 have been assured verbally and in 
writing that events taking place in the existing building 
would be less noisy but no effective action has been taken 

 Existing regular noise and disturbance from loud music 
and people partying in the garden and from comings and 
goings from the premises – this will be exacerbated with 
the proposed development 

 The submitted noise assessment identifies that the 
proposal will be noisy and that doors and windows would 
have to be kept closed 

 It would be unreasonable for the new clubhouse to be 
required to keep all doors and windows closed, including 
the bi-fold doors and rooflights – especially during the 
summer. The scheme is therefore unworkable especially 
as it includes an outdoor garden accessible from the 
building. 



 Sound limiters to reduce sound when people leave the 
building are impractical 

 The use by external groups means policing noise and 
disturbance would be more difficult than for club events 

 Concern that narrow secluded area behind the building 
adjacent to gardens will be used for smoking and other 
activities  

 The new club building will be much closer to surrounding 
homes, just 6m from Cherry Hinton Mews, and between 
8-11m away from habitable rooms in properties on 
Hartington Grove 

 The new club seems excessively large given the size of 
the club membership (club estimates 20-30) and expected 
daily usage – it is likely to attract interest as a new venue 
and could be used by 200 people or possibly double that 

 The submitted Statement of Need argues that the new 
building “will enable us to rebrand and grow the business” 
suggesting the level of activity will increase 

 Club is licensed premises open to late night most 
evenings – the new club will allow even larger late night 
entertainment events creating more noise – concern 
proposal is to be open beyond 23:00 

 Club building is available to rent by external contractors – 
these events extend into the early hours 

 Number of large events and frequency of noise is likely to 
increase with the new building 

 Noise and disturbance from people leaving the club 
building late at night and from the use of commercial bins 

 Garden to existing clubhouse is a quiet green space 
which together with surrounding gardens provides a quiet 
haven for wildlife and for children to play 

 Submitted noise information suggests noise could only be 
mitigated by a 2 storey high noise barrier (the height of 
the new clubhouse) on the rear boundary – this is absurd, 
unacceptable and would not restrict noise to other 
surrounding residents 

 Submitted noise information suggests residents do not 
use their gardens during the night time period – this is 
inaccurate as there are decking areas with lighting that 
are used during summer evenings 

 There will be difficulties sleeping in summer with bedroom 
windows open – main bedrooms are at the rear of 
properties on Hartington Grove 



 New club building would require mechanical ventilation 
which would be sizeable units – these and other kitchen 
plant etc. are not shown on the plans – risk of constant 
low level noise and air pollution 

 Increased light pollution from new clubhouse 

 Residents of new flats will also suffer noise – they have 
no voice in this process 

 The proposed new clubhouse will overshadow properties 
in Hartington Grove due to its two storey height and would 
be an overbearing and dominant structure extending 
across three garden boundaries in Hartington Grove 

 The addition of a second floor extension into the existing 
building would block light and appear overbearing when 
viewed from No. 140. Noise from balconies could be a 
problem and windows in the second floor flats would 
cause overlooking problems. 

 Smoke from chimneys in No. 140 would get into open 
windows in the second floor flat in the extended part of the 
existing clubhouse and would make balconies unusable at 
time. This represents a health risk especially for the young 
and elderly through carbon monoxide within the smoke 

 Building up against the wall of No. 140 will result in noise 
from the new flats and the occupiers suffering noise from 
within No. 140 

 Noise and tobacco smoke close to the garden to No. 140 
would spoil the enjoyment of the garden and use of rooms 
within No. 140 

 Noise to Cherry Hinton Court and Mews from delivery and 
servicing vehicles using the shared access 

 The flat above the new clubhouse will be affected by 
noise. 

 
General 

 

 Submitted plans are incomplete and inaccurate. 

 Proposal is not policy compliant 

 Acoustic fence to rear shown as both 1.7m and 2m in 
height – inaccurate information 

 Submitted noise assessment unacceptable – noise 
readings taken during short periods on just two evenings 
and no noise readings taken from adjacent houses or 
gardens 



 Following pre-submission consultation by the developers 
only minor changes have been made to address concerns 

 No advance warning is currently given by the club of 
forthcoming events 

 No advertisements inviting local people to join the club 
and no evidence that club benefits the community 

 There are already 17 venues for hire in the community 
within half a mile of the site and 21 city council registered  
community facilities within a 15 minute walk – there is no 
need for a new facility 

 Any development of the club garden should be much-
needed low-rise homes like those recently built in Cherry 
Hinton Mews – these could be built at the rear of the site 
to fund the refurbishment works necessary for the existing 
building. The land to the rear could be sold off to generate 
funds or the upper floors of the existing clubhouse could 
be used as flats to generate funds to refurbish the current 
ground floor club space. 

 Conditions attached to the Cherry Hinton Mews 
development highlight concerns regarding parking and 
amenity 

 New clubhouse represents a fire risk to users and 
surrounding homes. There is a single access and those 
fleeing a fire would come into conflict with attending 
emergency vehicles 

 Building immediately adjacent to the side wall of No. 140 
Cherry Hinton Road will restrict access to walls and 
chimneys for maintenance 

 Potential damage to the foundations of No. 140 Cherry 
Hinton Road and subsequent cracks to walls that would 
go undiscovered - obscured by the new development 

 Potential subsidence in the existing building on boundary 
with No. 140 – part demolition may be required 

 Supporters of the scheme nearly all live outside the area 

 Residential development getting ever more dense in this 
part of city and services are creaking 

 The new flats are likely to be used as student 
accommodation which there is far too much of in 
Cambridge 

 
 
 
 



Traffic/Parking 
 

 The proposal has insufficient parking for the club and the 
new flats 

 Proposed development has fewer parking spaces than the 
existing club and the use is intensifying, including the 
creation of the new flats 

 Potential for more than 200 people to use the club putting 
pressure on surrounding streets. Increased traffic and 
additional parking demand. 

