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INTRODUCTION 
 
A.1 This application follows a previous application for 112 

residential units on the site (LPA Ref 09/0382/FUL), which was 
recommended for refusal by officers and refused by Committee 
in July 2009.  The refusal was then the subject of an appeal, an 
Informal Hearing, which was dismissed by the Inspector.  The 
decision letter of the Inspector accepted the principle of 
residential development on the site, but expressed strong views 
about certain elements of that earlier proposal.  That decision 
letter and the views expressed in it must be regarded as an 
important material consideration in coming to a view about the 
appropriateness of this current proposal for the residential 
development of the same site. 

 
A.2 The reasons for refusal of the previous application are given in 

full in paragraph 3.1 of the report below and the decision letter 
of the Inspector is attached as Appendix A to this report.  Both 
will be referred to in this report.       
 
 



1.0 SITE DESCRIPTION/AREA CONTEXT 
 
1.1 The application site is an area between Newmarket Road and 

Harvest Way.  It occupies the central portion of the block 
between Coldhams Lane and Abbey Street.  It is given in the 
application form as being 0.35 hectares in area and measures 
85m from east to west, tapering from 42m deep at the eastern 
end to 37m deep at the western end.  It is currently in Class B8 
warehouse use.   

 
1.2 The site forms a part of allocated site 7.01 in the proposals 

schedule of the Cambridge Local Plan (2006). This wider site 
includes all the land between Newmarket Road and Harvest 
Way from Occupation Road to Coldhams Lane (except for the 
Halfway House site at the corner of Harvest Way and New 
Street), as well as additional plots on the east side of 
Occupation Road, and the Mackay’s site to the east of the 
Crown Court building on East Road. The site is allocated for 
employment, Class B1 use (offices, research and light industry), 
housing, and student hostels.   

 
1.3 Both sides of Newmarket Road in this area are primarily 

commercial. There is a mix of shops, offices and other 
commercial activities, but there are also a few residential uses 
at first-floor level, and occasionally at ground floor level too. The 
church of St Andrew-the-Less lies opposite the site on the north 
side of Newmarket Road. Behind the commercial premises on 
the north side of Newmarket Road are two-storey terraced 
houses in Godesdone Road, Beche Road and Beche Court.  To 
the south of the site in the island between Harvest Way and 
New Street are a small open space and allotments, and to the 
south-west, two- and three-storey housing on the former 
Simpers ropeworks site.  Beyond the allotments are two-storey 
houses on the south side of New Street.  East of the site in Site 
7.01, between it and Coldham’s Lane, a 219-bedroom hotel has 
recently been approved.  West of the site between Harvest Way 
and Newmarket Road is Cambridge refrigeration Technology 
(CRT)  

 
1.4 The site is not within any conservation area, but the Riverside 

part of the City of Cambridge Conservation Area No.1 (Central) 
lies approximately 50m to the north on the far side of 
Newmarket Road. The site is outside the controlled parking 
zone (CPZ). 



 
1.5 There are no trees on the site.  
 
2.0 THE PROPOSAL 
 
2.1 The application seeks full planning permission to erect a mixed-

use building containing 75 flats (30 affordable and 45 private 
units), and a basement containing 50 car parking spaces and 
136 cycle parking spaces.   

 
Table 2.1 Unit tenure and size 

 
 1-bed 2-bed 3-bed Total 
Affordable 
 

3 16 4 23 

Shared 
equity 

7 0 0 7 

Market 
 

15 23 7 45 

Total 
 

25 39 11 75 

 
2.2 Permission is also sought for provision of a commercial space 

at ground floor level comprising 174m2 to be used for A1, A2, 
B1(a) or D1 uses (in the alternative); and associated 
infrastructure (all following demolition of the existing building). 

 
2.3 The building would have an ‘E’-shaped footprint, with the long 

stroke on an west-east axis along and parallel with Newmarket 
Road; the three short strokes (wings) are on a north-south axis 
extending south towards Harvest Way. The overall dimensions 
would be 82m east-to-west, and a maximum 32m north-to-
south, though the ‘short strokes’ project only about 21.5 metres 
south from the south side of the ‘long stroke’.  The commercial 
or community space would occupy the western end of the 
Newmarket Road frontage at ground floor level and have 
stepped and ramped access, with the entrance to the flats 
immediately to the east (again with ramped and stepped 
access) and a store to the east of the entrance.  The rest of the 
Newmarket Road ground floor frontage, the eastern part, is 
occupied by 4 flats (2 x 3-bedroom; 1 x 2-bedroom; and 1 x 1-
bedroom), all of which are affordable and the three which (the 2 
and 3-bed units) are flats designed to cater for wheelchair 
users.   Flats above, and in the southern wings would gain 



access either through the main entrance off Newmarket Road, 
or through a main ‘rear’ entrance in the eastern rear ‘wing’ or a 
secondary ‘rear’ access in the west side of the western of the 
rear ‘wings’, from Harvest Way.  Above the ground floor, flats 
would occupy three substantially complete floors (the first 
complete but with the second and third floors stepping back 
progressively on each floor from the Harvest Way frontage – by 
3.6m in the east and central wings and 2.7m in the western 
wing) and with a much reduced footprint on the fourth, the top 
floor, (the fifth level of accommodation) where the 
accommodation would be between 11 and 12 metres from the 
Harvest Way frontage, and about 4 metres back from the front 
of the building (between 8 and 12 metres from the site 
boundary) on the Newmarket Road frontage.  Access above the 
ground floor level would be by way of three lift and stair cores, 
one in each wing.  A more detailed analysis of the heights of 
various components of the proposed building and the previously 
refused residential block is included in the assessment, in 
paragraphs 8.16 and 8.22 below. 

 
 Newmarket Road Elevation 
 
2.4 The Newmarket Road elevation has an essentially common 

parapet height of about 12.4m above street level, save for the 
three, recessed, fourth floor elements which rise to 15.2 metres 
(with a much smaller lift overrun on each element rising to 16.2 
metres).  The top storey is divided into three parts with the two 
smaller side elements, both set in about 2.8m – 3 m from the 
outer ends of the frontage brickwork, each about 9.2 m from the 
much wider, central, roof top element.  The frontage would be 
articulated from first to fourth floor level in the following way: 

 
� the commercial or community space and the flats above 

(occupying the western end of the Newmarket Road 
frontage) projecting about 2.6 metres forward of the 
accommodation above the entrance.  This forward projection 
would be extensively glazed at ground floor level (but flanked 
by brick) and above would be buff brick clad with irregular 
fenestration, including 5 projecting copper clad box windows; 

 
� the entrance would be framed glazing and above each floor 

would have full height glazing to either side with timber 
panelling in the centre; 

 



� the remainder of the elevation, save for the very eastern end 
of the frontage would see the use of four full height elements 
of buff brickwork, on a common building line, interspersed 
with three full height projecting bays, finished in ‘sand’ 
coloured rainscreen paneling, that stand 1 metre forward of 
the brickwork.  Neither the brickwork recesses nor the 
rainscreen bays are of consistent widths and the windows 
with timber vent panels to the side shown in the projecting 
bays would be fairly consistent, providing a good contrast 
with the windows in the brickwork which are more irregular 
and, again, include some copper clad projecting box 
windows; 

 
� at the very eastern end there would be 2.2m wide full height 

glazed windows flanked by a timber vent panel adjacent to 
and flush with the adjacent brickwork and then a step back of 
2 metres to the same timber and glazing pattern repeated in 
a recessed position.  This set back is to ensure that this 
eastern corner of the building relates better to the corner of 
the hotel on the adjacent site. 

 
� The three top floor elements set back from the main building 

frontage by about four metres, as explained in 2.3 above, 
would be finished in a proprietary render system, colour off 
white. 

 
2.5 Although I have described the pattern of windows as irregular 

there is a hierarchy to the size of windows which, in turn, relates 
to the use of the room the window serves. 

  
2.6 A strip of land along the Newmarket Road edge of the site 

would be given up to create an extension to the westbound bus 
lane and a new footpath created along the site frontage.     

 
2.7 In all, the building, except at the western end, is significantly, at 

least 2 metres, further back from the new pavement and 
carriageway than the scheme last considered, with the face of 
the building varying between 5 and 7 metres from the pavement 
except at the very eastern corner where the distance would be 
9 metres.  This space between the building and the pavement 
would provide a landscape strip, separating the four ground-
floor affordable units from the Newmarket Road footway.  The 
stepping back of the building, save for the western end, allows 



enough space for trees to be planted along the Newmarket 
Road frontage. 

 
 Side Elevations 
 
 2.8 The side elevations are both to be of buff brick, other than on 

the set back top floor where the proprietary render system, 
colour off white, referred to in 2.3v) above will be used.  In the 
east elevation, facing the site of the proposed hotel, there will 
be openings at ground floor level where the access to the 
basement is proposed and at first floor and above a more 
regular window pattern and some balconies.  The Newmarket 
Road end of the elevation will have full height glazing matching 
the street elevation at this corner; and at the rear each ‘step’ of 
the first to fourth floors will also have full height g at this corner 
of the elevation.  The west elevation windows are of different 
sizes but in vertical alignments with the regularity of the vertical 
line broken only by three copper-clad projecting box windows.  
Glass balustrades mark the stepping up and back of the levels 
from Harvest Way.   

