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Agenda Item          

 

CAMBRIDGE CITY COUNCIL 
 

 
REPORT OF: Director of Planning and Environment 
   
 TO: Planning Committee 05/04/2017 
   
 WARDS: Petersfield 
 

VARIATION OF S106 AGREEMENT – APPLICATION REFERENCE 
13/1461/FUL –FORMER RED HOUSE SITE, 27-29 STATION ROAD 

(TAMBURLAINE HOTEL) 
 

 
1 INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 In August 2014 planning permission was granted for the erection of a 

169 room hotel, together with ancillary facilities at the former Red 
House site on Station Road.  The consent is subject to a s106 
Agreement which secures amongst other things a car parking 
scheme, travel plan and transport mitigation measures.  The 
applicant’s agent has submitted a request to vary the s106 
Agreement to remove the requirement for the car parking scheme. 

 
2. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
2.1 That the s106 Agreement associated with application ref. 

13/1461/FUL be varied to remove Schedule 5 (Car Parking Scheme) 
 
2.2 That delegated authority is granted to planning officers to make 

necessary consequential changes to the s106 Agreement in 
conjunction with advice from legal officers. 

 
3. BACKGROUND 
 

Planning application ref. 13/1461/FUL and associated s106 
Agreement 

 
3.1 The former Red House site is on the north side of Station Road 

between the Microsoft Office and the office building known as One 
The Square which is nearing completion and partly occupied.  The 
approved hotel is also nearing completion and it is anticipated that it 
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will be open by the end of March 2017.  The hotel has been named 
Tamburlaine Hotel and is operated by O’Callaghan Hotels.  The site 
has been the subject of a number of planning permissions including 
for office and residential development.  In 2013 a planning application 
was submitted for a 169 bed hotel.  This application followed on from 
successful applications for a 149 bed hotel in 2006, a 169 bed hotel 
(allowed at appeal) in 2009 and a 157 bed hotel in 2010. The 2013 
scheme has subsequently been amended to 155 beds. 

 
3.2 The 2013 application was publicised in the usual way and was 

reported to Planning Committee on 2 April 2014.  The variation to the 
s106 Agreement relates to car parking therefore the focus of my 
assessment is car parking/transport related issues.  The response 
from the County Transport team was to note that the applicants 
proposed a valet parking scheme to address the needs of hotel 
guests.  They identified that there are limited opportunities for on-
street parking nearby the hotel and that the charge for valet parking 
would be lower than the cost for long term on-street parking that was 
available.  The potential for parking in the Rustat Road area was 
recognised. Two representations from local residents raised concerns 
that traffic problems would be worsened by valet parking proposal 
and that guest would avoid valet parking charges by parking on 
surrounding streets. 

 
3.3 In the 2013 report reference is made to the 2009 appeal scheme.  At 

that time the Committee had added a reason for refusal as follows 
 

The proposed development, by virtue of the lack of off-street 
car parking provision on site, fails to make adequate provision 
to meet the needs of car borne guests, which would be likely to 
result in additional demands being placed upon on-street 
parking space in an area where competition for parking space 
is at high levels. In addition the valet car parking arrangements 
would generate additional traffic on the road network, which 
already experiences high volumes of traffic and associated 
congestion. In so doing the development will have an 
unacceptable transport impact and would be detrimental to 
residential amenity which represents a failure of the 
development to respond positively to the site context and 
constraints. Also, in the absence of evidence to demonstrate 
that car parking demand could reasonably be expected to be 
lower that the car parking standards set out in the Local Plan, 
the development fails to make provision for an appropriate level 
of car parking. 
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Further information was submitted about the way in which the valet 
parking system would operate and with the agreement of Members 
this reason for refusal was subsequently withdrawn before the appeal 
was determined. 

 
3.4 The Inspector did however go on to consider the issue of car parking 

and concluded as follows: 
 

The valet parking and the residents’ parking scheme should 
substantially limit any adverse effects and that it is worth noting 
that the location is very sustainable with respect to public 
transport, having regard to the proximity of the station, the 
guided bus-route and the city centre. It is an area where its use 
can be expected to be high and that of the private car 
commensurately lower 

 
3.5 The 2013 application was approved on the basis that the s106 

Agreement secured the following: 
 

Car parking scheme (Fifth Schedule) – prior to first occupation to 
provide details of the arrangements that have been entered into to 
secure provision of 40 car spaces/or an amount to be agreed on a 
24/7 basis for a one year period and a review to agree an amount of 
car parking for a subsequent one year period. 