 Already difficult to park near homes – proposal will 
increase demand for on-street parking and make this 
situation worse – the police have been called in nearby 
streets to remove cars blocking driveways 

 The Friends Meeting House has 20 car parking spaces 
which are regularly full – cars overspill onto Hartington 
Grove 

 Parking on Hartington Grove may lead to people returning 
to their cars as late as 2am 

 Potential new residents parking scheme to be introduced 
resulting in less spaces available in the area. Marshall 
Road will lose half its spaces and Rock Road will lose 
some such that 40 residents from these two roads will 
have to park elsewhere. 

 Amendments have reduced car parking on the site. 

 Servicing and delivery vehicles cannot turn within the site 
resulting in the need to reverse onto Cherry Hinton Road 
which is unsafe. 

 
Trees/Ecology 

 

 Errors in arboricultural reports in relation to existing trees 
including tree numbering and assessed impact on TPO 
silver birch in garden of 75 Hartington Grove 

 Arboricultural report does not identify silver birch as being 
legally protected and it does not show the full extent of the 
root protection area as it is based on incorrect estimates 
rather than actual measurements 

 Silver birch rating of C1 incorrect – should be A1/B1 

 Proposal will have an adverse impact on crown and root 
protection area of TPO silver birch and damage this 
protected tree – independent arboricultural report confirms 



this – the tree is visible from Cherry Hinton Road and 
Hartington Grove 

 Impact on other trees including two other silver birch and 
objections to removal of trees within the site 

 Surrounding gardens, including the garden to No. 140 
Cherry Hinton Road provide a quiet haven for wildlife 
including a wide range of butterflies, birds, insects, 
squirrels, hedgehogs and the occasional muntjac. The 
proposal will disturb and deter wildlife 

 Damage and loss of light to trees and shrubs within 
garden to No. 140 Cherry Hinton Road particularly 
unacceptable is proposal to coppice and root prune a 
hazel tree that lies within the garden to No. 140 on the 
boundary with the application site 

 Tree within garden of No. 140 (ref. T007) shown to be 
removed – not within applicant’s control 

 
Visual Impact 

 

 The addition of a second floor to the existing building 
would be visible from Cherry Hinton Road which would 
harm the frontage of this building that currently fits in well 
with neighbouring properties 

 The club building seems very large and the proposal 
overall is an overdevelopment of the site 

 South elevation of new club building fails to show 
relationship with Cherry Hinton Mews which is 600mm 
lower than proposed club building – new club building 
roofline would be significantly higher 

 The parapet to the end of the first floor elevation of the 
proposed flat in the new club building is not shown on the 
south elevation – this increases the height of the 
proposed building when viewed from the south and would 
appear unattractive 

 Reduction in green space in the locality as much of 
existing club garden will be lost and there will be 
encroachment on neighbouring mature trees and shrubs – 
the loss of which will make the proposed building appear 
stark and even more overbearing  

 Loss of green spaces and subdivision into separate 
gardens for flats – this should be kept as a single 
communal garden 

 



 
Comments in support of the proposal 

 

 Current club premises has deteriorated and is in need of 
repair and renovation – the condition of the club makes its 
increasingly more difficult to run 

 New club will be much smaller than the existing 

 There are no current severe parking issues in the locality 

 Frequency of deliveries and collections will likely decrease 
with no change to the arrangement of rear access 

 Modern sound proofing will be installed. This is not 
present in the existing building resulting in less noise and 
disturbance to neighbours. An acoustic fence will also be 
erected 

 Changes have been made to the proposal after initial 
views expressed by residents 

 There will be a net gain of trees and shrubs – rear 
boundary is largely planted with old conifers and privet 
which are due for removal regardless 

 New building will be environmentally friendly 

 Very special social club and would be sad if it closed – the 
club plays an important role in people’s social lives and 
does good work for charities and causes 

 There is very little comparison with the club and the other 
20 venues referred to in the objections 

 Hope that new club would attract new members to 
increase the membership 

 Club has been running for over 100 years and given lots 
of pleasure to its members 

 Exciting new opportunity for a purpose built club in the 
community rather than ‘make do with what we have’ 
building 

 The new club would secure the club’s future 

 Club is not rowdy as caters for mostly over 60s 

 Having lived above the club for several years, experience 
is that the club is responsive to matters raised and 
considerate allowing quiet enjoyment and unbroken sleep 

 No records of any noise complaints until the club held 
open evenings to engage local residents before making a 
planning application 

 Inclusive club with a diverse membership 

 The club is being portrayed unfairly – the club’s committee 
is always very careful about when it opens and what it 



puts on. A flyer sent round to residents misrepresents the 
club 

 Any party will only be heard from within the building 

 Bingo once a week gives elderly people a social evening 

 Club has a very friendly atmosphere with great community 
spirit 

 Club has been used for family based events such as 
birthdays, wedding anniversaries, Halloween and New 
Year family parties where children are welcome. There 
are few venues locally that can accommodate such 
events 

 Moved in opposite the club nearly 12 years ago and 
immediately became members – welcoming atmosphere 
and friendly people 

 Existing club has been in operation before houses in 
Hartington Grove were built 

 Building will be environmentally friendly, well sound-
proofed and be an asset to the area 

 Future generations will need these venues 

 New club would benefit existing members and many new 
families within the community – there are no other family 
clubs close by 

 The existing club is underused and its conversion to flats 
seems like a sensible idea and would provide improved 
living arrangements for tenants 

 
Neutral comments 

 
7.7 Never been affected by activities of the club but slightly 

concerned regarding potential noise disturbance 
 
7.8 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. Context of site, design and external spaces  



3. Residential amenity 
4. Impact on trees and ecology 
5. Renewable energy and sustainability 
6. Disabled access 
7. Highway safety 
8. Car and cycle parking 
9. Third party representations 
10. Planning obligations 

 
Principle of Development 

 
8.2 The primary use of the Constitution Club is as a private 

members club and in this regard it does not function as a 
community facility. However, it does open its doors to activities 
outside of the normal club use and in my view it does 
contribute, to some degree, to the general provision of 
community facilities available in the locality. 

