
 
 
 
 

 
 
PLANNING COMMITTEE           5th April 2017  
 
Application 
Number 

16/2135/FUL Agenda 
Item 

 

Date Received 6th December 2016 Officer Michael 
Hammond 

Target Date 31st January 2017   
Ward Queen Ediths   
Site 3 - 5 Queen Ediths Way Cambridge CB1 7PH  
Proposal Erection of six dwellings with garages and carports, 

cycle parking and associated landscaping (following 
demolition of existing buildings on site) 

Applicant Gibson Developments Ltd 
C/O Agent   

 

SUMMARY The development accords with the 
Development Plan for the following 
reasons: 

- The proposed development is 
considered to be in keeping with 
the character of the area. 

- The proposal respects the amenity 
of neighbouring properties. 

- The proposed development would 
provide a high quality living 
environment for future occupants. 

RECOMMENDATION APPROVAL 

 
1.0 SITE DESCRIPTION/AREA CONTEXT 
 
1.1 The application site is comprised of two detached dwellings, 

Nos. 3 – 5 Queen Edith’s Way, and the associated garden land 
of these properties.  The site is situated on the north side of the 
road and approximately 100m to the east of the cross-road 
junction between Hills Road, Queen Edith’s Way and Long 
Road. No.5 appears to date from the 1930’s and has elements 
of arts and craft style architectural features, although the 
original building has been extended considerably since. No.3 is 



positioned on a narrow plot, set back noticeably from the road 
and of a relatively orthodox form and scale. There are individual 
vehicle accesses to each of the properties and there is a strong 
presence of soft landscaping at the front of the site, as is 
characteristic of the frontages along Queen Edith’s Way. There 
is a high density of trees at the rear of the site and a large tree 
at the front, none of which are protected. 

 
1.2 Queen Ediths Way is residential in character and is formed 

predominantly of large detached houses. The south-side of the 
road has a fairly consistent building pattern and style of 
architecture, notably arts and crafts. In contrast, the north-side 
has a varied building line and diverse vernacular, ranging from 
the Grade II Listed modernist Sun House building and the more 
contemporary residential development at Wessex Court.  

 
1.3 There are no relevant site constraints. 
 
2.0 THE PROPOSAL 
 
2.1 The proposal, as amended, seeks planning permission for the 

erection of six two-and-a-half storey dwellings on the site 
following the demolition of the existing buildings. The site would 
be laid out effectively into two rows of three dwellings with a 
central access road running through the site.  

 
2.2 The scale, massing, footprint and vernacular of the proposed six 

dwellings are all very similar. They would be constructed in brick 
with red clay tiled pitched roofs. The southern row of three 
dwellings would be designed as a pair of semi-detached 
dwellings on the eastern side of the plot and a stand-alone 
detached dwelling close to the west boundary. The northern row 
would all be detached. The below table sets out the 
approximate scale, footprint and garden sizes of each of the 
proposed dwellings: 

 
Plot & Position on 
site 

Eaves 
Height 
(m) 

Ridge 
Height 
(m) 

Building 
Footprint 
(m2) 

Garden 
Size (m2) 

Plot 1 (North-
West) 

5.8 8.85 148 178 

Plot 2 (North- 
Central) 

5.8 8.85 148 125 

Plot 3 (North- 5.8 8.85 148 310 



East) 
Plot 4 (South-
East) 

5.2 8.85 107 129 

Plot 5 (South-
Central) 

5.8 8.85 96 48 

Plot 6 (South-
West) 

5.8 8.85 116 88 

 
2.3 There would be five carports situated around the site and 

uncovered car parking outside plots 2, 4 and 6 providing a total 
of 12 spaces. The car ports would also provide 24 secured 
covered cycle parking spaces.  

 
2.4 The application was amended in response to comments made 

by the Urban Design and Conservation Team, and Landscape 
Team. Plots 4 and 5 were combined to form a pair of semi-
detached dwellings rather than detached as previously shown. 
The eaves line of plot 4 was lowered to match that of No.7 
Queen Edith’s Way adjacent. The landscape buffer provided to 
the east of the driveway by plot 5 was increased in width. The 
dwelling at plot 1 was pulled forward (south) by approximately 
1m.  

 
2.5 The application is accompanied by the following information: 
 

1. Drawings 
2. Planning Statement 
3. Design and Access Statement 
4. Transport Statement 
5. Ecology Report 
6. Drainage Strategy 

 
2.6 County Councillor Taylor has requested that this application be 

called in for determination at Planning Committee due to 
concerns raised with the mass of the scheme and potential 
overlooking. 

 
3.0 SITE HISTORY 
 

Reference Description Outcome 
16/1890/DEMDET Prior notification of the 

demolition of a two storey 
detached dwelling 

Pending 
Decision. 

C/95/0701 Single storey rear extension. Permitted.  



C/87/1071 ERECTION OF SINGLE 
STOREY EXTENSION TO 
EXISTING DWELLING 
HOUSE. 

Permitted. 

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

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

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

 
5.2 Relevant Development Plan policies 
 

PLAN POLICY NUMBER 

Cambridge Local 
Plan 2006 

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

4/4 4/9 4/13  

5/1  

8/2 8/4 8/6 8/10  

10/1 

 
5.3 Relevant Central Government Guidance, Supplementary 

Planning Documents and Material Considerations 
 

Central 
Government 
Guidance 

National Planning Policy Framework March 
2012 

National Planning Policy Framework – 
Planning Practice Guidance March 2014 

Circular 11/95 (Appendix A) 

Supplementary 
Planning 

Sustainable Design and Construction (May 
2007) 



Guidance  
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Waste 
Partnership (RECAP): Waste Management 
Design Guide Supplementary Planning 
Document (February 2012) 
 
Planning Obligation Strategy  (March 2010)  

Material 
Considerations 

City Wide Guidance 
 
Arboricultural Strategy (2004) 
 
Cambridge City Nature Conservation 
Strategy (2006) 
 
Cycle Parking Guide for New Residential 
Developments (2010) 

 
5.4 Status of Proposed Submission – Cambridge Local Plan 
 

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

6.0 CONSULTATIONS 
 

Cambridgeshire County Council (Highways Development 
Management) 

 
6.1 No objection, subject to the following conditions: 
 

- No unbound material 



- No gates erected 
- First use of vehicular access 
- Highways drainage 
- Visibility splays 
- Manoeuvring area 
- Access as shown 
- Traffic management plan 
- Traffic management plan informative 

 
Environmental Health 

 
6.2 No objection, subject to the following conditions: 
 

- Construction Hours 
- Collection during construction 
- Construction/ demolition noise/ vibration & piling 
- Dust 
- Dust informative 

 
 Refuse and Recycling 
 
6.3 No comments received. 
 

Urban Design and Conservation Team 
 
 Original comments (31 January 2017) 
 
6.4 The arrangement of three detached gable fronted properties on 

Queen Ediths Way (Plots 4-6) forms a poor relationship with the 
large scale semi-detached and detached houses on Queen 
Ediths Way. Plots 4 and 5 should be combined to form a pair of 
semi-detached houses and the gabled roof forms re-configured. 
Combining these two units would also provide additional 
landscape buffer space in front of the floor-to-ceiling window on 
the side elevation of Plot 5.  

