
 
 
 
 

 
PLANNING COMMITTEE         26th April 2017 

 
Application 
Number 

17/0093/FUL Agenda 
Item 

 

Date Received 24th January 2017 Officer Charlotte 
Burton 

Target Date 21st March 2017   
Ward Petersfield   
Site 55 Mill Road Cambridge CB1 2AW 
Proposal Demolition of existing single storey garage and the 

erection of a one and a half-storey sunken 
apartment 

Applicant Mr Patrick Horsley 
46 Royston Road Harston CB22 7NH  

 

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

The current proposal is a resubmission 
of a scheme which has an extant 
planning consent, which is a material 
consideration.  

 
The principle of development has been 
established by the extant consent.  
 
The impact of the proposal – including 
the impact on the Conservation Area 
and the impact on residential amenity - 
would be the same as the extant 
consent.  
 

RECOMMENDATION APPROVAL 

 
1.0 SITE DESCRIPTION/AREA CONTEXT 
 
1.1 The site is located to the rear of No. 55 Mill Road and is 

currently occupied by a single storey, flat roof double garage 
with dropped kerb access from Emery Street.  The garage 
abuts the northern, western and eastern site boundaries.  No. 
55 has a two storey outrigger and is understood to be currently 
occupied as a House in Multiple Occupation (HMO).   



1.2 There is a shared access passageway to the rear of the 
properties along Mill Road. To the north is No. 1 Emery Street 
which forms the end of a traditional terrace.  To the east is No. 
57 Mill Road with rear garden.  The surrounding area is 
predominantly residential with mixed residential and commercial 
uses fronting onto Mill Road.   
 

1.3 The site falls within the Mill Road Area of the Central 
Conservation Area and within the Controlled Parking Zone.  
There are no other relevant site constraints.  

 
2.0 THE PROPOSAL 
 

2.1 The proposal is for the demolition of the existing garage and 
erection of a one bedroom residential unit.   The building would 
be sunken into the ground by 300mm and it would have a pitch 
roof.  The proposal includes associated bin store and cycle 
parking, and would be car-free.  

 

2.2 The application is accompanied by the following supporting 
information: 

 

1. Design and Access Statement; 

2. Daylight Assessment including Shadow Analysis. 
 
3.0 SITE HISTORY 
 

  Reference Description Outcome 
13/1631/FUL Demolition of existing single 

storey garage and erection of a 
one and a half storey sunken 
apartment. 
 

Appeal 
allowed 

13/0459/FUL The proposal is to provide a 
single bedroom 2 storey 
apartment dwelling.  The 
proposal includes the demolition 
of the existing single storey 
garage. 

Application 
withdrawn 

 
3.1 A copy of the Inspector’s Decision letter in relation to the appeal 

of 13/1631/FUL is attached. 
 



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 3/10 3/11 3/12  

4/11 4/13  

5/1 

8/2 8/6 8/10  

 
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 

Supplementary 
Planning 
Guidance 

Sustainable Design and Construction (May 
2007) 

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



Material 
Considerations 

City Wide Guidance 
 
Cycle Parking Guide for New Residential 
Developments (2010) 
 

 Area Guidelines 
 
Mill Road Area Conservation Area Appraisal 
(2011) 
 

 
5.4 Status of Proposed Submission – Cambridge Local Plan 
 

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

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

6.0 CONSULTATIONS 
 
6.1 Cambridgeshire County Council (Highways Development 
 Management) 
 

The proposal will displace the car parking provision for the 
existing dwelling and, as this dwelling will continue to retain 
access to residents’ Permits within the Residents’ Parking 
Scheme operating in the area, this additional demand is most 
likely to appear on-street in competition with existing residential 
uses.  Whilst this is unlikely to result in any significant adverse 
impact upon highway safety, there is potentially an impact upon 
residential amenity.  The residents of the new dwelling will not 
qualify for Residents' Permits (other than visitor permits).  



 
Recommended conditions and informative: 
 

- Redundant kerb 
- Traffic management plan 
- Highways informative 

 
6.2 Urban Design and Conservation Team 

 
No objection. This is a renewal of a previous application granted 
approval under appeal and the previous conservation 
comments still apply. Provided that the detailing of the gable 
ends and the materials can be agreed, this proposal can be 
supported as it will not be detrimental to the character or 
appearance of the conservation area. It therefore complies with 
policy 4/11. 
 