 
8.3 The proposed new clubhouse building would contain 

approximately 305 square metres of new floorspace. The 
existing, including its associated residential accommodation, is 
approximately 540 square metres. The proposal therefore 
represents an overall reduction of available floorspace of 
approximately 44%. 

 
8.4 Policy 5/11 of the Cambridge Local Plan 2006 states that 

development leading to the loss of community facilities will only 
be permitted if it can be demonstrated: 
 
a) the facility can be replaced to at least its existing level and 

quality within the new development; or 
b) the facility is to be relocated to another appropriate premises 

or site of similar accessibility for its users; or 
c) that there is no longer a need within the local community for 

the facility or that the need can be adequately met at an 
alternative facility of similar accessibility for its users. 

 
8.5 Whilst the proposal represents a reduction, and therefore a loss 

of community floorspace, I consider the existing space within 
the current building to be of poor quality for community uses. 
The space is set on different levels and is broken up into a 
number of rooms, particularly those within the eastern part of 
the building that was a former dwelling. The new space would 
be laid out on primarily one floor at ground level making it more 



convenient, useable and accessible. I am also mindful of the 
stated poor condition of the existing building which contributes 
to the overall poor quality of the existing space. In this regard I 
consider the proposal does represent the appropriate 
replacement of the facility within the new development and that 
the proposal will represent appropriate premises for its users. In 
my view the proposal therefore complies with Policy 5/11. 

 
8.6 I also note there are a number of alternative venues that 

provide a good range of community facilities in the locality as 
highlighted in the representations. 

 
8.7 Policy 5/1 of the Cambridge Local Plan states that proposals for 

housing developments on windfall sites will be permitted subject 
to the existing land use and compatibility with adjoining uses. 

 
8.8 There are a number of flatted developments in the vicinity and a 

range of dwelling types that sit within this mixed-use area. I 
consider the proposal to provide 10 flats to be compatible with 
these adjoining uses and therefore in compliance with Policy 
5/1. 

 
8.9 I consider the principle of the development accords with policies 

5/1 and 5/11 of the Cambridge Local Plan 2006. 
 

Context of site, design and external spaces  
 

Conversion of existing clubhouse 
 
8.10 The application as submitted was not supported by the Urban 

Design team. It recommended refusal as the proposal 
represented an overdevelopment of the site causing scale, 
massing and functional design concerns. 

 
8.11 The height and box-like appearance of the extension was felt to 

form a poor relationship with the existing building and adjacent 
pitched roof houses and to appear prominent in views looking 
west along Cherry Hinton Road. In addition, the height of the 
extension, rising above the ridge height of the adjacent houses, 
and its impact on the existing chimneys, was felt to remove the 
articulation created by the lower flat roof and adjacent taller 
pitched roofs. 

 



8.12 The first amendment reduced the overall height of the second 
floor extension but the Urban Design team remained 
concerned. 

 
8.13 The second amendment significantly reduces the scale of the 

second floor extension and sets it back from the front elevation 
lowering its apparent height. A lighter coloured material is also 
proposed which further serves to lessen its impact. The Urban 
Design team now supports this aspect of the development and I 
agree with its views. 

 
8.14 The application as submitted did not utilise the existing main 

entrance of the building which was raised as a concern by the 
Urban Design team. The amended proposal has addressed this 
by providing the main access to a communal lobby area via this 
door. 

 
8.15 The application as submitted proposed both a cycle store and a 

bin store to the front of the building. The Urban Design team 
considered these would appear prominent in the street scene, 
particularly the cycle store given its size and prominent location 
between the two former semi-detached houses. The amended 
proposal has brought cycle storage within the building accessed 
via the communal lobby area. It also proposes a modestly 
designed bin store to be located adjacent to the boundary with 
the neighbouring property to the west. In my view the 
amendments have addressed the design concerns raised and 
these aspects of the proposal are now acceptable. 

 
8.16 The area to the front of the building is already used for the 

parking of vehicles and, as such, I consider the proposed car 
parking in this area to be visually acceptable. 

 
8.17 I note the lack of defensible space to the front of the two ground 

floor flats that front Cherry Hinton Road. However, the elevation 
is set well back from the road and footway and I do not 
therefore consider this to be unacceptable. 

 
8.18 The Waste team has requested that bin storage for the flats be 

at the front of the building within the car parking area. The 
proposal makes this provision. 

 
8.19 In my view the proposed extensions and alterations to the rear 

of the building, as amended, would be in-keeping with the 



surroundings and would not be detrimental to the visual quality 
of the area. 

 
8.20 In relation to the conversion of the existing clubhouse building 

into the 9 flats proposed, I consider the proposal will assimilate 
well into its surroundings and in this regard complies with 
policies 3/4, 3/7, 3/11 and 3/14 of the Cambridge Local Plan 
2006.  

 
New clubhouse building 

 
8.21 The proposal as submitted for the new clubhouse building was 

supported by the Urban Design team in relation to its design. 
This aspect of the planning application has not been amended. 
The team considered the proposed height to be acceptable and 
the submitted elevations show that the club building will 
comprise of brickwork (to match the existing building), 
composite slate roof tiles and grey powder coated windows and 
doors. The team felt that whilst acceptable in principle, the 
proposed materials would need to be conditioned and samples 
provided on site to ensure the brickwork relates to the 
surrounding context. 

 
8.22 The Urban Design team considered that a tree to the south of 

the site should be retained to help soften the appearance of the 
clubhouse when viewed from the adjacent gardens and in views 
looking into the site from Cherry Hinton Road. The tree referred 
to did not lie within the site but within a private garden adjacent 
to the site. The tree was not statutorily protected and has since 
been felled by the owner of the property. 