  
6.5 The increased height of Plot 4 (compared to the existing No. 5 

Queen Ediths Way), located closer to the eastern site boundary, 
could appear overbearing from west facing windows in the 
gable end of No. 7 Queen Ediths Way. As raised in the initial 
pre-application letter from the case officer (16/5265/PREAPP 
dated 30th September 2016) a site section needs to be 
provided through Plots 4 and No. 7 Queen Ediths Way showing 
the scale relationship and potential impact. Shadow studies of 



the existing houses and a refuse vehicle tracking diagram are 
missing from the submitted application and need to be provided. 

 
 Conservation Officer comments on amended scheme (15 

March 2017) 
 
6.6 The arrangement of three detached gable fronted properties on 

Queen Ediths Way (Plots 4-6) forms a poor relationship with the 
large scale semi-detached and detached houses on Queen 
Ediths Way. Plots 4 and 5 should be combined to form a pair of 
semi-detached houses and the gabled roof forms re-configured. 
The increased height of Plot 4 (compared to the existing No. 5 
Queen Ediths Way), located closer to the eastern site boundary, 
could appear overbearing. 

 
6.7 As submitted the scheme is not supported in design and 

conservation terms and fails to address Cambridge Local Plan 
Policy 3/4 Responding to Context, 3/7 Creating Successful 
Places and 3/12 The Design of New Buildings. 

 
Urban Design Officer Comments on amended scheme  

 
6.8 The Urban Design Officer has confirmed verbally to the case 

officer that in light of the amendments to the design, shadow 
study and refuse vehicle tracking diagram, they have no 
objection to the application. The written confirmation of this will 
be updated on the amendment sheet when it is received.  

 
Head of Streets and Open Spaces (Tree Team) 

 
6.9 Trees T3 and T5 overhang the site considerably and will have a 

significantly detrimental impact on the new property no. 3 in 
terms of light and debris.  The development will significantly 
increase pressure to allow significant tree works that will be 
detrimental to amenity.  The increased density will also increase 
pressure for additional and more extreme pruning of T1. Should 
permission be granted the following conditions will be required: 

 
- Tree protection plan & arboricultural method statement 
- Site visit 
- Implementation of protection measures 

 
 
 



Head of Streets and Open Spaces (Landscape Team) 
 
 Original comments (13 January 2017) 
 
6.10 Further information regarding tree protection and amendments 

to hard and soft landscaping are required. 
 
 Comments on amended scheme (14 March 2017) 
 
6.11 No objection subject to hard and soft landscaping and boundary 

treatment conditions. 
 

Head of Streets and Open Spaces (Sustainable Drainage 
Officer) 

 
6.12 Further information regarding the surface water drainage 

strategy and calculations are needed. The written acceptance of 
the scheme by Anglian Water is needed.  
 
Head of Streets and Open Spaces (Nature Conservation 
Officer) 

 
 Original comments (26 January 2017) 
 
6.13 The proposed back garden development sits within a significant 

area of mature gardens and the buildings proposed for 
development have the potential to support roosting bats. Prior 
to determination I would recommend that an internal and 
external inspection of the existing buildings and any mature 
trees on site be undertaken by a qualified ecologist. This 
inspection should indicate if the buildings support roosting bats 
and / or if any additional protected species surveys are 
required. 

 
 Comments on additional information (6 March 2017) 
 
6.14 The Applied Ecology report has identified that the: ‘house was 

considered to offer moderate bat roost potential. This is 
because it possessed a large number and range of different 
potential bat roost features associated with its roof, and was 
located in a suburban situation characterised by large mature 
gardens that would be attractive to foraging bats.’ 

 



6.15 In addition it identified considerable access constraints to the 
survey. Much of the roof space was not accessible and 
therefore the presence or absence of bats is impossible to 
determine. For this reason I would concur with the report that 
additional emergence surveys are required to confirm if bats are 
or are not present prior to determination. 

 
 Comments on request for bat surveys to be completed through 

condition (10 March 2017) 
 
6.16 Whilst I agree the risk of a significant roost being present may 

be low, until such time as the proposed emergence surveys 
have been completed, we should not assume a negative result. 
If we consent to a scheme which then does not allow suitable 
provision for necessary bat mitigation, should a roost be 
discovered pre demolition, then the authority would be in a 
position of approving a scheme that cannot be legally delivered 
as per the approval. Mitigation may not be as simple as 
providing a roosting space within the new property, it may also 
include flight lines that could impact upon approved external 
lighting, boundary treatments etc. 

 
6.17 There is an argument that as not all survey information has 

been provided (as acknowledged by the applicants appointed 
Ecologist) the application is technically not valid. Since it is not 
possible for the authority to make an informed decision with 
regard to protected species (in this case bats). We are currently 
entering the bat survey season and emergence surveys can 
begin in May, the proposed surveys should not considerably 
extend the decision process. 
 
Cambridgeshire County Council (Archaeology) 

 
6.18 No objection subject to archaeology condition. 
 
6.19 The above responses are a summary of the comments that 

have been received.  Full details of the consultation responses 
can be inspected on the application file.   

 
7.0 REPRESENTATIONS 
 
7.1 The owners/occupiers of the following addresses have made 

representations: 
 



1 Queen Edith’s Way 7 Queen Edith’s Way 
8 Queen Edith’s Way 9 Queen Edith’s Way 
12 Queen Edith’s Way 14 Queen Edith’s Way 
23 Queen Edith’s Way 24 Queen Edith’s Way 
26 Queen Edith’s Way Hills Road Residents 

Association 
70A Holbrook Road  

 
7.2 The representations can be summarised as follows: 
 

- The existing buildings are in keeping with the character of the 
area and should be retained. 

- Impact on environment and wildlife 
- Overdevelopment/ cramped plot 
- Insufficient car parking 
- The development is not needed as there is already a 5 year 

housing supply in place. 
- Overshadowing/ Loss of light 
- The drawings do not annotate the windows of No.7 Queen 

Edith’s Way 
- There is a covenant which prevents any structures being placed 

within 30 feet of the highway. 
- Additional traffic generated 
- Exacerbation of surface water run-off from paving. 
- The provision of large 5-bedroom dwellings is inappropriate in 

Cambridge 
- The siting and orientation of the dwellings is at odds with the 

character of the area. 
- The development does not respond positively to its 

surroundings and would have a negative impact on the area. 
- The scale and massing is too large. 
- Traffic noise and pollution from vehicle comings and goings  
- Highway safety concerns 
- Noise disturbance for future occupants from vehicle movements 

on site 
- Disturbance from construction process 
- Overlooking/ Loss of privacy 
- Visual enclosure/ overbearing impact. 
- The proposal is contrary to Local Plan (2014) policies 32, 45, 52 

and 57.  
- The proposal fails to address the enforceability of the parking 

limit and visitor/ disabled parking. 
- The excessive parking is contrary to the Council’s desire to 

promote lower levels of private car ownership 



- The developer is making no contribution to the area. 
- Shadow study insufficient. 
- Cars will likely end up parking on the road rather than in 

garages. This will make it difficult for refuse or emergency 
vehicles to navigate the site.  