Recommended conditions: 

- External joinery 
- Brickwork details 
- Roof details 

 
6.3 Environmental Health 

 
No objection. Recommended conditions and informatives: 

- Construction hours 
- Dust informative 
- Contamination informative 

 
6.4 Sustainable Drainage Engineer 
 

It is not possible to comment. Surface water drainage and foul 
water drainage details have not been submitted to the local 
planning authority.  
 

6.5 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 objecting to the proposal: 
 



- 57 Mill Road  
- 34 Emery Street 
- 36 Emery Street 

 
7.2 The representations can be summarised as follows: 
 

- Lack of car parking and additional pressure on 
residents’ parking spaces.  

- Zinc cladding is an inappropriate material for the 
Conservation Area which is predominantly slate roofed.  

- Out of keeping and detracts from the character of the 
Conservation Area. 

- No precedent for flats within the current housing stock. 
- Overcrowding of unit.  
- The proposal should be considered as part of Emery 

Street, not Mill Road. 
- Lack of amenity space for occupants of No. 55 HMO.  
- Inaccuracies in the applicant’s Daylight and Sunlight 

Assessment and Shadow Study. 
- Loss of light, overbearing and noise impact on No. 55.  

 
7.3 Councillor Sinnott for Petersfield Ward has also commented on 

the application, which can be summarised as follows: 
 

- Inaccuracies in the applicant’s Daylight and Sunlight 
Assessment and Shadow Study. 

- Effectiveness of zinc roof for noise insulation and noise 
from falling rain.  

 
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 / Impact on 
the character and appearance of the Conservation Area 

3. Residential amenity 



4. Refuse arrangements 

5. Highway safety 

6. Car and cycle parking 

7. Drainage 

8. Third party representations 

9. Planning Obligations 
 

Principle of Development 
 
8.2 The site has an extant consent for the same scheme, which 

expires on 25 July 2017.  The current application effectively 
seeks to extend the implementation period.  As such, the 
scheme could be implemented, subject to discharging a pre-
commencement condition relating to materials.  This is the fall-
back situation which changes the circumstances compared to 
the previous application, and is a material consideration in the 
assessment of the current application.   

 
8.3 The extant consent establishes the principle of development on 

this site and I have no reason to take a different view.  
Cambridge Local Plan (2006) policy 5/1 supports development 
for housing, stating, “Proposals for housing development on 
windfall sites shall be permitted subject to the existing land use 
compatibility with adjoining uses”.  The site sits within a 
residential area and as such in my view, the principle of 
residential development on this site is acceptable. 

 
Context of site, design and external spaces / Impact on the 
character and appearance of the Conservation Area 

 
8.4 The scheme could be built under the extant consent, subject to 

discharge of the pre-commencement condition.  This is the fall-
back situation against which the current application must be 
assessed.  The impact on the Conservation Area would be the 
same as could be built under the extant consent.  For this 
reason, in my opinion, there would be no valid planning 
justification to refuse the application on the grounds of the 
impact on the character and appearance of the Conservation 
Area.   

 
8.5 Notwithstanding this, I have set out the reasons for the 

Council’s view below. The Council concluded on the previous 



application that the scheme would not harm the character and 
appearance of the Conservation Area and the Inspector 
concurred with this view (paragraph 12).  The Conservation 
Team continues to support the scheme.   

 
8.6 The site is situated to the rear of No.55 Mill Road with a 

frontage onto Emery Street.  Access to the site would be from 
Emery Street.  The site therefore has a much stronger 
association with the residential character of Emery Street, 
rather than the more mixed residential and commercial 
character of Mill Road.  The wider surrounding area comprises 
a mix of uses, including retail, cafes, takeaways and residential.   

 
8.7 In terms of the scale and mass of the building, it would be 

subordinate to the residential dwellings of Emery Street and Mill 
Road, and is sunken into the ground by 300mm.  This helps to 
reduce the visual impact of the building.  I consider that the 
general scale of the building is acceptable, particularly given 
that the former garage was of a domestic scale and occupied a 
small area.  The height of the proposed building would appear 
subordinate and not obtrusive in the street scene. 