 
Harvest Way Elevation 
 

2.9 The Harvest Way aspect comprises the three rear ‘wings’ with 
courtyards and the rear wall of the Newmarket Road block 
between.  The east and central wings are both about 19.4m 
wide, and extend out to within about a metre of the site 
boundary with the Harvest Way footpath; the west end wing 
would be only 9.2m wide and set a little less than 3 metres from 
the highway boundary.  All three wings have a southern edge of 
brickwork rising to a 2-storey height of about 6.8m with a 
900mm frosted glass balustrade above that.  In the central 
‘wing’ both the floors provide residential accommodation; in the 
western ‘wing’ the ground floor is given over to refuse storage 
and an access, and in the eastern ‘wing’ the ground floor is 
given over (east to west) to access to and egress from the 
basement car park, the major pedestrian access from Harvest 
Way, and a further refuse store.  A separate access to the 
basement cycle parking is immediately east of the east ‘wing’.  
Above first floor level, as previously described, the building 
steps up away from the street on each floor and windows are 
not symmetrical, though there is full height glazing at both 
corners of the east and central ‘wings‘, and full height glazing at 
the southeast corner of the western ‘wing’.  Again, the rear 



elevation of the three ‘wings’ is predominantly brick.  In the 
much-recessed top floor, full height windows predominate and 
the finish material continues as a proprietary render system, 
colour off white.   

 
2.10 The south facing walls of the courtyard, the rear walls of the 

Newmarket Road block, are also to be finished in proprietary 
render system, colour off white.  The windows in these two 
walls are more symmetrical than any other walls.     

 
2.11 The courtyards would be raised, respectively, about 1 metre 

(west) and 1.2m (east) above the pavement level of Harvest 
Way and would be closed off from the street with gabion walls 
topped with railings.  There would be no access from the street.   
The set back of the western wing allows for a servicing lay-by to 
be provided at the western end of the Harvest Way frontage.  

 
 Additional Information 
 
2.12 Since the submission of the application amended plans have 

been submitted, creating a frame to the entrance to the 
commercial or community space and proposing some changes 
to the landscaping between the front of the building and the 
proposed Newmarket Road footway. 

  



Table 2.2: Accommodation provided 

Ground 
floor 

Commercial space 
Affordable flats 
Shared residency 
flats 
Private flats 
 

174m2 
One 1-bed, two 2-bed, two 3-
bed 
One 1-bed 
One 1-bed, two 2-bed, two 3-
bed 

First floor Affordable flats 
Shared residency 
flats 
Private flats 
 

One 1-bed, five 2-bed, two 3-
bed 
Three 1-bed 
Three 1-bed, four 2-bed, two 3-
bed 

Second 
floor 

Affordable flats 
Shared residency 
flats 
Private flats 
 

One 1-bed, six 2-bed 
Three 1-bed 
Three 1-bed, five 2-bed, one 3-
bed 

Third floor Affordable flats 
Private flats 
 

Three 2-bed 
Five 1-bed, nine 2-bed 

Fourth floor Private flats 
 

One 1-bed, three 2-bed, two 3-
bed 

 
2.13 The application is accompanied by the following supporting 

information: 
  

1. Planning, Design and Access Statement (including                     
affordable housing and landscape statement) 

2. Transport Assessment 
3. Noise survey and Assessment 
4. Ground Investigation Report 
5. Air Quality Report 
6. Energy and Sustainability Report 
7. Sustainability Statement 
8. Ecological Appraisal 
9. Foul and Surface Water Disposal Strategy 
10. Utilities Statement 
11. Archaeological Desktop Assessment 
12. Ventilation and Extraction Statement 
13.  Site Waste Management Plan 
14.  Public Art Delivery Plan 

 
 
 



3.0 SITE HISTORY 

 
3.1 On the wider ‘Eastern Gate’ site, covering all of the application 

site and additional sites to the west and east, a total area more 
than double the present application site. 

 

Reference Description Outcome 

00/0751/FP Redevelopment of existing 
commercial uses to provide 120 
private flats, 107 student rooms, 
and 495m2 of retail space, (all in 
four blocks up to a maximum of 
10 storeys in height) including 
135 car parking spaces, 207 
cycle parking spaces an 
residential landscaping and 
amenity areas 

Withdrawn 

02/0739/OP Outline application for demolition 
of existing buildings and erection 
of residential units (max 123), 
Class B1(a) offices (max 
6780m2), Class B1 (b) or B1(c) 
managed workspaces (max 
360m2), Class D2 community 
centre (max 466m2), basement 
and surface car parking  

Approved with 
conditions.  
This 
permission 
lapsed on the 
16th March 
2011. 

09/0382/FU
L 

Erection of 112 residential 
apartments, comprising 44 
affordable units and 68 private 
flats, provision of a commercial 
space at ground floor level 
comprising 217m2 to be used for 
A1, A2, A3, B1(a) or D1(in the 
alternative); and associated 
infrastructure (following the 
demolition of the existing building). 
 

Refused – 
reasons below. 
 
Appeal 
dismissed – 
see Appendix 
1 

 
 
3.2 09/0382/FUL Reasons for refusal. 
 
 



1. Because of its height, and its bulk at higher levels, the 
building would respond inadequately to the existing 
features of local character. It would be poorly integrated 
with the immediate locality when seen from close by, and 
poorly integrated with the wider city when seen from a 
distance, especially from the north-west and north, 
detracting from views from these directions and having a 
harmful impact on the Riverside section of the City of 
Cambridge Conservation Area No.1 (Central). It would 
therefore be contrary to policies ENV6 and ENV7 of the 
East of England Plan (2008), policies 3/4, 3/12, 3/13 and 
4/11 of the Cambridge Local Plan (2006), and government 
guidance in Planning Policy Statement 1 `Delivering 
Sustainable Development' (2005). 

 
2. Because the distribution of the affordable units within the 

development is skewed, with a high proportion of those 
affordable units grouped round the eastern lift and 
stairwell, and facing the proposed hotel site and 
Newmarket Road, and because the mix of dwelling sizes 
is not appropriate, the development would not provide an 
acceptable scheme of affordable housing, and would be 
contrary to policy 5/5 of the Cambridge Local Plan (2006) 
and to Cambridge City Council's Affordable Housing SPD 
(2008) 

 
3. The proposed alternative of Class A3 (restaurant) use in 

part of the ground floor offers the potential for 
environmental problems and loss of residential amenity. In 
the absence of a specific proposal supported by evidence 
to demonstrate how such problems could be avoided or 
mitigated, and to explain why such use would be 
appropriate in this location, such use would be contrary to 
policy 6/10 of the Cambridge Local Plan (2006). 

 
4. The application would have an adverse impact on air 

quality within the Air Quality Management Area, and 
would expose future residents, users of the potential 
community facility, and customers and employees of any 
retail premises to an unacceptably low level of air quality. 
No mitigating measures against these impacts are 
proposed, and therefore in both ways it would be contrary 
to policy 4/14 of the Cambridge Local Plan (2006). 

 



5. Because of the lack of information and unsound 
assumptions within the Transport Assessment submitted, 
the application fails to demonstrate that the transport 
impact of the proposal would not be unacceptable, 
contrary to policies T1 and T4 of the East of England Plan 
(2008) and policies 8/2 and 8/3 of the Cambridge Local 
Plan (2006). 

 
6. The proposed development does not make appropriate 

provision for improvements to public open space, 
community facilities, educational facilities, the public 
realm, transport mitigation measures, or public art, in 
accordance with policies 3/7, 3/8, 5/14, 8/3 and 10/1 of 
the Cambridge Local Plan 2006 and policies P6/1 and 
P9/8 of the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Structure 
Plan 2003; and as detailed in the Planning Obligation 
Strategy 2004, Eastern Corridor Area Transport Plan 
2002, Guidance for Interpretation and Implementation of 
Open Space Standards 2006, and Provision of Public Art 
as Part of New Development Schemes 2002. 

 
3.3 On the adjacent site to the east (180-190 Newmarket Road) 

which also formed part of the outline site listed above. 
 

Reference Description Outcome 

 The first two applications 
rehearsed in the table above are 
common to this site too 

 

06/0373/RE
M 

Phase one reserved matters 
application persuant to outline 
permission C/02/0739/OP for 
office (class B1) development. 