 
Travel Plan for staff and customers (Sixth Schedule) - prior to first 
occupation identification of a Travel Plan Co-ordinator, 
implementation of the draft Travel Plan which was incorporated in the 
Transport Assessment, implementation of a Travel Survey within 6 
months and agreement and implementation of a final Travel Plan. 

 
Financial contributions toward transport impact mitigation measures 
(Seventh Schedule) 

 
 Assessment of applicants grounds for removal of the Fifth Schedule 
 
3.6 It should be noted that the applicant only seeks to remove the Fifth 

Schedule and that the Sixth and Seventh Schedules will remain 
enforceable.  In my view the Sixth and Seventh Schedules are 
essential to address the transport impacts of the development and to 
ensure that hotel is a sustainable form of development.  The variation 
which is sought also has no bearing on on-site car parking provision 
for disabled parking spaces of which there will be two. 
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I have set out below reasons which the applicant has put forward in 
favour of the variation together with my comments on the weight 
which I consider the Committee should afford these arguments. 

 
Given the highly sustainable/accessible location guests are unlikely 
to require car parking provision 

 
3.7 I agree that the hotel is located in a very accessible location.  This 

was clearly also the case when planning permission was granted in 
2013 but in my view the sustainability of the site has been further 
improved by the improvements to Cambridge Station including the 
additional island platform, changes to the ticket hall and opening of 
Cycle Point which provides enhanced facilities for cycle hire.  The 
completion of the Station Square works will also improve the 
accessibility of the site through an improvement to the pedestrian 
experience.  I think it is also important to note that the Inspector for 
the 2010 appeal also refers to the site’s accessibility and likely 
reduced demand for car parking. 

 
 The experience of O’Callaghan Hotels is that there is no need for city 
 centre hotels to offer dedicated car parking 
 
3.8 I have followed this point up by asking the applicant for more 

information about demand for car parking at its other hotels.  They 
have confirmed that they have 32 spaces for 400 bedrooms in Dublin 
City Centre. However their experience is that about 5% (occupiers of 
20 rooms) of guests arrive by car and they have been renting car 
parking to local office users.  If the same level of demand is applied 
to a 155 bed hotel it would equate to 8 car parking spaces.  However 
in my view the likelihood of guests arriving by car is also influenced 
by the availability of car parking at or close to the hotel.  I have 
considered this further below in relation to the Travel Plan. 

 
 The IBIS hotel on Station Square has no car parking 
 
3.9 The planning application for the IBIS hotel (application reference 

12/1622/FUL) was approved in July 2013.  This hotel has no car 
parking which was justified in my report by reference to the highly 
accessible nature of the site.  Comparisons were drawn with the Red 
House site and in particular I noted that the valet parking scheme had 
been secured and that the original approval of a hotel on the site pre-
dated the NPPF guidance which puts greater emphasis on promotion 
of non-car modes of transport.  The applicants for the IBIS hotel 
provided information on other IBIS hotels in similar locations without 
car parking. 



 

Report Page No: 5 Agenda Page No: 

 
3.10 The recommendation of approval of the IBIS hotel was accepted by 

the Planning Committee and planning permission was granted.  The 
legal agreement associated with the planning permission for the IBIS 
hotel is subject to a car parking survey to monitor and mitigate 
against overspill car parking on the east side of the railway in 
common with other schemes that form part of the CB1 development. 

 
3.11 I have given consideration to whether a pre and post occupation car 

parking survey is justified for the Tamburlaine hotel.  My view is that 
given that the Tamburlaine hotel is much smaller than the IBIS hotel 
(115 beds v 231 beds) and that the operators experience is that 
demand will be very low I do not think the pre and post survey is 
justified in this case. 