 
8.8 The design is contemporary and a contrast from the Victorian 

architecture of Emery Street.  This approach picks up on 
elements of the traditional Victorian era.  By introducing a 
modern design within a strong historic environment, it is 
therefore necessary to ensure that the design is of high enough 
quality and does not harm the character of the street.  I share 
their previous case officer’s view that it is plausible to design a 
modern building to fit in with the historic character of an area, 
provided that attention is given to the scale, mass and materials 
of a building.  I concur that in terms of the design and scale of 
the proposal, it succeeds in providing a complete contrast which 
is distinctive and complementary to the historic environment 
and picks up on the existing material palette within the locality. 

 
8.9 The Inspector attached a condition for submission of a materials 

sample, and I have recommended the same condition.  In my 
opinion this condition would be reasonable in order to control 
the appearance of the building and the impact on the 
Conservation Area.  I have not recommended the conditions 
requested by the Conservation Team for details of external 
joinery and roof details, as these were not attached to the 



extant consent and therefore, in my opinion, would not be 
reasonable.  

 
8.10 For these reasons, in my opinion the proposal is compliant with 

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

 
Residential Amenity 

 
8.11 The nearest residential properties are No. 57 Mill Road to the 

east and No. 1 Emery Street to the north.  The impact on the 
amenity of the current and future occupiers of No. 55 HMO is 
also a material consideration.   

 
8.12 The impact on the private amenity space of No.57 was the 

reason officers refused the previous application for the same 
scheme.  The concern was with regard to the overbearing and 
overshadowing impact.  The Inspector took a different view and 
concluded that the proposal would not be harmful to their living 
conditions.  This was on the basis that the proposed side 
elevation along the boundary would be 2.5m high to the eaves, 
which is the same as the existing flat-roof garage; and that the 
increase in the length of the building along the boundary, and 
the slope of the pitched roof, would not have a significant 
adverse impact compared to the fall-back permitted 
development situation (erection of a 2m high boundary wall).  

 
8.13 While I acknowledge that the Inspector’s conclusion is contrary 

to the Council’s assessment of the previous application, the 
appeal decision changes the circumstances for the current 
planning application.  The extant consent is the fall-back 
situation and the impact of the current proposal must be 
assessed against this.  As the current proposal is for the same 
scheme as the extant consent, the impact on residential 
amenity is also the same.  For this reason, I must conclude that 
the impact on residential amenity would be acceptable and 
there would no planning justification to refuse the application on 
the grounds of the impact on residential amenity.   

 
8.14 Third parties have raised concerns about the accuracy of the 

applicant’s Daylight Assessment and Shadow Analysis and the 
Inspector’s assessment of the previous application.  I have 
considered these concerns below, however, as they do not alter 
the validity of the extant consent, it does not alter my conclusion 



that there would no planning justification to refuse the current 
application.  Any concerns about the Inspector’s assessment of 
the previous application should have been addressed as part of 
the appeal process and cannot be resolved through the current 
application.   

 
8.15 The owners of No. 57 have raised concern that the applicant’s 

Daylight Assessment, which is the same version as submitted 
for the previous application.  They note that the assessment 
does not include their ground and first floor windows on their 
rear outrigger, some of which serve habitable rooms.  In my 
opinion, as the calculations show the impact on the windows 
assessed would be significantly within acceptable limits, and the 
proposal would be to the north west of these windows, the 
impact on the omitted windows is also very likely to be 
acceptable.   

 
8.16 The third parties have also raised concern that the Inspector did 

not take into account the studio at the rear of their property and 
the air raid shelter at the rear of the outrigger, which limit the 
amount of useable outdoor amenity space.  The Inspector noted 
that the building would extend approximately 1.3m along the 
boundary to the south of the existing garage.  The Inspector 
also commented that the 2.5m high elevation along the 
boundary would have an acceptable impact compared to a 2m 
high boundary that could be erected under permitted 
development, and that the pitched roof would slope away from 
the neighbouring property.  Therefore, in my opinion, the impact 
on their amenity space was adequately assessed.  As these 
features were present previously there is little justification to 
differ in view from the Inspector.  