Approved  

09/0297/FU
L 

Erection of 220-bed hotel 
(following demolition of existing 
buildings) together with 
associated infrastructure 

Withdrawn 

09/0708/FU
L 

Erection of 219-bed hotel 
(following demolition of existing 
buildings) together with 
associated infrastructure 

Refused. 
Appeal lodged 
but later 
withdrawn 

10/0851/FU
L 

Erection of 219 bed hotel and 
restaurant (following demolition 
of existing buildings), together 

Approved 
subject to 
completion of 



with associated infrastructure. section 106 

 
 
4.0 PUBLICITY   
 
4.1 Advertisement:   Yes  

 Adjoining Owners:  Yes  
Site Notice Displayed:  Yes 
Public Exhibition   Yes (at Christ Church between 

5.00pm and 8.00pm on Monday 
21st  March 2011) 

 Development Control Forum  No 
 

The application has also been discussed with local residents 
groups (RARA – Riverside Area Residents Association; and 
PACT - Petersfield Area Community Trust)  
 

5.0 POLICY  
 

Central Government Advice 
 
5.1 Draft National Planning Policy Framework (July 2011) 

 
The National Planning Policy Framework (Draft NPPF) sets out 
the Government’s economic, environmental and social planning 
policies for England. These policies articulate the Government’s 
vision of sustainable development, which should be interpreted 
and applied locally to meet local aspirations.  
 
The Draft NPPF includes a set of core land use planning 
principles that should underpin both plan making and 
development management: 
 
1. planning should be genuinely plan-led 
 
2. planning should proactively drive and support the 
development and the default answer to development proposals 

should be “yes”, except where this would compromise the 

key sustainable development principles set out in the Draft 
NPPF 
 
3. planning decisions should take into account local 
circumstances and market signals such as land prices, 
commercial rents and housing affordability and set out a clear 



strategy for allocating sufficient land which is suitable for 
development in their area, taking account of the needs of the 
residential and business community  
 
4. planning decisions for future use of land should take account 
of its environmental quality or potential quality regardless of its 
previous or existing use 
 
5. planning decisions should seek to protect and enhance 
environmental and heritage assets and allocations of land for 
development should prefer land of lesser value. 
 
6. mixed use developments that create more vibrant places, 
and encourage multiple benefits from the use of land should be 
promoted 
 
7. the reuse of existing resources, such as through the 
conversion of existing buildings, and the use of renewable 
resources should be encouraged  
 
8. planning decisions should actively manage patterns of growth 
to make the fullest use of public transport, walking and cycling, 
and focus significant development in locations which are or can 
be made sustainable  
 
9. planning decisions should take account of and support local 
strategies to improve health and wellbeing for all  
 
10. planning decisions should always seek to secure a good 
standard of amenity for existing and future occupants of land 
and buildings. 
The Draft NPPF states that the primary objective of 
development management is to foster the delivery of 
sustainable development, not to hinder or prevent development. 
 
Letter from Secretary of State for Communities and Local 
Government (27 May 2010) 
 

5.2 The coalition government is committed to rapidly abolish 
Regional Strategies and return decision making powers on 
housing and planning to local councils. Decisions on housing 
supply (including the provision of travellers sites) will rest with 
Local Planning Authorities without the framework of regional 
numbers and plans. 



 
Written Ministerial Statement: Planning for Growth (23 
March 2011) 
 

5.3 Includes the following statement: When deciding whether to 
grant planning permission, local planning authorities should 
support enterprise and facilitate housing, economic and other 
forms of sustainable development. 

 
5.4 Where relevant and consistent with their statutory obligations 

they should therefore: 
 

(i) consider fully the importance of national planning policies 
aimed at fostering economic growth and employment, 
given the need to ensure a return to robust growth after 
the recent recession; 

(ii) take into account the need to maintain a flexible and 
responsive supply of land for key sectors, including 
housing; 

(iii) consider the range of likely economic, environmental and 
social benefits of proposals; including long term or indirect 
benefits such as increased consumer choice, more viable 
communities and more robust local economies (which 
may, where relevant, include matters such as job creation 
and business productivity); 

(iv) be sensitive to the fact that local economies are subject to 
change and so take a positive approach to development 
where new economic data suggest that prior assessments 
of needs are no longer up-to-date; 

(v) ensure that they do not impose unnecessary burdens on 
development. 

 
5.5 In determining planning applications, local planning authorities 

are obliged to have regard to all relevant considerations. They 
should ensure that they give appropriate weight to the need to 
support economic recovery, that applications that secure 
sustainable growth are treated favourably (consistent with policy 
in PPS4), and that they can give clear reasons for their 
decisions. 

 
 

5.6 PPS1 Delivering Sustainable Development (2005): 
Paragraphs 7 and 8 state that national policies and regional and 
local development plans (regional spatial strategies and local 



development frameworks) provide the framework for planning 
for sustainable development and for development to be 
managed effectively.  This plan-led system, and the certainty 
and predictability it aims to provide, is central to planning and 
plays the key role in integrating sustainable development 
objectives.  Where the development plan contains relevant 
policies, applications for planning permission should be 
determined in line with the plan, unless material considerations 
indicate otherwise. 

 
5.7 Planning Policy Statement 3 (PPS 3) Housing : Sets out to 

deliver housing which is: of high quality and is well designed; 
that provides a mix of housing, both market and affordable, 
particularly in terms of tenure and price; supports a wide variety 
of households in all areas; sufficient in quantity taking into 
account need and demand and which improves choice; 
sustainable in terms of location and which offers a good range 
of community facilities with good access to jobs, services and 
infrastructure; efficient and effective in the use of land, including 
the re-use of previously developed land, where appropriate. The 
statement promotes housing policies that are based on 
Strategic Housing Market Assessments that should inform the 
affordable housing % target, including the size and type of 
affordable housing required, and the likely profile of household 
types requiring market housing, including families with children, 
single persons and couples. The guidance states that local 
planning authorities may wish to set out a range of densities 
across the plan area rather than one broad density range. 30 
dwellings per hectare is set out as an indicative minimum.  
Paragraph 50 states that the density of existing development 
should not dictate that of new housing by stifling change or 
requiring replication of existing style or form. Applicants are 
encouraged to demonstrate a positive approach to renewable 
energy and sustainable development.  

  
5.8 Planning Policy Statement 3: Housing (2010) has been 

reissued with the following changes: the definition of previously 
developed land now excludes private residential gardens to 
prevent developers putting new houses on the brownfield sites 
and the specified minimum density of 30 dwellings per hectare 
on new housing developments has been removed. The 
changes are to reduce overcrowding, retain residential green 
areas and put planning permission powers back into the hands 
of local authorities. (June 2010) 



 
5.9 Planning Policy Statement 5: Planning for the Historic 

Environment (2010): sets out the government’s planning 
policies on the conservation of the historic environment. Those 
parts of the historic environment that have significance because 
of their historic, archaeological, architectural or artistic interest 
are called heritage assets. The statement covers heritage 
assets that are designated including Site, Scheduled 
Monuments, Listed Buildings, Registered Parks and Gardens 
and Conservation Areas and those that are not designated but 
which are of heritage interest and are thus a material planning 
consideration. The policy guidance includes an overarching 
policy relating to heritage assets and climate change and also 
sets out plan-making policies and development management 
policies. The plan-making policies relate to maintaining an 
evidence base for plan making, setting out a positive, proactive 
strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic 
environment, Article 4 directions to restrict permitted 
development and monitoring. The development management 
policies address information requirements for applications for 
consent affecting heritage assets, policy principles guiding 
determination of applications, including that previously 
unidentified heritage assets should be identified at the pre-
application stage, the presumption in favour of the conservation 
of designated heritage assets, affect on the setting of a heritage 
asset, enabling development and recording of information. 

 
5.10 PPG13 Transport (2001): This guidance seeks three main 

objectives: to promote more sustainable transport choices, to 
promote accessibility to jobs, shopping, leisure facilities and 
services, by public transport, walking and cycling, and to reduce 
the need to travel, especially by car. Paragraph 28 advises that 
new development should help to create places that connect with 
each other in a sustainable manner and provide the right 
conditions to encourage walking, cycling and the use of public 
transport.  

 
5.11 PPG16: Archaeology and Planning (1990): Provides policy 

advice with regard to archaeological remains on land, and how 
they should be preserved or recorded both in an urban setting 
and in the countryside.   

 
5.12 Planning Policy Statement 22: Renewable Energy (2004): 

Provides policy advice to promote and encourage the 



development of renewable energy sources.  Local planning 
authorities should recognise the full range of renewable energy 
sources, their differing characteristics, location requirements 
and the potential for exploiting them subject to appropriate 
environmental safeguards. 

 
5.13 Planning Policy Statement 23: Planning and Pollution 

Control (2004): States that ‘any consideration of the quality of 
land, air or water and potential impacts arising from 
development, possibly leading to impacts on health, is capable 
of being a material planning consideration, in so far as it arises 
or may arise from or may affect any land use’. It highlights the 
fact that the planning system has a key role in determining the 
location of development which may give rise to pollution. 
Appendix A sets out those matters which may be material in 
taking decisions on individual planning applications including 
the environmental benefits of reducing the need for travel and 
the existence of Air Quality Management Areas. 