 
8.23 Notwithstanding the above I consider the design, scale and 

massing of the proposed new clubhouse building to be 
acceptable. It is a relatively modest structure that would be set 
well back from Cherry Hinton Road. The key public views of the 
building would be from Cherry Hinton Road via the existing 
shared access and, notwithstanding the loss of the tree, I 
nevertheless consider its visual impact to be acceptable. 

 
8.24 In relation to the site layout, the Urban Design team had 

concerns. The first of these related to the area immediately to 
the front of the proposed new building. This was felt to be 
absent of landscaping or tree planting and forming an overly 
hard space. It was also felt that the arrangement of the car 



parking space directly in front of the main entrance resulted in 
poor legibility, with visitors to the building being required to 
manoeuvre past parked cars. The scheme as now amended 
has addressed these concerns by removing one of the car 
parking spaces immediately in front of the entrance and 
introducing a planting bed. 

 
8.25 The Urban Design team was also concerned that the visitor 

cycle parking is located towards the rear of the club building 
and the location and means of access (through two sets of 
gates) would result in poor legibility. The team considered that 
the visitor cycle stands should be located at the front of the club 
building, adjacent to the entrance. The amended scheme has 
removed one of the gates and, whilst the bulk of the cycle 
parking remains towards the rear, some additional parking has 
been provided towards the front of the building and I consider 
this aspect of the proposal to be acceptable.  

 
8.26 The Urban Design team was concerned that the proposed 

refuse store for the club building is located at the rear of the site 
and it would be unlikely that a refuse vehicle could access this 
part of the site. Whilst this is not an ideal arrangement I 
consider it would be possible for the bins to be moved towards 
the front of the site for collection and in my view this, of itself, 
would not justify a reason for refusal of the application. 

 
8.27 In relation to the design and site layout of the new clubhouse 

building I consider the proposal would assimilate well into its 
surroundings and in this regard complies with policies 3/4, 3/7, 
3/11 and 3/12 of the Cambridge Local Plan 2006. 

 
Residential amenity 

 
Impact on existing residents 

 
Hartington Grove 

 
8.28 The application as submitted proposes the erection of the new 

clubhouse building in close proximity (approx. 1.5m) to the rear 
garden boundaries of Nos. 73, 75 and 77 Hartington Grove and 
close to other properties in Hartington Grove. These gardens 
are relatively shallow and having viewed the application site 
from within the gardens to Nos. 73, 75 and 77, I noted the quiet 



and tranquil environment that is currently enjoyed by the 
residents of these dwellings. 

 
8.29 I consider there are serious concerns regarding the potential 

introduction of the new clubhouse building into this location and 
environment with regard to the likely noise and general 
disturbance that would be introduced and which, in my view, 
would seriously harm the amenities of the occupiers of these 
dwellings.  

 
8.30 My concerns relate not only to the levels of noise that may 

directly emanate through the walls of the new clubhouse 
building but also to the levels of noise likely to occur when the 
bi-folding doors and other windows are open and the likely 
noise and disturbance that would occur through the use of the 
new clubhouse garden and potentially from users accessing the 
rear of the building immediately adjacent to garden fences. 

 
8.31 Notwithstanding that I consider the likely noise levels from the 

building to be unacceptable, I do not consider it would be 
reasonable or enforceable to seek to minimise the noise 
disturbance through planning conditions that would require the 
doors and windows to be kept shut during events that involve 
live or amplified music. 

 
8.32 I note that the existing clubhouse already generates noise and 

disturbance to occupiers of neighbouring properties and this 
has resulted in recent complaints submitted to the Council’s 
Environmental Health team. Whilst this is the baseline position I 
consider it is unlikely that the current levels of noise and 
disturbance that occur towards the rear of the site would reach 
the levels of that proposed through the concentration of the 
noise source in the southern portion of the site as proposed. In 
my view this factor does not sufficiently justify the noise and 
disturbance that would result from the proposal. 

 
8.33 I note that the applicant has stated that the noise emanating 

from the building is likely to be at its peak late at night when 
residents will not be using their gardens. In my opinion there is 
likely to be noise at earlier times when residents are using their 
gardens, particularly in the summer months, and I am also 
concerned that residents are likely to want to open windows at 
the rear of their properties during events. In my view this is 
likely to result in levels of noise reaching into bedrooms, 



especially late at night, that would have an unacceptable impact 
on their amenity. 

 
8.34 I note the applicants have submitted a noise impact 

assessment, an amended noise assessment and yet further 
noise information in an attempt to demonstrate that the impact 
on amenity would be acceptable. The Environmental Health 
team has considered all of this information and is of the view it 
is inadequate and that the likely impact on amenity would be 
unacceptable. I also note that at paragraph 2.7 of the latest 
noise submission, it is clear that the required levels of noise 
emission cannot be achieved. In my opinion, the proposal would 
therefore have an unacceptable impact on the amenities of the 
occupiers of dwellings on Hartington Grove and in particular to 
Nos. 73, 75 and 77, and should be refused. 

 
8.35 In relation to the visual impact of the development I note that 

the eaves height on the boundaries of Nos. 73, 75 and 77, is 
particularly low such that the south elevation of the building 
would appear below the height of garden fences. The roof 
would then slope up and away to its two-storey height further 
into the site. Whilst this will have some impact on views from 
within these properties, and more particularly from their 
gardens, I consider that the main bulk of the clubhouse will be 
set some distance away and the building would not therefore 
appear overbearing or result in an unacceptable sense of 
enclosure to these gardens. 

 
8.36 There are no first floor windows in the rear elevation of the 

proposed new clubhouse building and the proposal would not 
therefore result in any loss of privacy to the occupiers of 
dwellings in Hartington Grove. 