 
7.3 A petition has been submitted which contains 107 signatures. 

The specific addresses of each of the signatories are not 
provided. The petition raises the following points: 

 
- The proposal is contrary to Cambridge Local Plan (2014) 

policies 52, 57 and 81.  
- The proposed design and site layout is out of character with the 

surrounding buildings and with the Queen Edith’s are in 
general. 

- The density of development is too high and the detachment 
distance should be increased. 

- Loss of privacy/ Overlooking 
- Overshadowing/ Loss of light 
- Queen Ediths Way is designated as a priority cycle route and 

the increase in traffic movements will bring increased risk of 
conflict with cyclists. 

- The limitation of car parking on site will not be enforceable and 
there will likely be more vehicles parked on site than shown. 

- Developer contributions should be sought. 
- There is a covenant which prevents any building within 30 feet 

of the road.  
 
7.4 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. Refuse arrangements 
5. Drainage 
6. Ecology 



7. Highway safety 
8. Car and cycle parking 
9. Third party representations 
10. Planning Obligations (s106 Agreement) 

 
Principle of Development 

 
8.2 The provision of extra housing within the city is supported in the 

Cambridge Local Plan (2006). As policy 5/1 points out, 
proposals for housing development on windfall sites will be 
permitted, subject to the existing land use and compatibility with 
adjoining uses.  

 
8.3 The principle of developing the site for residential purposes is 

considered acceptable and conforms to the provisions set out in 
the development plan.  However, while residential development 
is broadly supported, it must comply with considerations such 
as impact on the appearance of the area and impact on the 
amenity of neighbouring properties. These, and other relevant 
issues, are assessed below. 

 
8.4 As the proposal is for the subdivision of an existing residential 

plot, Local Plan policy 3/10 is relevant in assessing the 
acceptability of the proposal. Policy 3/10 allows for the sub-
division of existing plots, subject to compliance with specified 
criteria. However, in this instance, Section d and f of the policy 
are not relevant as the proposal would not adversely affect the 
setting of a listed building (d) and would not prejudice the 
comprehensive development of the wider area (f).  

 
8.5 Local Plan policy 3/10 states that residential development within 

the garden area or curtilage of existing properties will not be 
permitted if it will:  

 
 a) have a significantly adverse impact on the amenities of 

neighbouring properties through loss of privacy, loss of light, an 
overbearing sense of enclosure and generation of unreasonable 
levels of traffic or noise nuisance;  

 
 b) provide inadequate amenity space, or access arrangements 

and parking spaces for the proposed and existing properties;  
 
 c)  detract from the prevailing character and appearance of the 

area.  



 
 e) would not adversely affect trees, wildlife features or 

architectural features of local importance  
 
8.6 I consider that the proposal complies with the four criteria set 

out in policy 3/10 for the reasons set out in the relevant sections 
of this report. 

 
Context of site, design and external spaces  

 
8.7 The application site is visible along Queen Edith’s Way and the 

front row of three dwellings would be prominent in the street 
scene. The rear row of three dwellings to the north would be 
visible from views between the front row. 

 
8.8 It is acknowledged that objections have been raised to the 

demolition of the existing dwelling at No.5 Queen Edith’s Way 
due to the contribution it makes to the character of the area 
from an architectural perspective. It is also noted that 
references have been made to its special interest as the former 
home of Rev. Boston.  

 
8.9 Whilst I agree that the original building has some architectural 

merit and is in keeping with the character of the area, it is not 
statutorily protected and there is no policy basis on which to 
resist the principle of demolition. In addition to this, the original 
building has been extended considerably with later additions. 
The Urban Design and Conservation Team have raised no 
objection to the demolition of this building and do not consider it 
of any special interest. In my opinion, provided that the 
replacement built form on the site is acceptable in design terms, 
I consider the demolition of the buildings on site to be 
acceptable. 

 
8.10 It is acknowledged that there is a discrepancy between the 

urban design officer and conservation officer on the amended 
scheme. The conservation officer was consulted solely for the 
purposes of advising whether the existing buildings had any 
architectural or heritage related merits and if the demolition of 
these buildings would be harmful. The conservation officer has 
not raised any objection to the demolition of the buildings and 
as there are no heritage assets in the immediate vicinity of the 
site, I do not consider their comments on the design of the 
scheme to be relevant. I have assessed the design of the 



scheme based on my impressions and the advice of the urban 
design officer. 

 
8.11 In terms of the layout of the plot, I am of the view that the 

proposal would not appear out of context with the surrounding 
area. The north side of this stretch of Queen Edith’s Way has 
an eclectic building line and there is no obvious consistency in 
terms of building positions. There are examples of garden sub-
divisions in close proximity to the site along Holbrook Road to 
the north and the arrangement of built form in this area is in my 
view diverse and the principle of sub-dividing the large plot is 
acceptable.  

 
8.12 It is acknowledged that concerns have been raised regarding 

the density of development. In studying the surrounding context, 
there are patterns of high density residential developments at 
Dean Court and Wessex Court in the immediate area. A good 
indicator as to whether a proposal represents overdevelopment 
is to analyse the garden sizes proposed compared to that of its 
surroundings. The table below paragraph 2.2 of this report lists 
the approximate garden sizes of each of the dwellings. The 
average garden size afforded under this scheme equates to 
approximately 146m2. I consider this to be a relatively generous 
level of outdoor amenity space, particularly given the size of the 
proposed dwelling (5-bedrooms) and the quantity of space also 
allocated to vehicular access and car ports. Furthermore, in 
comparing the density (dwellings per hectare) of the proposal 
compared to the two other notable higher density developments 
at Dean Court and Wessex Court, the density of the proposed 
development is lower. This is summarised in the table below. As 
a result, I do not consider that the proposed development would 
represent an overdevelopment of the plot from a design 
perspective. 

  
Site Area 

(ha) 
Number of 
dwellings 

Density 
(dwellings per 
hectare) 

Wessex Court 0.38 15 39dph 
Dean Court 0.22 8 36dph 
Application Site 0.29 6 21dph 

   
 
8.13 The proposed dwellings have been designed in a relatively 

simple style with facing brick and pitched tiled roofs. The 



contemporary elements of the scheme are confined to the more 
detailed aesthetic elements of the scheme, for example the 
projecting oriel windows. The elevational treatment engages 
positively with the street scene and provides a strong active 
frontage. A materials sample condition has been recommended. 
It is appreciated from the neighbour objections that the 
orientation of the proposed dwellings, with gable ends facing 
towards the road, is generally at odds with the wider character 
of Queen Edith’s Road. However, it is pertinent to note that the 
existing dwellings on-site have gable ends which face towards 
the street and there are sporadic examples of this further along 
the street. In addition, following the advice of the Urban Design 
and Conservation Team, plots 4 and 5 have been merged to 
form a pair of semi-detached dwellings to soften the perceived 
impact of the gable ends. In my opinion, the fenestration of the 
proposed development is acceptable in the context of the site 
and would not appear out of character with the area. 