 
5.14 Planning Policy Guidance 24 - Planning and Noise (1994): 

States at paragraph 12, that planning authorities should 
consider carefully whether new noise-sensitive development 
would be incompatible with existing activities. At paragraph 13, 
a number of mitigation measures are suggested which could be 
introduced to control the source of, or limit exposure to, noise. 

 
5.15 Planning Policy Statement 25: Development and Flood Risk 

(2006): States that flood risk should be taken into account at all 
stages in the planning process to avoid inappropriate 
development in areas at risk of flooding, and that development 
should be directed away from areas at highest risk. It states that 
development in areas of flood risk should only be permitted 
when there are no reasonably available sites in areas of lower 
flood risk and benefits of the development outweigh the risks 
from flooding.  

 
5.16 Circular 11/95 – The Use of Conditions in Planning 

Permissions: Advises that conditions should be necessary, 
relevant to planning, relevant to the development permitted, 
enforceable, precise and reasonable in all other respects.  

 
5.17 Circular 05/2005 - Planning Obligations: Advises that 

planning obligations must be relevant to planning, necessary, 
directly related to the proposed development, fairly and 



reasonably related in scale and kind and reasonable in all other 
respect.   

  
5.18 Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 – places a 

statutory requirement on the local authority that where planning 
permission is dependent upon a planning obligation the 
obligation must pass the following tests: 

(a) necessary to make the development acceptable in planning 
terms;  

(b) directly related to the development; and  

(c) fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the 
development. 

 
 Development Plan 
 
5.19 East of England Plan 2008  

SS1 Achieving sustainable development 
SS6 City and town centres 
H1 Regional Housing Provision 2001-2021 
H2 Affordable housing   
T1 Regional transport strategy objectives and outcomes 
T2 Changing travel behaviour 
T4  Urban Transport 
T9 Walking, cycling and other non-motorised transport 
T14 Parking 
ENV6 The historic environment 
ENV7  Quality in the built environment 
ENG6  CO2 emissions and energy performance 
WM6 Waste management in development 
CSR1 Strategy for the Cambridge sub-region 
 

5.20 Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Structure Plan 2003 
 
Planning Obligation Related Saved Policies 

 
P6/1  Development-related Provision 
P9/8  Infrastructure Provision 
P9/9  Cambridge Sub-Region Transport Strategy 
 

5.21  Cambridge Local Plan 2006 – Saved Policies 
 

3/1 Sustainable development 
3/4 Responding to context 



3/5 Mixed Use Development 
3/6 Ensuring co-ordinated development  
3/7 Creating successful places  
3/11 The design of external spaces 
3/12 The design of new buildings 
3/13 Tall buildings and the skyline 
3/15 Shop fronts and signage 
4/11 Conservation Areas 
4/13 Pollution and amenity 
4/14 Air Quality Management Areas 
5/1 Housing provision  
5/5 Meeting housing needs 
5/9 housing for people with disabilities 
5/10 Dwelling mix 
5/12 New community facilities 
6/7 Shopping development & Change of Use in Local Centres 
6/8 Convenience Shopping 
7/1 Employment provision 
7/3 Protection of industrial and storage space  
8/1 Spatial location of development 
8/2 Transport impact 
8/4 Walking and Cycling accessibility 
8/6 Cycle parking 
8/8 Land for public transport  
8/10 Off-street car parking  
8/16 Renewable energy in major new developments 
 
Planning Obligation Related Policies 

 
3/7 Creating successful places 
3/8 Open space and recreation provision through new 
development 
5/14 Provision of community facilities through new development  

 8/3 Mitigating measures   
 10/1 Infrastructure improvements  

 
 Supplementary Planning Documents 
 
5.22 Cambridge City Council (May 2007) – Sustainable Design 

and Construction: Sets out essential and recommended 
design considerations of relevance to sustainable design and 
construction.  Applicants for major developments are required to 
submit a sustainability checklist along with a corresponding 
sustainability statement that should set out information indicated 



in the checklist.  Essential design considerations relate directly 
to specific policies in the Cambridge Local Plan 2006.  
Recommended considerations are ones that the council would 
like to see in major developments.  Essential design 
considerations are urban design, transport, movement and 
accessibility, sustainable drainage (urban extensions), energy, 
recycling and waste facilities, biodiversity and pollution.  
Recommended design considerations are climate change 
adaptation, water, materials and construction waste and historic 
environment. 

 
5.23 Cambridge City Council (January 2008) - Affordable 

Housing: Gives advice on what is involved in providing 
affordable housing in Cambridge.  Its objectives are to facilitate 
the delivery of affordable housing to meet housing needs and to 
assist the creation and maintenance of sustainable, inclusive 
and mixed communities. 

 
5.24 Cambridge City Council (January 2010) - Public Art: This 

SPD aims to guide the City Council in creating and providing 
public art in Cambridge by setting out clear objectives on public 
art, a clarification of policies, and the means of implementation.  
It covers public art delivered through the planning process, 
principally Section 106 Agreements (S106), the commissioning 
of public art using the S106 Public Art Initiative, and outlines 
public art policy guidance. 

 
5.25 Cambridge City Council (October 2011) Eastern Gate 

Development Framework (Approved subject to minor 
amendments to be agreed by Chair and Spokes): The Eastern 
Gate area stretches from the Crown Court and Elizabeth Way 
roundabout to the beginning of the retail park to the east of 
Coldham’s Lane.  The SPD provides a clear vision for the future 
of the area, establishes a framework to co-ordinate 
redevelopment and guide decisions and identifies Strategies for 
Change and a series of Key Projects,  
 

5.26 The Strategies for Change include suggestions showing: 
 

� buildings on the Newmarket Road frontage set back 2 
metres to provide a strip for highway improvements: 

� the Newmarket Road as primary frontage where active uses 
should be encouraged; 



� opportunities for visual links between Newmarket Road and 
Harvest Way; and  

� Guidance on building heights (which for this site are shown 
as a mixture 3+1 to 4+1 storeys)  

  
5.27 The Key Projects of most immediate relevance to this 

application are: 
 
� Project 2: Design Strategy for the Improvement of 

Newmarket Road and East Road; and  
� Project 5:New Street and Harvest Way 

 
5.28 The SPD does however make plain that there is 

interdependence between Project 2 and Projects 1 and 3  
 
Material Considerations  
 
City Wide Guidance 
 

5.29 The Cambridge Shopfront Design Guide (1997) – Guidance 
on new shopfronts. 
 

5.30 Cambridge City Council (2002)–Eastern Corridor Area 
Transport Plan: The purpose of the Plan is to identify new 
transport infrastructure and service provision that is needed to 
facilitate large-scale development and to identify a fair and 
robust means of calculating how individual development sites in 
the area should contribute towards a fulfilment of that transport 
infrastructure. 

 
5.31 Cambridge City Council Open Space Standards Guidance 

for Interpretation and Implementation (2010) Sets out how all 
residential developments should make provision for public open 
space, if not on site then by commuted payments. It 
incorporates elements from the Planning Obligations Strategy 
Supplementary Planning Document (2010) and the Open Space 
and Recreation Strategy (2006). 

 
5.32 Cambridgeshire Design Guide For Streets and Public 

Realm (2007): The purpose of the Design Guide is to set out 
the key principles and aspirations that should underpin the 
detailed discussions about the design of streets and public 
spaces that will be taking place on a site-by-site basis. 

 



5.33 Cycle Parking Guide for New Residential Developments 
(2010) – Gives guidance on the nature and layout of cycle 
parking, and other security measures, to be provided as a 
consequence of new residential development. 

 
5.34 Air Quality in Cambridge – Developers Guide (2008) -. 

 
6.0 CONSULTATIONS  

 
Cambridgeshire County Council (Engineering) 

  
Initial Comment  

 
6.1 It is noted car parking provision is well below 1 space per unit 

and challenges presumptions made about parking need.  And 
considers demand for on-street car parking space is likely to be 
increased. 

 
6.2 Further information is sought and in the event of approval, 

numerous conditions and an informative are suggested. 
 
 Later comment – September 2011 
 
6.3 The 2.4m x 4.8 m parking spaces are considered small and 

likely to make manoeuvring more difficult.  Manoeuvring at the 
foot of the ramp is very tight.  The ramp from the underground 
car park provides satisfactory falls back from the edge of the 
highway, and footway crossfall towards the carriageway.  The 
cycle access along the northern basement wall is only 1.125 
metres wide, which would not allow two cycles to pass.  The 
vehicular visibility splays shown are acceptable.  Servicing 
vehicles may block the footway, forcing pedestrians onto a 
private forecourt where they encounter a pair of outward 
opening doors, or onto the carriageway.  The footway of the 
public highway should be locally widened into the site and the 
doors positioned so as not to open outwards over public 
highway. It would seem unnecessary for the servicing vehicle to 
pull off the highway completely, to the inconvenience of 
pedestrians. 

 
6.4 Section 278 agreements required to secure bus lane, adequate 

footway widths and one-way signs. Section 106 agreement 
must include provision of means for west-east cycle flow on 
Harvest Way. Informatives requested. 