 
8.37 The proposed clubhouse building would lie due north of Nos. 

73, 75 and 77 Hartington Grove. As such the proposal will not 
result in any loss of light to, or overshadowing of, these 
dwellings or their gardens. 

 
No. 140 Cherry Hinton Road 

 
8.38 The application as submitted included a significant second floor 

extension that in my view would have resulted in an overbearing 
impact on the residents of No. 140 Cherry Hinton Road when 
viewed from within the rear garden to this property and 



potentially a loss of light to that property. I note the comments of 
the Urban Design team in this regard. 

 
8.39 The application as amended has significantly reduced the scale 

of the second floor extension. The existing clubhouse building 
already has a significant presence in relation to this 
neighbouring dwelling and I consider that the proposal, as 
amended, would not result in any significant increase in its 
overbearing impact on No. 140. 

 
8.40 There are no windows proposed in the first or second floor west 

elevation of the conversion scheme that would overlook the 
dwelling or garden of No. 140. There is a dining room/kitchen 
window proposed at first floor level that would allow views into 
the garden of No. 140 but only towards the rear of its garden. I 
am also mindful of the presence of an existing fire escape 
staircase that currently lies directly on the boundary with No. 
140 and allows direct views into the garden. 

 
8.41 Three windows are proposed in the rear of the new two-storey 

extension but the closest of these serves a bathroom and would 
be obscure glazed. The other two serve a bedroom and a store. 
These would allow views into the garden of No. 140 but only 
towards its rear. Existing vegetation within the garden to this 
property will in addition limit views into the garden.  

 
8.42 The proposal involves a single storey extension to the existing 

clubhouse building that would lie to the east of the garden to 
No. 140. The extension would not be directly on the boundary 
and is relatively modest in terms of its length. I do not consider 
it would result in an unacceptable impact in terms of 
overshadowing or by appearing overbearing and I am mindful of 
the existing vegetation within the garden of No. 140 that will 
help to soften any visual impact. 

 
8.43 There are a number of trees that currently contribute to the 

amenity value of the garden space to this dwelling and I note 
the comments of the occupiers of this dwelling in this regard. 
Many of these trees significantly overhang onto the application 
site. As a result of the proposal some of these trees may be 
adversely affected which is regrettable. However, none of the 
trees are statutorily protected and the applicants are entitled to 
do works to the trees where they stray across the site boundary. 



I consider such impact to these trees to be a civil matter that 
would not justify a reason for refusal of the planning application. 

 
8.44 In relation to the impact of the new clubhouse building I 

consider the proposal is likely to result in a degree of noise and 
disturbance to the occupiers of No. 140 particularly from the use 
of the proposed clubhouse garden. However, this property 
already lies immediately adjacent to the existing clubhouse 
building and its garden. I note the Environmental Health 
Officer’s comments that there has been no assessment made 
by the applicants on the potential impacts of the use of the 
members/club garden, either by day or by night which should 
include impact on the garden to 140 Cherry Hinton Road. In this 
regard I can only conclude that there is insufficient information 
to demonstrate that any additional impact on the amenity of the 
occupiers of No. 140 by reason of noise and disturbance would 
be acceptable. 

 
Cherry Hinton Mews 

 
8.45 These dwellings lie immediately east of the proposed new 

clubhouse building and in my view the residents of these 
properties, particular the westernmost dwelling, are likely to be 
adversely affected by noise and disturbance from the proposed 
development. Insufficient information has been provided to 
demonstrate that such impact would not be unacceptable. 

 
8.46 For the reasons given above I consider the proposal will result 

in an unacceptable impact on the amenities of occupiers of 
dwellings on Hartington Grove, in particular Nos. 73, 75 and 77 
and the application has failed to demonstrate that the impact on 
the residents of No. 140 Cherry Hinton Road and Cherry Hinton 
Mews would not be unacceptable. The proposal would not 
therefore accord with policies 3/4, 3/7, 3/12 and 4/13 of the 
Cambridge Local Plan 2006. 

 
Amenities of future occupiers 

 
8.47 The proposed conversion of the existing clubhouse, as 

amended, would result in the creation of 9 new flats. Two of the 
1-bed flats on the ground floor and the 2-bed flat on the first 
floor would have no access to private external amenity space. 

 



8.48 I consider that the future occupiers of the 1-bed flats would not 
necessarily require such space as this type of accommodation 
is unlikely to attract families with children. However, I am 
concerned that the 2-bed unit on the first floor is proposed 
without any external amenity space. Whilst this is undesirable in 
my view I am mindful of the existing 3-bed flat that provides 
ancillary accommodation to the existing clubhouse use and 
which has no dedicated private external amenity space. I am 
also mindful that Coleridge Recreation Ground lies 
approximately 400m to the north which can provide some 
recreational space relatively close to the site. On balance I 
consider the provision of living accommodation for these 9 flats 
to be acceptable.  

 
8.49 The proposed flat in the new clubhouse building would similarly 

not be provided with any external amenity space but for the 
reasons given above I do not find this unacceptable in this 
instance. 

 
8.50 In relation to the impact on noise to the future occupiers of the 

new flats, including that within the first floor of the new 
clubhouse building, for the reasons given above I consider the 
submitted noise information to be inadequate to demonstrate 
that the proposal would not result in an unacceptable impact on 
the amenities of the future occupiers of these dwellings. 

 
8.51 The proposed second floor extension to create a 1-bed flat 

would be immediately adjacent to an existing chimney in the 
side gable end of No. 140 Cherry Hinton Road. A concern was 
raised by the occupiers of this property that the close proximity 
of this chimney to flats could introduce a smoke pollution 
concern for future occupiers both within the flats and from the 
use of balconies. I have discussed this potential impact with the 
Environmental Health team. As the stack height is above the 
roof levels by more than 1m, it is considered that dispersion is 
not impacted by the new dwellings and I am not therefore 
concerned that this would result in any adverse impact for the 
future residents of this flat in this regard. 