 
The Council is promoting a modal shift away from the private car 
through initiatives such as City Deal and the applicant is keen to play 
a part in providing a car-free development and implementing the 
Travel Plan 

 
3.12 I agree that the Council is continuing to promote ‘Green travel’ and 

that there are advantages in terms of car trips if a development is 
‘car-free’.  The issue of the adverse effects of additional car trips 
associated with a valet scheme has been a matter of concern for the 
Committee in the past and clearly removal of the valet scheme would 
remove the need for such trips.  However a key consideration is 
where staff and guest could park cars if they wanted to drive.  The 
Travel Plan seeks to help to resolve this issue by pointing out 
alternative means of travel, advising hotel guests of the lack of 
opportunities for car parking and setting robust targets for use of non-
car modes of transport.   

 
4. CONSULTATIONS 
 
4.1 In common with similar applications for variation of s106 obligations 

this request has not been subject to neighbourhood consultation 
however the details have been placed in the public domain as part of 
the electronic application file on Public Access. 

 
4.2 The County Council Transport team has been consulted and their 

comments are as follows: 
 

CCC does not object to the proposals. I recognise that the site is in a 
well-connected, sustainable location that has received significant 
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investment as a key transport hub. I also appreciate that the nearby 
IBIS hotel does not provide parking. 
 
The area is subject to rigorous on-street parking controls and so 
these proposals are unlikely to result in any significant adverse 
impact upon highway safety. 
 
The hotel operator should advise its guests of the nearby parking 
facilities and I would welcome confirmation that there is adequate 
capacity in the nearby public car parks.  (Officer Note: I have asked 
the applicant to provide more information on this issue and if this is 
provided I will make reference to it on the Amendment Sheet or orally 
at the Committee meeting). 
 
Note that the DoV to remove to valet parking would necessitate a 
change to the detail as part of the preparation of the final travel plan. 
 
Monitoring will be required as part of the Travel Plan. I require the 
hotel to monitor staff and guest modal split (and indeed drivers 
parking locations) on an ongoing basis. 

 
4.3 The Legal Officer has been asked to review the draft report to ensure 

that the process of varying the s106 is addressed properly.  He had 
no comments to make. 

 
5. OPTIONS 
 
5.1 Option 1 – approve the variation of the s106 Agreement to remove 

the Fifth Schedule and associated changes to the legal agreement 
 

Option 2 – refuse the variation in which case there is a right of appeal 
to the Planning Inspectorate. If the appeal is dismissed the 
requirements under the Fifth Schedule would remain extant. 

 
6. CONCLUSIONS 
 
6.1 In my view the grounds upon which the applicant’s seek to vary the 

s106 Agreement to remove the Fifth Schedule are sound.  The site is 
in a highly accessible location and where further improvements are 
on-going. The context for making a decision on car parking provision 
has changed since the early consents for the hotel were approved 
and the NPPF highlights the importance of promoting green travel 
options.  I accept that in the absence of the valet parking scheme 
there is some potential for guests to park on unrestricted streets but 
in practical terms given the distance which guests would have to walk 
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with luggage etc. this is unlikely.  The valet parking scheme was 
never intended to apply to staff and two disabled parking spaces are 
provided on the hotel forecourt. 

 
7 IMPLICATIONS 
 
(a) Financial Implications - None 
 
(b) Staffing Implications - None 
 
(c) Equality and Poverty Implications – Parking provision for people with 
reduced mobility is retained on site. 
 
Has an Equality Impact Assessment been conducted on this 
strategy/policy/procedure/process/service change/decision? No. (No 
change to strategy/policy/procedure/process/service) 
 
(d) Environmental Implications – Positive impact on air quality arising 
from reduction in car trips. 
 
(e) Procurement - None 
 
(f) Consultation and communication – None 
 
(g) Community Safety - None 
 
BACKGROUND PAPERS: The following are the background papers that 
were used in the preparation of this report: 
 
Planning application electronic file on Public Access (13/1461/FUL) 
 
To inspect these documents contact Sarah Dyer on extension 7153. 
 
The author and contact officer for queries on the report is Sarah Dyer on 
extension 7153. 
 
 
Report file: N:\Growth Areas\Station Area (cb1)\Red House site\s106 
variation 2017 
 
Date originated:  09 March 2017 
Date of last revision: 09 March 2017 
 
 