 
Cambridgeshire County Council (Transport) 
 6.5 Initial response: the Highway Authority objects to the planning 
application on the basis that incomplete and insufficient 
information has been submitted which does not robustly 
evaluate the impact of the proposed development on the local 
transport network. 

 
6.6 Subsequent response (16th May 2011): Supplementary TA 

provides supportive information, addressing concerns raised 
about trip generation. Concerns remain about opportunity for 
overspill parking and the impact unrestricted on-street car 
parking nearby could have on trip generation. 

 
6.7 Therefore, the following measures are required: parking survey 

and CPZ consultation during first year of occupation; 
implementation of CPZ extension if supported locally; 
submission and implementation of residential travel plan 

 
6.8 Latest response (23rd September 2011): Micro-simulation 

modelling as agreed between the parties, has been completed. 
Future scenarios incorporating the MOVA traffic signal 
upgrading at Coldhams Lane have been modelled for a 2018 
baseline figure, development on this site only, and development 
on both this site and the nearby Intercell House site. Results 
indicate no significant impact on travel times as a result of the 
present application, either at weekday peaks, or on Saturday.  

 
6.9 County Council considers there to be no transport reasons to 

refuse the application. Section 106 clauses are necessary 
governing the following matters: ECATP contribution, dedication 
of additional land as public highway, CPZ extension survey and 
implementation, MOVA improvements to traffic signals. 
Conditions also required to secure a travel plan and footway 
improvements in Harvest Way 

 
Head of Environmental Services  

 
6.10 Development will have adverse impact on air quality within the 

AQMA. Development will bring new residents into an area of 
poor air quality. Refusal recommended on these grounds, 
though a condition is suggested in the event of approval.  No 
other objections as such, but conditions recommended 



regarding the impact of construction (construction schedule, 
construction hours, construction noise, piling, construction 
deliveries, dust suppression, concrete crushing and site lighting) 
ground contamination, noise insulation, fume extraction and 
waste storage. 

 
 Environment Agency 
 
6.11 No objections subject to conditions and informatives.  
  

Anglian Water 

 
6.12 Both foul and surface water flows can be accommodated within 

the existing networks. Informatives and a condition 
recommended. 

 
 Planning Policy Manager 
 
6.13 The principle of residential use acceptable and the 40% 

affordable housing minimum is exactly met.  Clarity is sought as 

to the exact tenure of the “23 affordable units” to ensure that 

the mix of affordable housing tenures is in keeping with the 
Council’s requirements, but the new scheme provides a better 
distribution of tenure mix than the previously refused scheme 
and no question is raised provided Housing are content with the 
distribution from a management perspective. 

 
6.14 Loss of employment land not objected to on policy grounds. 
 
6.15 The principle of provision of a D1 community facility is 

welcomed but that it will be ‘in the alternative’ is a considerable 
concern, as this is therefore by no means guaranteed and the 
commercial space would also be available for A1, A2 and B1(a) 
use.  The concern is, however, mitigated by the change in 
approach from the previous application, to now provide money 
towards community facilities in line with the Planning 
Obligations SPD; although there would be no community facility 
being provided on the site, it would ensure the development 
makes the appropriate contribution to providing community 
facilities in Cambridge. 

 
6.16 Retail use is on balance acceptable (though a community use is 

the preference) for although the site is not in a district or local 
centre, there are retail units on Newmarket Road and it would 



be beneficial to have an active frontage on this side of the 
street. 

  
6.17 The 50 car parking spaces (4 disabled), is below the Local Plan 

maximum standard but in accordance with policy.  The Design 
and Access Statement suggestion that there is a high level of 
spare capacity on street is challenged, given the potential 
cumulative impacts of developments in this area.  A Green 
Travel Plan is recommended to encourage more sustainable 
modes of transport.  Some disabled car parking related the 
community facility is advocated. 

 
6.18 The scale of the courtyards and their quality and 

appropriateness for use is still considered lacking. 
 
Joint Urban Design Team 

 
6.19 Overall, the Urban Design Team consider that the proposed 

development meets the aspirations and objectives of the Draft 
Eastern Gate Development Framework SPD (now approved 
subject to minor changes).  Not only is this revised scheme a 
huge improvement on the previously refused application, but is 
in its own right a development which will result in a well-
considered and high quality scheme.  The Urban Design Team 
feels the applicant has effectively addressed all of our previous 
concerns and the Inspector’s comments relating to design.  
Therefore, subject to further refinement of the shop front and 
the fenestration on the more orderly bays along the Newmarket 
Road frontage, we recommend approval of this application in 
urban design terms.  

 
6.20 Plans that post-date those comments have addressed the shop 

front, but not the windows. 
 

Joint Urban Design Team (Public Art) 
 
6.21 There is broad accord with the strategy proposed. 
 

Design and Conservation Panel (Meeting of 13th April 2011) 
 
6.22 Conclusion:  

 
This scheme has progressed considerably. The Panel very 
much welcome the reduction in scale and massing which were 



among the issues raised by the Planning Inspector, and which 
have been addressed by this latest scheme. The elevations 
need refinement as do the flat roofs, but the Panel felt this was 
a sound concept. 

 
VERDICT – GREEN (2), AMBER (4) 

 
6.23 The full minute of the relevant part of the Panel meeting is 

attached to this report as Appendix B. 
 
Principal Landscape Architect 
 
Initial comment  
 

6.24 The landscape team considers that the revised scheme 
addresses their principal concerns with the previously refused 
scheme and with the Inspectors comments. Detailed criticism is 
made about several issues including the gabion walls, the 
courtyards and some of the planting.  In particular it is noted 
that the previous suggestion that the central rear ‘wing’ be 
removed is not proposed here; however, the concern about the 
quality of the courtyard spaces has been allayed somewhat by 
the reduction in height and the stepping back of the three 
‘wings’ (in both east-west and north-south directions).  That 
means the spaces are more likely to be used and will receive 
more sunlight throughout the day. The introduction of 
substantial private balconies will reduce demands on the 
communal amenity space.  Given the very limited dimensions of 
the courtyards, less dense, lighter, deciduous and flowering 
specimen trees are recommended to replace the proposed 
Photinia and Holly trees; the limited soil volume requires a long 
term management plan.  With refinement of the Newmarket 
Road boundary as they advocate, the proposed development 
can be absorbed into that surrounding environment.  With 
relatively minor changes approval is recommended for the 
landscaping, on visual and amenity grounds.  Conditions are 
recommended. 

 
Later Comment 

 
6.25 The amendments to planting on Newmarket Road is welcomed. 

The use of gabion walls is still opposed; matching brick should 
be used. There are no changes to the amenity courtyards and 
the concerns about the quality of these spaces being so heavily 



overlooked and shady, remains, even if they are primarily to be 
visual amenity spaces for the surrounding flats. Conditions still 
recommended. 

 
 Housing Officer 
 

6.26 The housing officer sees this proposal as a significant 
improvement on the previous scheme and considers : 

 
� the 40% Affordable Housing SPD (AHSPD) requirement to 

be met; 
� the social rent/shared equity balance to be met; 
� the wheelchair accessibility requirements to be met; 
� the mix of affordable units to be an improvement and to 

reflect the market housing, but can be further improved by 
changing two units with the same footprint (one above the 
other) so that both are 3-bed units – one is currently 2beds + 
a study);  

� that as 7 of the 10 one-bed units are shared equity the 
proposal can be considered in keeping with the spirit of 
Annexe 2 of the AHSPD;  

� that integration of units is good but could be better; and 
� that the design does not distinguish between market and 

affordable and meets what is required and therefore accords 
with the AHSPD     

 
Historic Environment Manager 
 

6.27 This remains too large for the site and its environs, it is 
disappointingly dull for such a prominent location & entry point 
to the inner city and is particularly lacking in vivacity at ground 
floor level. If consent is granted conditions are suggested. 

 
Cambridgeshire County Council (Archaeology) 

 
6.28 Condition recommended to secure programme of 

archaeological investigation. 
 

Cambridgeshire Constabulary (Architectural Liaison 
Officer) 

 

6.29 Comments are made from a crime reduction and community 
safety perspective.  Secure By Design standards should be 
applied. Recommendations are made, but the belief is that 



working with the architect a good level of safety and security 
can be achieved. 

 
 Cambridge City Council Cycling and Walking Officer 
 
6.30 Access:  Harvest Way must be made two-way for cyclists in 

order to encourage cycling to and from the development.  The 
width and radii of the junction with Abbey St should be reduced 
to encourage lower speeds.  

 
6.31 Cycle Parking:  The ramp down to the cycle parking in the 

basement is too narrow at the top end.  A minimum of 2.5m is 
needed for cyclists to pass one another easily.  There is need 
for only one entrance door which should open automatically and 
be a minimum of 1m to allow for tricycles and trailers.   