 
8.52 I consider the proposal has failed to demonstrate that it will not 

result in an unacceptable impact on the amenities of future 
occupiers of the proposed 10 new flats through unacceptable 
levels of noise and disturbance. As such I consider the proposal 



would not accord with policies 3/4, 3/7, 3/12 and 4/13 of the 
Cambridge Local Plan 2006. 

 
Impact on trees and ecology 

 
8.53 The Trees Officer has concerns regarding the information 

originally submitted with the application in relation to its 
accuracy and what appears to be the proposed coppicing of the 
birch tree protected with a Tree Preservation Order (TPO). This 
tree is considered to be a reasonable constraint to development 
and given the proximity of the proposed new building to this 
tree, its number, location and Root Protection Area (RPA) 
should be represented accurately. The submitted amendments 
have not addressed this concern.  

 
8.54 In addition, the Trees Officer is concerned that the proposed 

new clubhouse building to the rear of the site is located within 
the crown spread of the TPO tree and the new building appears 
to be located just 1m away, within the RPA of this tree. The 
submitted amendments have made no change to the position of 
the building. 

 
8.55 I agree with the Trees Officer that the TPO tree is visible from 

Hartington Grove and I consider it positively contributes to the 
general amenity of the area. I also agree with the concerns 
regarding the potential impact on this tree and therefore 
recommend the application is refused due to the potential direct 
impact and future pressure the development would place on the 
wellbeing of this tree. 

 
8.56 In relation to the impact on other trees, most notably within the 

garden of the adjacent property, No. 140 Cherry Hinton Road, I 
consider that any detrimental impact would be regrettable but 
would not in my view justify a reason for refusal of the planning 
application since these trees have no statutory protection and 
any harm to them caused by the development is likely to be a 
civil matter. Notwithstanding this, however, I note the concerns 
regarding the potential ecological impacts of the development 
raised by the occupiers of this property. Whilst the impacts on 
birds and other wildlife is a material consideration of some 
weight I nevertheless feel that such matters could be addressed 
through appropriate mitigation measures secured by planning 
conditions should the application be granted planning 
permission and in my view would not justify a reason for refusal. 



 
8.57 I consider the proposal would result in harm to a protected tree 

of amenity value and it would not therefore accord with policies 
3/4, 3/7, 3/11, 3/12 and 4/4 of the Cambridge Local Plan 2006. 

 
Renewable energy and sustainability 

 
8.58 I note the proposal includes measures to generate renewable 

energy in the form of solar PV panels erected on southern roof 
slopes of the development. I note also the comments of the 
Senior Sustainability Officer supporting the proposal subject to 
conditions to require at least 10% of the development’s total 
predicted energy requirements to be provided from on-site 
renewable energy sources. I consider that if Members were 
minded to approve the application such measures could be 
required by condition. 

 
8.59 In my opinion the proposal accords with policy 8/16 of the 

Cambridge Local Plan 2006. 
 

Disabled access 
 
8.60 I note the comments of the Access Officer and those of the 

Disability Panel. Should Members be minded to approve the 
application the key recommendations could be required through 
the imposition of a suitably worded planning condition. 

 
Highway safety 

 
8.61 The Local Highway Authority has commented that the proposal 

is unlikely to result in any significant adverse impact upon 
highway safety. I agree with this conclusion. 

 
Car and cycle parking 

 
8.62 I note the comments of local residents in relation to the low level 

of parking provision proposed for the development. I note also 
the comments of the Local Highway Authority in relation to the 
potential impact upon residential amenity through additional on-
street parking demands. However, policy 8/10 of the Cambridge 
Local Plan 2006 states that off-street car parking must be in 
accordance with the Parking Standards. The standards set out 
in the Local Plan define the maximum levels of car parking that 
the Local Planning Authority will permit. In my opinion the 



proposal is fully in compliance with these standards and a 
reason for refusal on grounds of the insufficient provision of car 
parking would not therefore be justified. 

 
8.63 In addition to the above, the site lies within a sustainable 

location with easy access via a range of travel modes, including 
cycling and public transport, to the city centre, and nearby 
services and facilities. 

 
8.64 The cycle parking standards in the Cambridge Local Plan 2006 

require the provision of eleven spaces for the nine flats 
proposed through the conversion of the existing clubhouse 
building. Eleven spaces are shown to be provided within the 
building and the proposal therefore accords with these 
standards in this regard. 

 
8.65 The standards require two cycle parking spaces for the 

proposed flat above the new clubhouse building. Two spaces 
are shown to be provided. 

 
8.66 The standards require one space per 15 square metres of 

public floor area for the new clubhouse building. The useable 
public floor area is shown on the plans as 173.3 square metres. 
This amounts to a requirement for 12 cycle spaces. The 
proposal includes the provision of 12 cycle spaces and the 
proposal therefore accords in this regard. 

 
8.67 In my opinion the proposal accords with policies 8/6 and 8/10 of 

the Cambridge Local Plan 2006. 
 

Third party representations 
 
8.68 Most of the points raised by third parties have been addressed 

in the report. The remainder are addressed below: 
 

Comment Response 

Proposal is contrary to Policy 
3/10 – Sub-division of Existing 
Plots – paragraph a. 