 
8.17 I have recommended the same condition to remove permitted 

development rights for windows and dormers on the eastern 
elevation and roof slope as attached to the extant consent, 
which in my opinion is reasonable to protect the privacy of the 
occupants of No. 57.  I have also recommended the same 
condition to control construction hours, and I have 
recommended the informatives requested by the Environmental 
Health Team.  

 
8.18 For these reasons, in my opinion the proposal adequately 

respects the residential amenity of its neighbours and the 
constraints of the site compared to the fall-back situation and I 



consider that it is compliant with Cambridge Local Plan (2006) 
policies 3/4, 3/7 and 3/10. 

 
8.19 The proposed dwelling would not provide any outdoor amenity 

space for the occupants.  However, given the central location of 
the site, there are alternative facilities nearby.  The proposed 
dwelling itself would provide a high quality living environment 
with good connections to shops and public transport routes.    

 
8.20 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 and 
3/12. 

 
Refuse Arrangements 

 
8.21 The proposal shows provision of three bins associated with the 

dwelling, in accordance with the Council’s waste management 
requirements.  They appear to be in a secure compound, 
adjacent to the dwelling and the bins can be easily moved to the 
front on collection days, without disrupting free flow of 
pedestrian and vehicular traffic. 

 
8.22 These details are the same as the extant consent. In my opinion 

the proposal is compliant with Cambridge Local Plan (2006) 
policy 3/12. 

 
Highway safety  
 

8.23 The Highways Authority has recommended a condition for the 
dropped kerb on Emery Street to be reinstated.  In my opinion, 
this condition would not be reasonable, as it was not included 
on the extant consent, which means the scheme could be built 
without this requirement.  For the same reason, it would also 
not be reasonable to recommend the condition for a traffic 
management plan requested by the Highways Authority, which 
was not included on the extant consent. 
 

8.24 In my opinion the proposal is compliant with Cambridge Local 
Plan (2006) policy 8/2. 
 
 
 



Car and Cycle Parking 
 
8.25 The proposed development would include the loss of garage 

parking for the existing dwelling and car free development for 
the proposed unit.  This is the same as the extant consent.  The 
case officer on the previous scheme considered that, given the 
central location and good connections to public transport routes, 
a car parking space was not required, and I concur with this 
assessment.   

 
8.26 While I acknowledge the Highways Authority’s comments and 

third party representations with regard to the additional demand 
for on-street parking within the controlled parking zone, as the 
impact of the proposal would be the same as the extant 
consent, in my opinion there would be no planning justification 
to refuse the application on the basis of a lack of car parking 
spaces.   

 
8.27 In terms of cycle parking, two cycles are shown in a secure 

compound.  This level of provision is acceptable and is the 
same as the extant consent.   

 
8.28 These details are the same as the extant consent.  In my 

opinion the proposal is compliant with Cambridge Local Plan 
(2006) policies 8/6 and 8/10.  

 
Drainage 

 
8.29 The Sustainable Drainage Engineer has commented that details 

are required of the surface water drainage and foul water 
drainage systems.  I note that these were not included in the 
previous application and the Inspector did not deem it 
necessary to condition this information. As such, in my opinion, 
in these particular circumstances, I consider it would not be 
reasonable to request or condition this information, given the 
scheme could currently be built without this.  For this reason, I 
consider the current proposal is acceptable in this regard.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Third Party Representations 
 
8.30 I have responded to these as follows: 
 

Comment Response 

Lack of car parking and 
additional pressure on 
residents’ parking spaces.  

Paragraph 8.26. 

Zinc cladding is an 
inappropriate material for the 
Conservation Area which is 
predominantly slate roofed.  

Paragraphs 8.4-8.10. 

Out of keeping and detracts 
from the character of the 
Conservation Area. 

Paragraphs 8.4-8.10. 

No precedent for flats within 
the current housing stock. 

Paragraphs 8.4-8.10. 

Overcrowding of unit.  As there is extant consent for 
the scheme, I must conclude 
that the proposal would be 
acceptable in this regard.  

The proposal should be 
considered as part of Emery 
Street, not Mill Road. 

Paragraphs 8.4-8.10. 

Lack of amenity space for 
occupants of No. 55 HMO.  

As there is extant consent for 
the scheme, I must conclude 
that the proposal would be 
acceptable in this regard.  In 
addition, the proposal is for a 
one-bed property which would 
be close to Parkers Piece, 
Petersfield and Donkey 
Common, which provides 
excellent access to external 
space. 