 
8.14 The site is situated between the one-and-a-half storey building 

of No.1 and the two-storey form of No.7 Queen Edith’s Way. 
The scale of the proposed development consists of two-and-a-
half storey dwellings. The buildings would be higher in ridge 
height than that of No.1 immediately to the west but I do not 
consider this relationship to appear out of context with the area 
given that there is already a larger scale of built form present on 
the application site. The proposed development would be higher 
than No.7 to the east. The existing building at No.5 transitions 
from a higher two-storey scale, adjacent to No.1, down to a 
lower one-and-a-half storey height next to No.7. The proposal 
has been amended to bring the eaves line of plot 4 level with 
that of No.7 which was encouraged by the Urban Design and 
Conservation Team to better mediate this change in massing.  

 
8.15 Inevitably, the proposed development would read as a larger 

scale compared to that of its surroundings but I am not 
convinced that the development necessarily needs to conform 
to the adjacent building as a height limit. The proposed 
development in my view reads as a divergence from the arts 
and craft and inter-war style housing present in the wider area 
and would be read as a modern intervention in the street scene. 
I consider it would be read within its own context as a 
contrasting yet unimposing addition to the character of the area. 
Paragraph 60 of the National Planning Policy Framework (2012) 
states that; “decisions should not attempt to impose 



architectural styles or particular tastes and they should not stifle 
innovation, originality or initiative through unsubstantiated 
requirements to conform to certain development forms or 
styles...” In my opinion, the scale and massing of development 
would not harm the character or appearance of the area and is 
acceptable.  

 
8.16 The proposal includes the retention of some of the hedging and 

the large ash tree at the front of the site. The landscape plan 
provided also includes additional hedge planting and a new 
small tree in the south-west corner of the site. I am of the view 
that this would retain the dense row of soft landscaping that 
runs along the front of properties on Queen Edith’s Way and 
this is supported. The spaces around the proposed dwellings 
are to be well landscaped with hedging and replacement tree 
planting which the Landscape Team is supportive of, subject to 
conditions. The Tree Officer has raised no objection to the 
removal of trees on-site. The Tree Officer has however 
identified the possible pressure to fell the two large trees at the 
rear of the site along the boundary of No.7 due to the 
orientation of plot 3 in the north-east corner. The tree further to 
the north would be situated to the north-east of the garden of 
plot 3 and does not block any of the proposed dwelling’s main 
outlooks. In my opinion, the pressure to fell this tree would be 
minimal. The other tree, further to the south would be situated 
to the south-east of the kitchen window and first-floor dormer 
bedroom window. The kitchen is open-plan and connects to the 
dining/ living room which provide alternative sources of light. 
The bedroom at first-floor is identified as a study/ bedroom and 
is the smallest of the proposed bedrooms. There would also be 
times of day around midday and early afternoon where light 
could enter these rooms. In any case, it is relevant to note that 
neither of the trees referenced are protected, and given their 
limited public visibility, in my view they have relatively limited 
amenity value. The applicant has indicated that these trees will 
be retained nonetheless and I have therefore included 
conditions for the protection of these trees, as per the 
comments of the Tree Officer.  

 
8.17 In my opinion, subject to conditions, the proposal is compliant 

with Cambridge Local Plan (2006) policies 3/4, 3/7, 3/10, 3/11, 
3/12 and 4/4.  

 
Residential Amenity 



 
Impact on amenity of neighbouring occupiers 
 

8.18 In my opinion, the main considerations from a residential 
amenity perspective are the impacts of the proposed 
development on Nos. 1 and 7 Queen Edith’s Way, No.3 Dean 
Drive, Nos. 5 – 8 Dean Court and No.70A Holbrook Road. 

 
 Impact on No.1 Queen Edith’s Way 
 
8.19 No.1 Queen Edith’s Way is a one-and-a-half storey bungalow 

situated to the west of the application site. The closest 
proposed dwellings are plots 1 and 6. 

 
8.20 Plot 6 to the east only projects marginally beyond the rear wall 

of No.1 and would not be visible from the habitable outlooks 
and vast majority of views from this neighbour’s garden. Any 
overshadowing would be limited to around 09:00hrs and would 
not be noticeably worse than that already cast by the row of 
trees running along the eastern boundary of this neighbour’s 
garden. The views from the proposed rear first-floor windows 
over this neighbour would be relatively oblique and not harmful 
to the privacy of this neighbour.  

 
8.21 Plot 1 would be situated over 23m to the north-east and the 

nearest proposed window would be over 27m from this 
neighbour’s windows. The dormer window would allow for views 
back towards the garden of this neighbour but I consider the 
14m distance from the garden boundary to be sufficient to 
protect this neighbour’s amenity.  

 
8.22 The access road, although intensified in terms of its use, would 

be set a considerable distance from this neighbour’s boundary 
which is an improvement compared to the existing access for 
No.3. I do not anticipate vehicle movements and car parking to 
disturb this neighbour’s amenity. 

 
8.23 Overall, the proposal would not in my view harmfully impact this 

neighbour’s amenity. 
 
  
 

Impact on No.7 Queen Edith’s Way 
 



8.24 No.7 Queen Edith’s Way is a two-storey semi-detached 
property situated to the east of the application site. The closest 
proposed dwellings are plots 3 and 4. 

 
8.25 Plot 4 to the west only projects marginally beyond the building 

line of this neighbour and also drops down in height to single-
storey deeper into the garden. The main two-storey bulk of the 
development is set off the boundary of this neighbour and is 
outside the 45o line of adjacent windows. The small side kitchen 
window serves as a secondary outlook to this room and I do not 
consider the additional mass of the proposal would impact the 
main rear outlook for the kitchen/ dining room. The only 
proposed first-floor side windows serve a bathroom and a 
bedroom but these are both labelled to be obscure glazed, 
which would be controlled by way of condition. The proposed 
rear first and second-floor windows would allow for oblique 
views across this neighbour’s garden but this relationship would 
be comparable to that of present and the mutual sense of 
overlooking that exists over gardens.  

 
8.26 This neighbour has raised objection to the loss of light that 

would be experienced, specifically to a window in the side 
entrance corridor, utility room, bathroom window, landing 
window, kitchen/ dining room window and the rear patio area. I 
will assess the impact on each of the areas concerned in turn. 
The window in the side entrance corridor does not serve a 
habitable room and I do not consider any additional loss of light 
experienced would be harmful. Similarly the bathroom and utility 
room windows are not considered to serve habitable rooms. 
The landing window does provide some light into the stair and 
corridor area but this is typically more for natural daylighting 
purposes. This circulation space is not as dependent on 
sunlight as, for example, a habitable room such as a bedroom, 
living room or kitchen where you would be likely to spend 
considerably more time.  