 
6.32 I am concerned about the safety of this arrangement with the 

potential for conflict, particularly between cars coming down the 
ramp and cyclists. It appears that a path has been designated 
for cyclists accessing the ramp but this is only 1m wide which is 
not acceptable. 

 
6.33 The cycle parking areas in the basement car park are well 

spaced out and close to the lifts and stairs.  Residents should 
be allocated space according to which set of lifts/stairs they 
would use to access their flat. 

 
6.34 At least 2 racks of visitor cycle parking should be provided by 

the entrance on Harvest Way. 
 
Cambridge City Council Access Officer 

 
6.35 Good plan, disabled car parking spaces need to be as near to 

lifts as possible.  In accessible flats bathroom/toilet doors need 
to open outwards. 

 
Disability Consultative Panel 

 
6.36 The application was presented to the meeting of Disability 

Panel on 23rd March 2011.  The full file was not available.  The 
Chair explained that he was generally well pleased with the 
proposal and would report any comments back to the meeting.  
His comments will be summarized on the amendment sheet.  

  



Defence Estates Safeguarding  

 
6.37 No objections 
   
6.38 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: 
 
26 Beche Road 
140 Newmarket Road  
40 Riverside 
121 York Street 
168 York Street 
 
and from an employee at: 
University of Cambridge Dept of Genetics, Downing Street;  
 
and the following organizations 
Simpers Ltd, 
Sustrans 

 
 The comments made can be summarised as: 
  

� 5 storeys is too high, especially relative to neighbours – the 
Travelodge should not be a precedent; 4 storeys should be 
the maximum, which will help reduce overlooking; 

� the proposal is a step backward  - a monolithic structure 
squandering the opportunity to improve this approach to the 
City; 

� conflict with Eastern Gate Development Framework; 
� prejudicial impact on Conservation Area and lower height of 

housing north of Newmarket Road  
� too much development in area already, built and committed; 

the area is too densely populated;  
� traffic flow must be improved and access to local businesses 

must be ensured -  Abbey Street should be made two way;  
� the proposal will with existing commitments create both a 

surge in motor traffic and parking problems in an area where 



streets are already congested – more car parking spaces (a 
1-for-1 ratio) are needed; 

� 75 units is too many and of those too many are too small – 
so many units together will be like living in a goldfish bowl, 
an unattractive depressing place to live; there is a need for 
family houses; 

� the building is too close to a noisy main road - it should all be 
set back to allow trees along the whole frontage;; 

� more green space needed 
 
7.3 Representations have also been received from three residents’ 

groups commenting together: 
 

� Petersfield Area Community Trust (PACT) 
� Riverside Area Residents Association (RARA) 
� The Brunswick & North Kite  (Brunk) 

 
 The representations can be summarised as follows: 

 
Initial Comments: 1 April 2011 

 
7.4 The three local residents groups have written recognising that 

the proposal demonstrates ‘..a number of improvements..’, that 
this site is in urgent need of redevelopment, and welcoming, in 
principle, new housing.   They do however urge REFUSAL, 
because of concern about the overall impact of a development 
of this scale, on the surrounding neighbourhoods, especially in 
combination with the approved adjacent Travelodge hotel.    It is 
argued that the visual impact will be forbidding, will cause 
damaging pressure on an already over-stressed public open 
space, and will cause severe parking problems in the 
surrounding streets.  In the absence of any extant permission 
the proposal is not considered to achieve the best possible 
design or therefore meet the ambition of the vision of what was 
at the time of writing the Eastern Gate draft SPD 

 
7.5 Specific points are made under various headings: 
  
� Impact of the building height and mass, especially in 

combination with the approved Travelodge hotel adjacent 
to the proposed building 

Combined impact of height and mass (with Travelodge) is too 
great especially on the Newmarket Road frontage. Page 20 (top 
right) of the Design and Access Statement shows this.  



Unremitting parapet height of some 14.5 – 15 m over the full 
length of the two buildings would create an overwhelming 
‘canyon’ effect and therefore fails to meet the aspirations of 
the draft Eastern Gate SPD, which requests height variation. 

 
The proposal fails to respond sensitively to its context, violating 
Local Plan policy 3/12. The drop in height from the five storeys 
of this building to the two building to the west (CRT) is far too 
abrupt and relates very poorly to the old part of this side of 
Newmarket Road which Eastern Gate SPD is keen to keep. 
 

� Solidity of the Newmarket Road frontage 
 

While the building design has some ‘vertical rhythm’, the 
Newmarket Road frontage is still too solid, and does not provide 
enough views to the green spaces at the rear of the building, as 
the draft Eastern Gate SPD requires, to help reduce barriers 
between the communities across that road.  Glazed views 
through are less than in the lapsed outline, where building 
height was mitigated by clear visual breaks.  The lack of visual 
breaks results in a bulkier and more dominating building without 
successful mitigation. 

 
� ‘Tapering’ of the Newmarket Road pavement 
  

In dismissing the previous appeal the Inspector emphasised the 
importance of a widened tree-lined pavement on Newmarket 
Road.  The absence of a set back at the western end of the 
frontage is unacceptable.  That this alignment matches the CRT 
frontage to the east is irrelevant unless it is presumed that the 
CRT site will never be redeveloped and, as such, it 
contravenes Local Plan policy 3/6, which seeks to ensure 
coordinated future development; even if CRT is undeveloped a 
deeper space here could be used positively, including for cycle 
parking advocated by the Cycling Officer.  A full setback, 
allowing tree planting along the entire frontage of the building, 
should be a condition of planning permission. 

 
� Quality and use of the open spaces facing Harvest Way 

 
The amenity benefit to residents of the courtyards facing 
Harvest Way is questioned and most crucially, there is 
insufficient space for an on-site play area for children which it is 



understood must be provided in schemes of this density with 
affordable housing for families.  
The applicants have said that (a) the ‘courtyards’ were too small 
too provide space for a properly equipped play area, and (b) a 
commuted sum would be paid in lieu. Neither response is 
remotely satisfactory and in the absence of a big enough space 
the central ‘arm’ of the ‘E’ should be deleted, as advocated by 
the Landscape Architect in the previously refused application. 
Given the acute shortage of public open space in the area south 
of Newmarket Road, and the severe existing pressures on the 
small park of St Matthew’s Piece, it is unacceptable to allow 
obligations to be avoided by the offering of a commuted sum in 
lieu, when there is nowhere to spend it. 

 
� Car parking provision, and risk of overspill parking in 

residential streets 

50 car parking spaces is insufficient and will lead to parking in 
residential streets to the south, already under severe pressure 
from commuter parking.  Absence of parking for the “commercial space” or visitors exacerbates this, concerns 

raised by the Policy Team and the Local Highway authority. 
 

� Uncertainty about use of the ““““commercial space”””” 

Absence of information about prospective uses of the “commercial space” at ground floor level is very 

unsatisfactory.  Activity is urgently needed at street level in 
Newmarket Road, and that will depend on use.  The (lapsed) 
outline permission provided for a community centre, which 
remains our (and the Planning Policy Teams) preferred option.  
It is understood that the developer contributions would be 
insufficient to finance a community centre on this scale, but it 
might still be possible to devote part of the space to community 
uses. Disabled car parking spaces need to be provided.   

 
 Secondary Comments 7 October 2011 
 
7.6 Further comments are made, again under specific headings, in 

the light of decisions taken at the Environment Scrutiny 
Committee meeting of 4 October 2011 when 3 relevant 
documents were adopted: (1) the Eastern Gate Development 
Framework SPD, subject to a few highly pertinent amendments; 
(2) the Newmarket Road Suburbs & Approaches Study; and (3) 
the Open Space and Recreation Strategy 2011. 



 
7.7 These conclude by explaining that the proposal is seen to be in 

breach of Local Plan policies 3/4, 3/6, 3/7(c), 3/8, 3/12, and 
3/13; and also to undermine key objectives of the Eastern Gate 
SPD.  

  
7.8 The above representations are a summary of the comments 

that have been received.  Full details of the representations can 
be inspected on the application file.   
 

8.0 ASSESSMENT 
 
8.1 From the consultation responses and representations received 

and from my inspection of the site and the surroundings, I 
consider that the main issues are: 

 1. Principle of development 2. Affordable Housing 3. Context of site, design and external spaces 4. Public Art 5. Renewable energy and sustainability 6. Disabled access 7. Residential amenity 8. Refuse arrangements 9. Environmental health issues 10. Highway safety 11. Transport network and traffic 12. Car and cycle parking 13. Third party representations 14. Planning Obligation Strategy 
 

Principle of Development 

 
Residential use 

 
8.2 Residential use is specified in the allocation for this site (Site 

7.01) in the Local Plan. The residential use of this site forms 
part of the provision made in the Cambridge Local Plan (2006) 
for an increase of 12,500 dwellings over the period 1999-2016. 
Residential use is in accordance with policy 5/1 of the 
Cambridge Local Plan (2006). The density proposed is 214 
dwellings per hectare. This is a sustainable location, and it is 



close to transport links. In this context, I do not consider this 
density to be excessive.  