This policy addresses the 
subdivision of residential 
gardens and curtilages and in 
my opinion is not directly 
relevant to the proposal. 
However, the amenity issues it 
raises are addressed in the 
main body of the report 



Concern that narrow secluded 
area behind the building 
adjacent to gardens will be 
used for smoking and other 
activities  

Agree – this could contribute 
to the overall harm to amenity 
in terms of noise and 
disturbance 

The new club seems 
excessively large given the 
size of the club membership 
(club estimates 20-30) and 
expected daily usage – it is 
likely to attract interest as a 
new venues and could be used 
by 200 people or possible 
double that 

The number of likely users of 
the club would be limited by 
the size of the new clubhouse 
building. This has not been 
specified in the application 
and it is unlikely to be known 
at this stage. I do not consider 
the precise number of users to 
be a determining factor. 
Clearly the building could be 
used intensively and I have 
assessed the likely noise and 
disturbance impact 
accordingly  

The submitted Statement of 
Need argues that the new 
building “will enable us to 
rebrand and grow the 
business” suggesting the level 
of activity will increase 

As above, any growth of the 
business is limited by the size 
of the new clubhouse building. 
The application has been 
assessed having regard to a 
likely intensive use 

New club building would 
require mechanical ventilation 
which would be sizeable units 
– these and other kitchen plant 
etc. are not shown on the plans 
– risk of constant low level 
noise and air pollution 

Agree – such matters could be 
addressed by the imposition of 
planning conditions requiring 
details/maintenance 
arrangements etc. should 
Members be minded to grant 
planning permission. 

Increased light pollution from 
new clubhouse 

As above, should Members be 
minded to grant planning 
permission a condition could 
be imposed to require details 
of any external lighting 

Building up against the wall of 
No. 140 will result in noise from 
the new flats and the occupiers 
suffering noise from within No. 
140 
 
 

This is a Building Regulations 
matter and not a planning 
consideration. 



Noise and tobacco smoke 
close to the garden to No. 140 
would spoil the enjoyment of 
the garden and use of rooms 
within No. 140 

Noise is addressed in the 
main body of the report. In 
relation to tobacco smoke I 
consider this to be a matter of 
general disturbance which is 
again addressed in the report 

Noise to Cherry Hinton Court 
and Mews from delivery and 
servicing vehicles using the 
shared access 

Whilst this may occur there is 
no evidence that this would be 
at a level that is unacceptable 
and/or greater than may 
already occur in relation to the 
existing club building 

Submitted plans are 
incomplete and inaccurate 

I acknowledge that there are 
some inaccuracies with the 
submitted plans but I do not 
consider these to be material 
to the determination of the 
application. The west facing 
elevation of the clubhouse 
conversion element was 
missing but was later 
submitted as an amendment 

Acoustic fence to rear shown 
as both 1.7m and 2m in height 
– inaccurate information 

Again, I agree the information 
is inaccurate but such details 
would be secured through 
appropriate planning 
conditions if Members are 
minded to approve the 
application 

There are already 17 venues 
for hire in the community within 
half a mile of the site and 21 
city council registered  
community facilities within a 15 
minute walk – there is no need 
for a new facility 

The application is acceptable 
in principle and the applicant 
does not have to justify a need 
for the new clubhouse. A 
clubhouse already exists 
within the site and it is the 
impact of the proposal that is 
the subject of this application. 

Any development of the club 
garden should be much-
needed low-rise homes like 
those recently built in Cherry 
Hinton Mews – these could be 
built at the rear of the site to 
fund the refurbishment works 

The Local Planning Authority 
should consider the 
application as submitted. If it is 
found to be acceptable and in 
accordance with local and 
national policy it should be 
approved. The potential for a 



necessary for the existing 
building. The land to the rear 
could be sold off to generate 
funds or the upper floors of the 
existing clubhouse could be 
used as flats to generate funds 
to refurbish the current ground 
floor club space. 

preferable scheme (if that 
should be the case) is not a 
relevant consideration and 
would not justify a refusal of 
planning permission. 

Building immediately adjacent 
to the side wall of No. 140 
Cherry Hinton Road will restrict 
access to walls and chimneys 
for maintenance 

This is a Building Regulations 
matter and not a planning 
consideration 

Potential damage to the 
foundations of No. 140 Cherry 
Hinton Road and subsequent 
cracks to walls that would go 
undiscovered - obscured by the 
new development 

This is a Building Regulations 
matter and not a planning 
consideration 

Potential subsidence in the 
existing building on boundary 
with No. 140 – part demolition 
may be required 

This is a Building Regulations 
matter and not a planning 
consideration 

Supporters of the scheme 
nearly all live outside the area 

The support indicates that the 
club is of value to its 
members, however, the key 
issues that have been 
identified relate to the impact 
the proposal will have on its 
surroundings.  

Residential development 
getting ever more dense in this 
part of city and services are 
creaking 

Residential development on 
windfall sites is supported in 
principle within the 
Development Plan. However, 
site specific factors need to be 
taken into account. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



The new flats are likely to be 
used as student 
accommodation which there is 
far too much of in Cambridge 

There is no evidence that the 
new flats will be used as 
student accommodation which 
is more typically hostel 
accommodation. The need for 
student accommodation is 
detailed in the Cambridge 
Local Plan and in emerging 
studies. 

Potential new residents parking 
scheme to be introduced 
resulting in less spaces 
available in the area. Marshall 
Road will lose half its spaces 
and Rock Road will lose some 
such that 40 residents from 
these two roads will have to 
park elsewhere. 

Whilst this may have an 
impact on the availability of 
off-street car parking for the 
proposal, the Local Plan is 
clear that the level of parking 
required within the parking 
standards is a maximum. 
Provision of fewer spaces is 
therefore acceptable in policy 
terms. 

Servicing and delivery vehicles 
cannot turn within the site 
resulting in the need to reverse 
onto Cherry Hinton Road which 
is unsafe 

I am mindful of the Local 
Highway Authority comments 
that the proposal is “unlikely to 
result in any significant 
adverse impact upon highway 
safety”  

Tree within garden of No. 140 
(ref. T007) shown to be 
removed – not within 
applicant’s control 

This is a civil matter. It would 
appear that consent would be 
required from the owner to 
remove this tree 

South elevation of new club 
building fails to show 
relationship with Cherry Hinton 
Mews which is 600mm lower 
than proposed club building – 
new club building roofline 
would be significantly higher 

There is no requirement for 
the applicant to show the 
relative heights of buildings 
within and outside of the site. 
The proposed roofline will be 
higher but overall the building 
is of two storey height and set 
well back from the road. I am 
mindful of the comments of 
the Urban Design team with 
respect to the visual impact of 
the building.  
 