 
8.27 There is a small window in the side elevation which serves an 

open plan dining/ kitchen area. At present, around half of this 
outlook is blocked by the mass of the existing building. The 
proposed two-storey mass of plot 4 would project roughly 1.8m 
deeper into the plot and the pitch of the roof would be 
approximately 2.9m higher than the existing roof. This will likely 
decrease the levels of direct sunlight that reach this neighbour’s 
window from mid-afternoon (15:00hrs) onwards. There will still 



be light reaching these windows in the gap between plot 4 and 
this neighbour up until around 15:00hrs. The window is 
relatively small and the room itself is also served by three large 
roof lights and a wide set of bi-folding doors on the north 
elevation and I am confident that daylight levels reaching this 
room would remain sufficient. After 5pm, the levels of sunlight 
reaching the ground-floor side window of this property are 
relatively limited as the sun sets in the west. In my opinion, 
whilst I accept the levels of direct sunlight reaching this window 
will be somewhat restricted by the proposed development, I do 
not consider this impact significant enough to warrant refusal. 
The window is relatively small in terms of the size of the room it 
serves and has limited sunlight reaching it at present. The 
levels of light reaching the rooflights will be similar to that of 
present and continue to provide some sunlight to this open plan 
habitable room.  

 
8.28 The shadow study suggests that there will likely be some 

overshadowing over the north-facing patio area of this 
neighbour around 15:00hrs during the vernal and autumnal 
equinoxes. However the garden would still receive well in 
excess of the two hours of sunlight over 50% of the garden 
recommended by the BRE Site Layout Planning For Daylight 
and Sunlight: A Guide to Good Practice (2011). The levels of 
light reaching this space in the summer will likely remain as is 
and during the winter months there is limited light reaching this 
space due to the early setting of the sun. In my opinion, the 
level of overshadowing demonstrated is not substantial enough 
to adversely impact on this neighbour’s amenity given the 
limited levels of light that reach this space at present and the 
quantum of additional garden space available. 

 
8.29 Plot 3 would be set approximately 5m off the boundary of this 

neighbour’s garden with the nearest element being single-
storey only. The direct view from the closest proposed dormer 
window is approximately 20m from the boundary of this 
neighbour. The proposed carport would be situated behind a 
hedgerow and at 2.5m in height would not visually oppress the 
garden of this neighbour. The main two-storey mass is set well 
to the west of the end of this neighbour’s garden and would not 
result in any harmful overshadowing.  

 
8.30 The movement of vehicles at the front of the site would be 

similar to that of present. The proposed carport to the south of 



plot 3 would be over 12m from the main patio area of this 
neighbour and situated behind a dense hedge row. The main 
access road would run through the centre of the site.  

 
8.31 Overall, I am of the opinion that the proposed development 

would not adversely impact on the amenity of this neighbour. 
There would likely be some overshadowing in the mid-afternoon 
period during the vernal and autumnal equinoxes but the impact 
is not considered to be so great as to warrant refusal of the 
application.  

 
 Impact on No.3 Dean Drive 
 
8.32 No.3 Dean Drive is a detached property situated to the north-

west of the application site. The main consideration is the 
impact of plots 1 and 6 on this neighbour.  

 
8.33 Plot 6 would be in excess of 30m to the south-east of this 

neighbour. The main private patio space of this neighbour is 
over 25m from the nearest first-floor window of the proposed 
dwelling. The distances involved would ensure that no harmful 
overshadowing, overlooking or visual enclosure would be 
experienced. 

 
8.34 Plot 1 would be situated immediately to the east of this 

neighbour. At present, No.3 Queen Edith’s Way runs 
approximately 26m hard up against this neighbour’s boundary, 
with the majority of this at two-storey scale. In contrast, the 
proposal would be set over 1m off this neighbour’s boundary 
and only project just over 12m along this boundary, with the 
main two-storey bulk positioned further away from this 
boundary. The shadow study indicates that this would actually 
improve the levels of light reaching this neighbour. This would 
also be less visually imposing. The views from the rear dormer 
would allow for oblique views across the latter part of this 
neighbour’s garden but I am confident this would not harmfully 
infringe upon the privacy of this neighbour. The existing access 
road that led to No.3 would be moved and re-positioned into the 
centre of the site which would also represent an improvement to 
this neighbour’s amenity. The positon of the proposed carport 
would be at the end of the neighbour’s garden and the 
movement of vehicles would not in my view disturb the 
tranquility of this outdoor space.  

 



8.35 Overall, the proposed works would respect the amenity of this 
neighbour. 

 
 Impact on Nos. 5 – 8 Dean Court 
 
8.36 Nos.5 – 8 Dean Court are situated to the north of the application 

site. Plots 1 and 2 are the closest proposed dwellings. There 
would be a separation distance of approximately 18m between 
the nearest proposed first-floor window and the side (south) 
windows of these flats. I consider this distance sufficient to 
protect the privacy of these neighbours. Furthermore, this 
separation distance, coupled with the fact that the windows in 
question are secondary windows to rooms that have larger 
outlooks on the west and east elevations, ensures the proposal 
would not visually enclose these neighbours. The shadow study 
demonstrates that there would be no overshadowing arising 
from this scheme during the vernal, autumnal and summer 
equinoxes. There is limited light reaching the side windows of 
these neighbours during the winter equinox due to the low 
trajectory of the sun and the dense vegetation along this 
boundary. In my opinion, the proposal would not adversely 
impact on the amenity of these neighbours.  

 
 Impact on No.70A Holbrook Road 
 
8.37 No.70A Holbrook Road is a detached property situated to the 

north of the application site. The nearest dwellings proposed 
are plots 2 and 3. There would be a separation distance of over 
23m between the side (south) patio doors of this neighbour and 
the two-storey rear wall of the closest proposed dwelling. The 
proposed two-storey mass would also be positioned over 12m 
from the boundary. I consider this separation distance sufficient 
to ensure there would be no harmful enclosure, loss of privacy 
or loss of light experienced at this neighbour.  

 
Construction activities 

 
8.38 Conditions relating to noise, vibration and piling, as well as the 

hours of construction and collections/ deliveries have all been 
recommended in accordance with Environmental Health advice. 
A traffic management plan condition has also been 
recommended to ensure that disruption to the public highway of 
Queen Edith’s Way is limited and contractor parking is 
managed during the demolition and construction phases.  



 
 Car Parking 
 
8.39 The proposal includes 12 car parking spaces which is at the 

limit of the maximum car parking standards of the Cambridge 
Local Plan (2006). Queen Ediths Way, Hills Road, Mowbray 
Road and Fendon Road within close proximity are all double-
yellow lined. In respect of the high provision of car parking on-
site and limited on-street car parking availability in the 
immediate context, I do not consider the proposal would 
adversely impact on the amenity of nearby residential properties 
in terms of car parking. 

 
8.40 In my opinion the proposal adequately respects the residential 

amenity of its neighbours and the constraints of the site and I 
consider that it is compliant with Cambridge Local Plan (2006) 
policies 3/4, 3/7 and 3/10. 