 
Employment use 

 
8.3 Although the existing employment uses on the site would be 

lost, I do not consider that this would be in conflict with policy, 
because the residential use proposed is in accordance with the 
uses set out for the site in the proposals schedule. There is no 
requirement that any particular part of the allocated site 7.03 
provides space for all of the proposed uses, and the absence of 
employment uses from this proposal (save for the potential A1, 
A2, B1(a) uses in the ‘commercial or community’ space) is 
considered acceptable by the Planning Policy Manager. 

 
Community use / retail use in the alternative 

 
8.4 The application proposes an area of 174m2 in the western half 

of the ground floor of the proposed building, explaining in the 

Design and Access statement that it is, “…flexible 

‘commercial’ space..” which will ensure a, “…positive, active 

addition to the environment.”  The range of alternative uses 

suggested in the application would allow: - community use, within Class D1; - use within Classes A1 (shops), A2 (financial and professional 
services); and  - use within Class B1(a) offices. 

 
The applicants have made it plain that the application for other 
uses will not preclude a community use, if a suitable 
commercial arrangement can be found, but the application 
drawings now show a bare commercial space, not the 
community use layout shown in the drawings for the previously 
refused scheme.  On page 45 of the Design and Access 
Statement (D&A), it is made plain that the Community Use is a 
secondary option which can only be achieved if there is a 
willingness to reach agreement on an overall section 106 
package, that 
ensures the viability of the project is not compromised.  While in 
the previous application the Petersfield Area Community Trust 
were seen as potential occupiers, the commercial value of the 
‘commercial area’, then as now, greatly exceeds the £101,086 
figure that could be sought for community facility contributions 



through the Planning Obligation Strategy 2010.   The 
community use is now seen as no more than a fall-back position 
and the application has to be considered on the basis that there 
will be no community use on the site.   

 
8.5 The Planning Policy Manager (PPM) recognises the genuine 

need for community development facilities in the area, which 
would be compounded to some extent by the proposed 
development.  It is, however, also recognised that the provision 
of the ‘commercial space’ as a community facility would, in 
terms of value, considerably exceed the contributions that could 
properly be sought through the section 106 Strategy.  While any 
application which did not guarantee a contribution towards 
community facilities would be unacceptable and contrary to 
policy 5/14 of the Cambridge Local Plan (2006), the applicant 
has made it plain that a contribution will be made.   

 
8.6 In my view, it is desirable that an on-site community facility 

should be provided in conjunction with residential development 
on this site, notwithstanding concerns which may exist about 
limits to the usefulness of relatively small-scale space, as 
proposed here.  I am also of the view, bearing in mind the 
requirement of Circular 05/05 that planning obligations must be 
reasonable, that it could be appropriate, subject to a robust 
examination of the applicants’ financial arguments, to reduce 
other contributions in recognition of an ‘above requirement’ 
contribution to community facilities. To date no suggestion has 
been put forward as to what might be ‘forfeit’ to such a need 
and I have reservations as to whether enough could be 
achieved from this site to bridge the ‘gap’. I would, however, 
recommend that, if the application were to be approved, 
authority be given to officers to investigate what adjustments 
might be made to the Obligation, but that those be agreed by 
Chair and Spokes.  

 
8.7 I do not consider, however, (notwithstanding the arguments 

advanced by PACT) that either policy 5/14 of the Cambridge 
Local Plan (2006), or the Planning Obligation Strategy provides 
a basis for requiring that a community facility be provided on 
site, rather than community development facilities being 
secured through financial contributions. The PPM’s advice is 
that the A1, A2, and B1(a) uses sought in the alternative are 
acceptable in principle, although less desirable than community 
use.  I concur with this advice and, in addition, I consider the 



possible B1(a) use now to be on such a small scale that it would 
not require a condition ensuring compliance with policy 7/2 as 
an essential service for Cambridge as a local or sub-regional 
centre.   

   
8.8 In my opinion, subject to appropriate conditions and provisions 

in a Section 106 agreement, the residential, community use, 
employment and retail aspects of this application are 
acceptable in principle and in accordance with policies 5/1, 5/5, 
5/14, 6/8, 7/1 and 7/2 of the Cambridge Local Plan (2006).  

 
Affordable Housing 

 
8.9 The tenure, size, and orientation of the residential units 

proposed is indicated in the two tables below. 
 
Table 8a: Unit tenure and size 

 1-bed 2-bed 3-bed Total 
Affordable 
 

16 (53.3%) 4 (13.3%) 

Shared 
equity 

 
3 Aff} 
7 

SE}(33.3%) 
0 0 

 
30    
(23 Aff:7 
SE) 
 

Market 
 

15 (33.3%) 23 (51.1%) 7 (15.6%) 45 

Total 
 

25 (33.3%)  

 (29% 
Previously) 

39 (52%) 

(57% 
Previously) 

11(14.7%)          

(13% 
Previously) 

75 

 
Table 8b: Unit tenure and orientation 

  
Facing 
Newmar
ket 
Road 
only 

 
Facing 
the 
propose
d hotel 

 
Facing 
Harvest 
Way or 
courtyar
ds 

 
Dual 
aspect 

 
Total 

Affordab
le 
 

10 
(13.3%) 

1 (1.3%) 8 
(10.7%) 

11 
(14.7%) 

30 
(40%) 

Market 
 

4 (5.3%) 3 (4%) 24 
(32%) 

14 
(18.7%) 

45 
(60%) 

Total 14 4 32 25 75 

 



 
8.10 The total number of affordable units proposed is 30, which 

constitutes precisely 40% of the total.  Policy 5/5 requires that at 
least 40% of the total units are affordable. 

8.11 The balance of units in both affordable and market sectors is 
still weighted heavily towards two-bedroom units, though the 
overall proportion has fallen from 57% to 52%, with the 
percentage of both 1 and 3 bedroom units having increased.  
There is a spread across the range of unit sizes from one- to 
three-bedroom, with almost 15% of the total being three-
bedroom flats.  In my view, this represents a reasonable 
distribution of unit sizes, a view not contested by the Inspector 
previously (para. 19), when the balance was rather less even.  
The Planning Policy Manager has not raised concerns about 
this mix, and in my view it is in accordance with policy 5/10 of 
the Cambridge Local Plan (2006). 

8.12 Paragraph 23 of the Council’s Affordable Housing SPD requires 
that affordable and supported housing should be integrated with 
open market housing in ways which minimise social exclusion.  
Two criteria are set down: firstly that no more than 12 affordable 
dwellings should be served by the same common 
stairwell/liftshaft, and secondly that affordable housing should 
be provided in prominent parts of a site. 

 
8.13 The distribution of units across the site proposed here does, in 

my view, conform to that paragraph in the SPD.  On the ground 
floor, there are 6 affordable units, 4 on the Newmarket Road 
frontage (with an aspect to the north only) and one in each side 
wing.  Setting those aside the western stairwell/lift core provides 
access to 4 affordable dwellings, the central stairwell/lift core to 
12, and the eastern stairwell/lift core to 8.  This therefore both 
meets the criterion and creates a much better balance than was 
proposed in the previous scheme, when one stairwell served 14 
and another 18 affordable dwellings.  There are still a 
preponderance of affordable units in the northern block, that 
running parallel with Newmarket Road, with 4 (of 4) on the 
ground floor, and 7, 6 and 3 (of 10) on each of the first, second 
and third floors, respectively.  Of those units above the ground 
floor level, however, 4 of 7 (1st floor), 3 of 6 (2nd floor) and 1 of 3 
(3rd  floor) are dual aspect flats.  My view is that the balance 
achieved here is now acceptable and does not offer grounds for 
opposing the application.  In his decision on the appeal against 



the refusal of the previous proposal (Appendix A), the Inspector, 
although considering this issue, which was the subject of the 
second reason of refusal (para 3.2 above) to be ‘academic’ (in 
so much that he had already explained he would reject the 
scheme because of the harm it would do because he 
considered the scale of the proposal too great), he recognized 
that the distribution of affordable units within the scheme and 
the proportions of differently sized units (between 1 and 3 

bedrooms) to be in dispute. His conclusion was that, “... on the 

evidence before me I consider that in terms of unit distribution, 
whilst the scheme does not minimise social exclusion, neither is 
it so poor as to preclude the grant of permission on this basis 

alone”. 

8.14 The mix of dwelling sizes and the distribution proposed here is 
in my view acceptable, and in accordance with policy 5/10 of 
the Cambridge Local Plan (2006). The tenure mix does accord 
with the ‘at least 40% affordable housing’ requirement of policy 
5/5 of the Cambridge Local Plan (2006), and the distribution of 
the different tenures across the site is in my view in accordance 
with Cambridge City Council Affordable Housing SPD (2008).  