 
 



The parapet to the end of the 
first floor elevation of the 
proposed flat in the new club 
building is not shown on the 
south elevation – this increases 
the height of the proposed 
building when viewed from the 
south and would appear 
unattractive 

I agree the parapet is not 
shown. However, it is on the 
far northern end of the building 
and would not be visible from 
the ground floor or from within 
gardens to properties on 
Hartington Grove. From first 
floor windows it may be visible 
but due to perspective will not 
appear taller or as a dominant 
feature of the building in my 
opinion 

Loss of green spaces and 
subdivision into separate 
gardens for flats – this should 
be kept as a single communal 
garden 

The green space is not 
statutorily protected and a 
reason for refusal on this basis 
would not be justified in my 
opinion. 

 
Planning obligations 

 
8.69 National Planning Practice Guidance Paragraph 031 ID: 23b-

031-20160519 sets out specific circumstances where 
contributions for affordable housing and tariff style planning 
obligations (section 106 planning obligations) should not be 
sought from small scale and self-build development. This 
follows the order of the Court of Appeal dated 13 May 2016, 
which gives legal effect to the policy set out in the Written 
Ministerial Statement of 28 November 2014 and should be 
taken into account. 

  
8.70 The guidance states that contributions should not be sought 

from developments of 10-units or less, and which have a 
maximum combined gross floorspace of no more than 
1000sqm. The proposal represents a small-scale development 
and as such no tariff style planning obligation is considered 
necessary. 

 
Other issues 

 
8.71 I note the comments of Cambridgeshire Fire and Rescue 

Service. It has not been specific in its concerns but I note the 
access road to the new club building at approximately 36m is 
longer than the 20m allowed distance for a fire appliance to 
reverse after which turning space is required and has not been 

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201415/cmhansrd/cm141128/wmstext/141128m0001.htm#14112842000008
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201415/cmhansrd/cm141128/wmstext/141128m0001.htm#14112842000008


accommodated. However, I note the width of the access is 
sufficient and I am confident that a fire appliance could attend 
the site. I have discussed the proposal with the Building Control 
team who have confirmed to me that this issue would not 
necessarily prevent the development from going ahead but 
would require liaison between the developers and the fire 
service in order to find a solution. 

 
8.72 In relation to flood risk, the site lies within Flood Zone 1 

representing the lowest flood risk. I do not consider any 
mitigation measures to protect the site from flooding or to 
protect off-site land from flooding as a result of the development 
to be necessary. 

 
8.73 Appropriate drainage measures could be secured by an 

appropriately worded planning condition should Members be 
minded to approve the planning application. 

 
9.0 CONCLUSION 
 
9.1 In my opinion the proposal is acceptable in principle as it 

provides residential development that is compatible with 
adjoining land uses and does not result in any unacceptable 
loss of community facilities. 

 
9.2 I consider the visual impact of the development to be 

acceptable and I am mindful of the comments of the Urban 
Design team in this regard. 

 
9.3 I consider the proposal is unacceptable in that it would 

introduce a use that will generate significant levels of noise and 
general disturbance into a quiet residential area with the 
resultant detrimental impact on the amenities of both existing 
residents of surrounding properties and future residents of the 
proposed flats. I am mindful of the comments of the 
Environmental Health team relating to the failure of the 
applicant to demonstrate that the amenity relationship between 
clubhouse and residential uses is acceptable. 

 
9.4 The proposed new clubhouse building would lie in close 

proximity to a silver birch tree of recognised amenity value that 
is statutorily protected by a Tree Preservation Order. I agree 
with the Trees Officer that the proposal will result in 



unacceptable harm to the tree and will threaten its future 
viability. 

 
9.5 In relation to car parking provision I am mindful of the significant 

level of local objection to the level of provision. However, in my 
view this is in accordance with the Development Plan and would 
not justify a reason for refusal of the application. Sufficient cycle 
parking has been provided and the site lies in a sustainable 
location in relation to the availability of a variety of transport 
modes. 

 
9.6 In relation to other matters including drainage, ecology, 

renewable energy and disability access I consider that 
appropriate mitigating conditions could be imposed if Members 
were minded to grant planning permission.   

 
10.0 RECOMMENDATION 

 
REFUSE for the following reasons:  

 
1. The proposed new clubhouse building will introduce significant 

levels of noise and general disturbance into a quiet residential 
area through the holding of events that involve live and 
amplified music and the attendance of visitors with the 
associated sounds of voices and general disturbance through 
comings and goings and the use of outdoor areas in close 
proximity to homes. The submitted noise assessments fail to 
demonstrate that the amenities of occupiers of properties in 
Hartington Grove, Cherry Hinton Mews, No. 140 Cherry Hinton 
Road and the future amenities of occupiers of the proposed 10 
flats would not be unduly affected. As such the proposal is 
contrary to policies 3/4, 3/7, 3/12 and 4/13 of the Cambridge 
Local Plan 2006. 
 

2. The proposed new clubhouse building would adversely affect 
the health of the silver birch tree, protected by virtue of a Tree 
Preservation Order, located in the garden of No. 75 Hartington 
Grove, by virtue of development within the root protection area, 
works required to allow construction of the building and future 
pressure to prune the tree to maintain a clearance and allow the 
PV Panels on the south elevation of the proposed building to 
work effectively. The tree positively contributes to the visual 
amenity of the area and its loss would harm the visual quality of 



the surroundings. As such the proposal is contrary to policies 
3/4, 3/7, 3/11, 3/12 and 4/4 of the Cambridge Local Plan 2006. 