 
Amenity for future occupiers of the site 

 
8.41 The proposal would provide six 5-bedroom residential dwellings 

all with dedicated on-site car parking, cycle storage and refuse 
arrangements. Each dwelling would have its own private garden 
and the size and quality of these spaces are all considered to 
be of a high standard. There are bus stops within walking 
distance along Mowbray Road and Hills Road, as well as good 
cycle links to the City Centre via Hills Road. The Wulfstan Way 
Local Centre is also within walking distance of the site. 

 
8.42 In my opinion the proposal provides a high-quality living 

environment and an appropriate standard of residential amenity 
for future occupiers, and I consider that in this respect it is 
compliant with Cambridge Local Plan (2006) policies 3/7, 3/10 
and 3/12. 

 
Refuse Arrangements 

 
8.43 Each dwelling would have its own dedicated bin storage area 

and the applicant has submitted a refuse tracking diagram to 
demonstrate that bins can be collected by the refuse team on-
site and would not have to wait outside the front of the site. A 
compliance condition has been included for the waste storage 
points to be provided in accordance with the approved plans 
and retained thereafter. 



 
8.44  In my opinion, subject to condition, the proposal is compliant 

with Cambridge Local Plan (2006) policy 3/12. 
 

Drainage 
 
8.45 It is acknowledged that the Drainage Officer has requested 

further information regarding the detailed calculations of the 
preliminary drainage strategy that has been submitted and 
confirmation from Anglian Water of their approval of the 
scheme. In my view, the calculations of this can be dealt with by 
way of a pre-commencement condition rather than prior to 
determination. In addition, the need for Anglian Water’s 
approval of the drainage scheme is typically dealt with 
separately under building regulations. As a result, I have 
recommended the standard surface water drainage condition. 

 
8.46 In my opinion, subject to conditions, the proposal is compliant 

with paragraph 103 of the NPPF (2012). 
 
 Ecology 
 
8.47 The Nature Conservation Project Officer had requested an 

ecology report to determine whether bat roost surveys are 
necessary prior to the demolition of the buildings on site due to 
the presence of mature trees on site. The initial report explained 
that the buildings have some bat roost potential and a survey of 
the building will need to be conducted. Bat roost surveys can 
only be carried out between May – September of the year. The 
Nature Conservation Project Officer believes that this should be 
done prior to determination of the application which would 
prolong the determination of the application until June at the 
earliest.  

 
8.48 In my opinion, this survey should be conducted prior to the 

formal determination of the planning application in accordance 
with the advice of the Nature Conservation Project Officer. 
However, I consider that it would be reasonable for members of 
the Planning Committee to grant officers delegated authority to 
approve the appropriate bat survey (including any follow up 
surveys if needed) and include a mitigation condition, if 
necessary, prior to issuing the formal decision notice in the 
event of approval. This would enable the Planning Committee to 
make a motion to approve the application, if supportive of the 



officer recommendation, whilst also retaining the ability for 
officers to assess and agree the bat survey, and include a 
condition if needed, after the Planning Committee motion but 
importantly before any permission is formally issued.  

 
8.49 In my opinion, subject to delegated authority being granted for 

the bat survey to be completed and agreed, and any 
appropriate mitigation condition being formulated, the proposal 
is compliant with paragraph 118 of the NPPF (2012). 
 
Highway Safety 
 

8.50 The Highway Authority has raised no objection to the 
application. It is acknowledged that concerns have been raised 
in terms of the increase in traffic movements and the conflict 
this would have with cyclist and pedestrian users. Whilst the 
vehicle movements to and from the site will likely increase, the 
proposal would consolidate the existing two vehicle entry points 
into one and has demonstrated that a safe means of egress to 
the public highway can be achieved. Conditions would be 
imposed to prevent gates being installed and the provision of 
acceptable visibility splays. The overall management and flow 
of traffic in Queen Edith’s Way and the wider area is a matter 
for the County Council to control on a more strategic, rather 
than site-specific level.  

 
8.51  In my opinion, subject to conditions, the proposal is compliant 

with Cambridge Local Plan (2006) policy 8/2. 
 

Car and Cycle Parking 
 
8.52 The proposal would provide 12 car parking spaces which is in 

accordance with the maximum standards of the Local Plan 
(2006).  

 
8.53 The application states that 24 cycle parking spaces would be 

provided in the carports which is acceptable. I have 
recommended a compliance condition for these spaces to be 
provided in accordance with the plans and retained thereafter.  

 
8.54 In my opinion, subject to condition, the proposal is compliant 

with Cambridge Local Plan (2006) policies 8/6 and 8/10.  
 

 



Third Party Representations 
 
8.55 The third party representations have been addressed in the 

table below: 
 
 The existing buildings are in 
keeping with the character of the 
area and should be retained. 
Overdevelopment/ cramped plot 
The siting and orientation of the 
dwellings is at odds with the 
character of the area. 
The development does not 
respond positively to its 
surroundings and would have a 
negative impact on the area. 
The scale and massing is too 
large.  

This has been addressed in 
paragraphs 8.7 – 8.17 of this 
report. 

Impact on environment and 
wildlife 

This has been addressed in 
paragraphs 8.47 – 8.49 of this 
report. 

Insufficient car parking This has been addressed in 
paragraph 8.39 of this report 

The development is not needed 
as there is already a 5 year 
housing supply in place. 

The principle of development 
accords with policy 5/1 of the 
Cambridge Local Plan (2006). 
The development of windfall 
sites, such as this proposal, is 
accounted for in the 5 year 
housing supply of the City 
Council. 

The drawings do not annotate the 
windows of No.7 Queen Edith’s 
Way 

The application does not have to 
annotate the precise window 
locations of neighbouring 
properties.  

There is a covenant which 
prevents any structures being 
placed within 30 feet of the 
highway. 

This is a legal matter and the 
applicant has demonstrated on 
the site plan that they would not 
be in breach of this. 

Additional traffic generated 
Highway safety concerns 

This has been addressed in 
paragraph 8.50 of this report. 

Exacerbation of surface water 
run-off from paving. 

This will be addressed in the 
surface water drainage condition 
as per paragraph 8.45 of this 



report. 
The provision of large 5-bedroom 
dwellings is inappropriate in 
Cambridge 

The site is situated in an area of 
large detached properties and I 
do not consider there to be any 
policy basis on which to resist the 
number of bedrooms proposed. 

Traffic noise and pollution from 
vehicle comings and goings 

The vehicle movements on site 
are not considered to disturb the 
amenity of adjacent properties. 
The Environmental Health Team 
has raised no objection to the 
proposal on the grounds of air 
quality. 

Disturbance from construction 
process 

This has been addressed in 
paragraph 8.38 of this report. 

Overlooking/ Loss of privacy 
Visual enclosure/ overbearing 
impact. 
Noise disturbance for future 
occupants from vehicle 
movements on site 
Overshadowing/ Loss of light 

These issues have been 
addressed in the residential 
amenity section of this report. 