Inaccuracies in the applicant’s 
Daylight and Sunlight 
Assessment and Shadow 
Study. 

Paragraphs 8.15.8-16. 

Loss of light, overbearing and 
noise impact on No. 55.  

Paragraphs 8.15.8-18. 

   
 



Planning Obligation Strategy 
 
8.31 The previous consent was subject to planning obligations 

relating to open space, community facilities, waste and 
recycling and monitoring, which was secured through a legal 
agreement.   

 
8.32 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. 

 
8.33 The guidance states that contributions should not be sought 

from developments of 10-units or fewer, and which have a 
maximum combined gross floor space of no more than 
1000sqm. This is a material consideration which I must give 
weight to and a change in circumstances since the previous 
application.  The proposal represents a small scale 
development and as such no tariff style planning obligation is 
considered necessary. 

 
9.0 CONCLUSION 
 
9.1 The current proposal is a resubmission of a scheme which has 

an extant planning consent due to expire in July 2017.  While I 
acknowledge that the scheme was previously refused by 
officers under delegated powers, the appeal decision to allow 
the scheme is a material consideration which changes the 
circumstances for assessing the current application.  The 
current application must be assessed against the fall-back 
situation, which is that the scheme could be built under the 
extant consent, subject to discharge of a pre-commencement 
condition.  The principle of development has been established 
and the impact of the proposal – including the impact on the 
Conservation Area and the impact on residential amenity - 
would be the same as what could be built under the extant 
consent.  As a result, I conclude that the current proposal is 
acceptable compared to the fall-back situation and, in my 

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


opinion, there would be no planning justification to refuse the 
application.    

 
10.0 RECOMMENDATION 

 
APPROVE subject to completion of the s106 Agreement and 
the following conditions: 

 
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 development shall take place until samples of the materials 

to be used in the construction of the external surfaces of the 
building 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 preserve and enhance the Conservation Area 

(Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policies 3/4, 3/12 and 4/11). 
 
4. Demolition or construction works shall not take place outside 

0800 hours to 1800 hours Mondays to Fridays and 0800 hours 
to 1300 hours on Saturdays nor at any time on Sundays or 
Bank Holidays. 

  
 Reason: To protect the amenity of the adjoining properties. 

(Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policy 4/13). 
 



5. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country 
Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 1995 (or any 
order revoking, re-enacting or modifying that Order), no 
windows or dormer windows shall be constructed on the 
eastern elevation or eastern-facing roof slope of the dwelling 
hereby permitted. 

  
 Reason: In the interests of residential amenity (Cambridge 

Local Plan 2006 policies 3/10 and 3/12). 
 
 INFORMATIVE: Highways: 
  
 This development involves work to the public highway that will 

require the approval of the County Council as Highway 
Authority. It is an OFFENCE to carry out any works within the 
public highway, which includes a public right of way, without the 
permission of the Highway Authority. Please note that it is the 
applicant's responsibility to ensure that, in addition to planning 
permission, any necessary consents or approvals under the 
Highways Act 1980 and the New Roads and Street Works Act 
1991 are also obtained from the County Council.     

  
 No part of any structure may overhang or encroach under or 

upon the public highway unless licensed by the Highway 
Authority and no gate / door / ground floor window shall open 
outwards over the public highway. 

  
 Public Utility apparatus may be affected by this proposal. 

Contact the appropriate utility service to reach agreement on 
any necessary alterations, the cost of which must be borne by 
the applicant. 

  
 The developer is advised that part of the proposed structure 

supports the public highway. Prior to commencement the 
developer must contact the Highway Authority to provide an 
Approval In Principle document in accordance with BD2 Volume 
1 Highway Structures: Approval Procedures and General 
Design, Section 1 Approval Procedures of the Design Manual 
for Roads and Bridges. 

 
  
 
 
 



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: Contaminated land informative 
  
 If during the works contamination is encountered, the LPA 

should be informed, additional contamination shall be fully 
assessed and an appropriate remediation scheme agreed with 
the LPA. The applicant/agent to need to satisfy themselves as 
to the condition of the land / area and its proposed use, to 
ensure a premises prejudicial to health situation does not arise 
in the future. 

 
 
 