The proposal is contrary to Local 
Plan (2014) policies 32, 45, 52, 
57 and 81. 

The Cambridge Local Plan 2014 
is not formally adopted yet and 
the application is assessed under 
the policies in the 2006 Local 
Plan. The application has been 
assessed against these 2006 
policies and is considered to be 
acceptable. 

The proposal fails to address the 
enforceability of the parking limit 
and visitor/ disabled parking. 
Cars will likely end up parking on 
the road rather than in garages. 
This will make it difficult for refuse 
or emergency vehicles to 
navigate the site. 

There is no obligation for visitor/ 
disabled parking on a 
development of this size. The 
access road would not form part 
of the adopted public highway 
and this could not be enforced, as 
per other private roads in the 
City. Given the sustainable 
location and level of parking 
already proposed, I do not 
consider it likely that the access 
road will be parked on 
significantly. Any blocking of the 
access road within the site would 



be a civil/ legal matter for the 
future occupants. 

The excessive parking is contrary 
to the Council’s desire to promote 
lower levels of private car 
ownership 

The proposal is in accordance 
with the maximum car parking 
standards of the Local Plan 
(2006). 

The developer is making no 
contribution to the area. 

This has been addressed in 
paragraphs 8.56 – 8.57 of this 
report. 

Shadow study insufficient. The shadow study is considered 
to be sufficient for officer’s to 
make a judgement on the likely 
impact of overshadowing and do 
not consider any further hourly 
intervals are required. 

 
 Planning Obligations (s106 Agreement) 
 
8.56 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. 

 
8.57 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. 

 
9.0 CONCLUSION 
 
9.1 In conclusion, the proposed development is considered to be in 

keeping with the character of the area and would not represent 
an overdevelopment of the plot. It would respect the amenities 
of its neighbours whilst also providing a high quality living 
environment for future occupants. Matters of drainage and tree 
protection can be controlled by way of conditions. It is 
considered that delegated authority should be granted to 



officers to ensure that the bat survey is completed and the 
results agreed with officers. Delegated authority is also 
requested for officers to include a follow up bat mitigation 
condition if necessary.  

 
10.0 RECOMMENDATION 

 
APPROVE subject to the following conditions and delegated 
authority to agree the bat emergence survey and include a bat 
mitigation condition if necessary: 
 

 
1. The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the 

expiration of three years from the date of this permission. 
   
 Reason: In accordance with the requirements of section 51 of 

the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 
 
2. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in 

accordance with the approved plans as listed on this decision 
notice. 

  
 Reason:  In the interests of good planning, for the avoidance of 

doubt and to facilitate any future application to the Local 
Planning Authority under Section 73 of the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990. 

 
3. No construction work or demolition work shall be carried out or 

plant operated other than between the following hours: 0800 
hours and 1800 hours on Monday to Friday, 0800 hours and 
1300 hours on Saturday and at no time on Sundays, Bank or 
Public Holidays. 

  
 Reason: To protect the amenity of the adjoining properties. 

(Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policy 4/13)  
  
  
 
4. There should be no collections from or deliveries to the site 

during the demolition and construction stages outside the hours 
of 0800 hours and 1800 hours on Monday to Friday, 0800 hours 
to 1300 hours on Saturday and at no time on Sundays, Bank or 
Public Holidays. 

  



 Reason: To protect the amenity of the adjoining properties. 
(Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policy 4/13)  

 
5. Prior to the commencement of the development hereby 

approved (including any pre-construction, demolition, enabling 
works or piling), the applicant shall submit a report in writing, 
regarding the demolition / construction noise and vibration 
impact associated with this development, for approval by the 
local authority.  The report shall be in accordance with the 
provisions of BS 5228:2009 Code of Practice for noise and 
vibration control on construction and open sites and include full 
details of any piling and mitigation measures to be taken to 
protect local residents from noise and or vibration. Development 
shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details. 

  
 Due to the proximity of this site to existing residential premises 

and other noise sensitive premises, impact pile driving is not 
recommended.   

  
 Reason: To protect the amenity of nearby properties 

(Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policy 4/13)  
 
6. No development shall commence until a programme of 

measures to minimise the spread of airborne dust from the site 
during the demolition / construction period has been submitted 
to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The 
development shall be implemented in accordance with the 
approved scheme.  

  
 Reason: To protect the amenity of nearby properties Cambridge 

Local Plan 2006 policy 4/13 
 
7. No development shall take place until samples of the materials 

to be used in the construction of the external surfaces of the 
development hereby permitted have been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the local planning authority.  
Development shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved details. 

  
 Reason: To ensure that the appearance of the external surfaces 

is appropriate. (Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policies 3/4, 3/12 
and 3/14) 

 



8. No development shall take place until details of both hard and 
soft landscape works have been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the local planning authority and these works shall be 
carried out as approved. 

  
 Reason: In the interests of visual amenity and to ensure that 

suitable hard and soft landscape is provided as part of the 
development. (Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policies 3/4, 3/10, 
3/11 and 3/12) 

 
9. No development shall take place until there has been submitted 

to and approved in writing by the local planning authority a plan 
indicating the positions, design, materials and type of boundary 
treatments to be erected.  The boundary treatment shall be 
completed before the use hereby permitted is commenced and 
retained thereafter unless any variation is agreed in writing by 
the local planning authority.  Development shall be carried out 
in accordance with the approved details. 

  
 Reason: To ensure an appropriate boundary treatment is 

implemented. (Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policies 3/4, 3/11 
and 3/12) 

 
10. Notwithstanding the provision of Class A of Schedule 2, Part 2 

of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted 
Development) Order 1995, (or any order revoking, amending or 
re-enacting that order) no gates shall be erected across the 
approved vehicular access unless details have first been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. 

  
 Reason: In the interests of highway safety (Cambridge Local 

Plan 2006 policy 8/2). 
 
11. The access shall be constructed with adequate drainage 

measures to prevent surface water run-off onto the adjacent 
public highway, in accordance with a scheme submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority, in 
consultation with the Highway Authority. 

  
 Reason: To prevent surface water discharging to the highway 

(Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policy 8/2). 
 



12. Two 2.0 x 2.0 metres visibility splays shall be provided as 
shown on the drawings. The splays are to be included within the 
curtilage of the site. One visibility splay is required on each side 
of the access, measured to either side of the access, with a set-
back of two metres from the highway boundary along each side 
of the access. This area shall be kept clear of all planting, 
fencing, walls and the like exceeding 600mm high. 

  
 Reason: In the interests of highway safety (Cambridge Local 

Plan 2006 policy 8/2). 
 
13. No demolition or construction works shall commence on site 

until a traffic management plan has been agreed with the 
Planning Authority. Development shall be carried out in 
accordance with the approved details.   

  
 Reason: in the interests of highway safety (Cambridge Local 

Plan 2006 Policy 8/2). 
 
14. No unbound material shall be used in the surface finish of the 

driveway within 6 metres of the highway boundary of the site. 
  
 Reason: To avoid displacement of loose material onto the 

highway in the interests of highway safety (Cambridge Local 
Plan 2006 Policy 8/2) 

 
15. Before first occupation of the dwellings, hereby permitted, the 

access shall be provided as shown on the approved drawings 
and retained in accordance with the drawings thereafter. 

  
 Reason: In the interests of highway safety (Cambridge Local 

Plan 2006 Policy 8/2) 
 
16. Prior to the commencement of development and with reference 

to BS 5837 2012, details of the specification and position of all 
protection measures and techniques to be adopted for the 
protection of any trees from damage during the course of any 
activity related to the development, shall be submitted to the 
local planning authority for its written approval in the form of an 
Arboricultural Method Statement (AMS) and Tree Protection 
Plan (TPP). 

  



 Reason: To protect the visual amenity of the area and to ensure 
the retention of the trees on the site. (Cambridge Local Plan 
2006 policies 3/4, 3/11 and 4/4) 

 
17. Prior to commencement, a site visit will be arranged with the 

retained arboriculturalist, developer and LPA Tree Officer to 
agree tree works and the location and specification of tree 
protection barriers and temporary ground protection. 

  
 Reason: To protect the visual amenity of the area and to ensure 

the retention of the trees on the site. (Cambridge Local Plan 
2006 policies 3/4, 3/11 and 4/4) 

 
18. The approved AMS and TPP will be implemented throughout 

the development and the agreed means of protection shall be 
retained on site until all equipment, and surplus materials have 
been removed from the site. Nothing shall be stored or placed 
in any area protected in accordance with this condition, and the 
ground levels within those areas shall not be altered nor shall 
any excavation be made without the prior written approval of the 
local planning authority. 

  
 Reason: To protect the visual amenity of the area and to ensure 

the retention of the trees on the site. (Cambridge Local Plan 
2006 policies 3/4, 3/11 and 4/4) 

 
19. No development shall commence until surface water drainage 

works have been implemented in accordance with details that 
have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local 
planning authority.  Before these details are submitted an 
assessment shall be carried out of the potential for disposing of 
surface water by means of a sustainable drainage system in 
accordance with the principles set out in The National Planning 
Policy Framework and associated Guidance, and the results of 
the assessment provided to the local planning authority. The 
system should be designed such that there is no surcharging for 
a 1 in 30 year event and no internal property flooding for a 1 in 
100 year event + 40% an allowance for climate change. The 
submitted details shall: 

 i. provide information about the design storm period and 
intensity, the method employed to delay and control the surface 
water discharged from the site and the measures taken to 
prevent pollution of the receiving groundwater and/or surface 
waters; and 



 ii. provide a management and maintenance plan for the lifetime 
of the development which shall include the arrangements for 
adoption by any public authority or statutory undertaker and any 
other arrangements to secure the operation of the scheme 
throughout its lifetime. 

 iii. The surface water drainage scheme shall be managed and 
maintained thereafter in accordance with the agreed details and 
management and maintenance plan. 

  
 Reason: To minimise flood risk (Paragraph 103 of the National 

Planning Policy Framework (2012)). 
 
20. No development shall take place within the area indicated until 

the applicant, or their agents or successors in title, has secured 
the implementation of a programme of archaeological work in 
accordance with a written scheme of investigation which has 
been submitted by the applicant and approved in writing by the 
local planning authority. 

  
 Reason: To secure the preservation of the archaeological 

interest of the area either by record or in situ as appropriate. 
(Local Plan 2006 Policy 4/9) 

 
21. The windows identified as having obscured glass on drawing 

numbers P-02 D, P-03 D, P-04 F, P-05 E shall be obscure 
glazed to a minimum level of obscurity to conform to Pilkington 
Glass level 3 or equivalent prior to commencement of use and 
shall have restrictors to ensure that the window cannot be 
opened more than 45 degrees beyond the plane of the adjacent 
wall and shall be retained as such thereafter. 

  
 Reason: In the interests of residential amenity (Cambridge 

Local Plan 2006 policies 3/4 and 3/12). 
 
22. Prior to occupation of the development hereby approved, the 

cycle parking shall be provided as shown on drawing number P-
01 Rev M and retained thereafter unless otherwise agreed in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

  
 Reason: To ensure appropriate provision for the secure storage 

of bicycles. (Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policy 8/6) 
 



23. Prior to occupation of the development hereby approved, the 
refuse arrangements shall be provided as shown on drawing 
number P-01 Rev M and retained thereafter unless otherwise 
agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

  
 Reason: To protect the amenities of nearby residents/occupiers 

and in the interests of visual amenity. Cambridge Local Plan 
2006 policies 3/12 and 4/13 

 
INFORMATIVE: Dust condition informative 

  
 To satisfy the condition requiring the submission of a program 

of measures to control airborne dust above, the applicant 
should have regard to:  

  
 -Council's Supplementary Planning Document - "Sustainable 

Design and Construction 2007":  
 http://www.cambridge.gov.uk/public/docs/sustainable-design-

and-construction-spd.pdf  
  
 -Guidance on the assessment of dust from demolition and 

construction 
  http://iaqm.co.uk/wp-

content/uploads/guidance/iaqm_guidance_report_draft1.4.pdf 
  
 - Air Quality Monitoring in the Vicinity of Demolition and 

Construction Sites 2012 
 http://www.iaqm.co.uk/wp-

content/uploads/guidance/monitoring_construction_sites_2012.
pdf 

  
 -Control of dust and emissions during construction and 

demolition - supplementary planning guidance 
 https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Dust%20and%20E

missions%20SPG%208%20July%202014_0.pdf 
 
 INFORMATIVE: In order to meet the hard and soft landscaping 

condition (no.8) the following information should be submitted to 
the Local Planning Authority: 

 Hard Landcape works shall include: 
 - proposed finished levels;  
 - means of enclosure;  
 - car & cycle parking layouts,  
 - other vehicle and pedestrian access and circulation areas;  



 - hard surfacing materials;  
 - external lighting layouts;  
 - proposed and existing functional services above and below 

ground (e.g. drainage, power, communications cables, pipelines 
indicating lines, manholes, supports).  

 - hard boundary treatments 
 Soft landscape works shall include: 
 - works proposed to restore, mitigate or replace planting at key 

aspects such as between neighbours, along street frontages or 
in the vicinity of existing trees and hedges which are being 
retained. 

 - Tree planting strategy and specification of new trees 
 - Tree pit details  
 - Soft boundary treatments 
 
 INFORMATIVE: Traffic Management Plan informative: The 

principle areas of concern that should be addressed are: 
 i. Movements and control of muck away lorries (wherever 

possible all loading and unloading should be undertaken off the 
adopted public highway) 

 ii. Contractor parking, for both phases (wherever possible all 
such parking should be within the curtilage of the site and not 
on street). 

 iii. Movements and control of all deliveries (wherever possible 
all loading and unloading should be undertaken off the adopted 
public highway) 

 iv. Control of dust, mud and debris, please note it is an offence 
under the Highways Act 1980 to deposit mud or debris onto the 
adopted public highway. 

 