 
8.15 In my opinion the proposal is compliant with Cambridgeshire 

and Peterborough Structure Plan (2003) policies P6/1 and P9/8 
and Cambridge Local Plan (2006) policies 5/5 and 10/1 and the 
Affordable Housing SPD (2008) 

 
Context of site, design and external spaces 

 
8.16 In considering the previous residential application for this site 

the Inspector makes it plain (para 5), “... that it is the first 

reason for refusal, the effect of the development on the 
character and appearance of the area, that should be foremost 

in my consideration of this appeal”  Reason 1 of refusal 

09/0382 (see 3.2 above) stated that, “1. Because of its height, 

and its bulk at higher levels, the building would respond 
inadequately to the existing features of local character.  It would 
be poorly integrated with the immediate locality when seen from 
close by, and poorly integrated with the wider city when seen 
from a distance, especially from the north-west and north, 
detracting from views from these directions and having a 
harmful impact on the Riverside section of the City of 

Cambridge Conservation Area No.1 (Central).” 



 
Height of building and views from the north and north west 
 

8.17 The height and mass of the building proposed now are much 
reduced from those of the building refused previously, which 
were seen to be considerably greater than existing buildings in 
the immediate area.  Despite the opposition of officers to the 
scale of the specific proposal in the most recently refused 
application (09/0382), the officer view has long been that this 
site, alongside a main route into the city, can accommodate a 
building of greater height than its immediate surroundings, a 
view endorsed by the Council’s grant of outline permission for 
five storeys of residential accommodation and offices etc. on 
this site under C/02/0739/OP.  Officers did not accept 
previously, and do not accept now, that the earlier expressed 
local opinion that buildings on this site should be limited to the 
two- to three-storey scale of surrounding residential areas; my 
view remains that the Newmarket Road corridor is distinct from 
the neighbourhoods to north and south, and that some of this 
stretch from Coldham’s Lane to the Elizabeth Way intersection 
is an appropriate location for buildings of a somewhat larger 
scale.  The Inspector appears to share that broad view when in 

para. 9 of his decision letter he comments that, “.. the 

combination of this four lane stretch of Newmarket Road as one 
of the main corridors of movement into the city centre and the 
Local Plan’s allocation of the appeal site and adjoining land as a 
‘Special Policy Zone’ requiring regeneration, supports a scale 
and intensity of development greater than the ‘immediate 

surroundings’…”, which he defines as “..both the mixed uses 

on both sides of the road and the closer parts of the residential 

areas beyond.”  He also, even though this earlier scheme was 

larger than the present one, questioned the ‘canyon ’ 
phraseology used by the residents’ associations in commenting 
on this proposal.  The Eastern Gate Development Framework 
SPD (EGDF) also supports larger forms, suggesting 4+1 and 
3+1 as the appropriate storey heights for this part of the 
frontage, and 3+1 for the CRT site to the west, before falling to 
2+1 beyond Abbey Street in the Newmarket Road ‘historic High 
Street frontage’, which the EGDF seeks to retain. 

 
8.18 That said, the topographical position of this site, on a ridge 

above the Riverside section of the City of Cambridge 
Conservation Area No.1 (Central) cannot be ignored and was 



important to the Inspector, who acknowledged that the siting 

would, “...serve to accentuate the height of any buildings 

erected and their prominence, especially from the residential 
roads of the conservation area to the north but also including 

vantage points from the Elizabeth Way bridge.”  Conscious of 

those concerns, the applicants have sought to bring forward a 
building significantly lower on this Newmarket Road frontage 
than that previously refused, and one that is for the most part 
set further back from the highway.  In the Design and Access 
statement the applicants have produced a series of long views 
onto which the proposals of this and the approved hotel on the 
adjacent site have been superimposed. These include views 
from the Elizabeth Way bridge and from residential roads of the 
conservation area to the north. 

 
8.19 The building proposed here has a parapet height of about 

12.4m, which is about 5 metres lower than the parapet of the 
earlier, refused scheme and is lower too than both the previous 
outline on the site and the parapet line of the hotel now 
approved to the east.  The consistent parapet line of the present 
scheme, at about 12.4m above pavement level (though it steps 
up slightly -200mm - in the projecting bays in the east part of 
the frontage) is closer to the street than the hotel; it is in a 
similar position to the position of the previously refused building 
at the west end of the frontage (where the 
commercial/community space is located), but is significantly 
further back from the new footpath at the eastern end.  The 
building steps up to the fifth level of accommodation, which is 
provided in three elements that rise about 2.8m above the 
parapet, to 15.2 metres, which is still lower than the parapet 
height of the approved hotel.   The three, physically quite small, 
lift overruns step up another 1 metre to the maximum height of 
16.2m, though none of them are within 15 metres of either the 
Newmarket Road or Harvest Way site boundaries.   

 
8.20 To try to explain the heights of the various proposals, Table 8c 

sets out the relative heights of recent proposals for 
development of this site and the adjacent site.  It must be 
stressed that this is meant as a guide only, because it cannot 
reflect properly the articulation of the buildings along the site 
frontage.    

 
 



Table 8c: Comparative heights of recent applications 

 C/02/0739/OP 
(Now lapsed) 

09/0382/REM 
Residential 
(Refused) 

10/0851/FUL 
Hotel 
(Approved) 

Present 
application 
11/0219/FUL 

Parapet 
height on 
Newmkt 
Rd 

13.4m 
(eaves) 

17.4m 15.5-16m 12.4m 

Setback 
from 
Newmkt 
Rd 

 0.8-3.5m (E) 
2-4m(W) 

10m (E) 
6-7m(W) 

5-7m(E) 
1-2.5m(W) 

Max 
Height of 
top flats 

15.2m 19.5m 17.5m (solar 
panels) 

15.2m 

Setback 
from 
Newmkt 
Rd 

   11m (E) 
8-9m (W) 

Lift 
Tower 
Maximum 
height 

16.4m 20.4m 17.5m 16.2m 

Setback 
from 
Newmkt 
Rd 

   18m 

 
8.21  As explained, to help demonstrate/understand the impact the 

proposal might have, the applicants have produced a series of 
computer generated images (CGI’s) from viewpoints around the 
site, including the Elizabeth Way bridge and streets in the 
conservation area to the north.  The parapet line and maximum 
height of the top floor accommodation of this proposal are both 
lower than the parapet of the adjacent hotel, though it must be 
noted that this residential building is closer to the street than the 
hotel, which would add to its impact.  Given the concerns with 
the previous scheme, the Urban Design team has looked 
closely at the changes to consider whether enough has been 
done to overcome the previous objections.  The view of the 
team is that the changes, including removal of a full floor, 
reduction of floor-to-ceiling heights, the increased set back of 
the top floor and better integration of the stair and lift towers, 
have all improved the scheme and reduced the impact of the 



development when viewed from Elizabeth Way Bridge and the 
streets to the north.   The proposed building does not compete 
with the existing trees in the foreground (in particular the 
existing mature trees of the Church of St Andrew-the-Less) or 
the Victorian terraced roofscape of the Riverside Conservation 
Area.  The revised scheme is no longer bigger than the hotel 
and is not considered to be overly dominant or intrusive on the 
skyline.  The upper floor is thought to be well handled and to 
create a punctuated roofscape, meeting the guidelines 
regarding ‘views, vistas and skyline’ contained in what was the 
draft Eastern Gate SPD.  I share the views of the urban design 
team that amended proposal is positive and an improvement 
and that neither the visual impact from any one position nor the 
general impact is so serious as to warrant refusal of the 
application.  

 
8.22 Given my comments above, I do not accept the criticisms about 

height, of the residents’ groups in particular, who state that the 

development will result in an, “…unremitting parapet height of 

some 14.5 – 15 m over the full length of the two buildings would 
create an overwhelming ‘canyon’ effect along this part of 

Newmarket Road.”  The two buildings, the hotel and this 

residential block, would have very different parapet lines, with 
this proposed building about 3 – 3.5 metres lower and I do not 
consider that the Inspector’s comment about the previous 

scheme, that the, “lower ‘shoulder height’ of the scheme would 

in any event be too high for the context”, still applies.  Similarly 

I do not consider the ‘drop’ in height from this building to the 
CRT site is excessive or renders this proposal out of context.  
Although the frontage CRT building is only about 6.6m in height 
at the back of footpath, it does project right out to the existing 
pavement, a bit more than 3 m forward of this proposal, with the 
tallest building on the site a maximum 8.84 metres in height on 
an area where the Eastern Gate DFSPD accepts that a new 
building could be 3+1 storeys in height.  In that context I 
consider the scale of the building to be appropriate.  

 
8.23 The final point to be made about height on the Newmarket 

Road frontage is to address the issue raised by objectors who 
argue that the building has a consistent parapet height along a 
long frontage contrary to the Eastern Gate Development 
Framework SPD (EGDF).   Paragraph 3.4.8 of the EGDF as 

presented to Committee for approval stated that, “For most 



potential sites especially those with larger frontages a range of 
heights is given.  This means that it is expected that the height 
of buildings should vary along the frontage to allow the buildings 
to respond to key contextual factors and good placemaking 

principles.”  When adopting the SPD, at the 4th October 2011 

Environment Scrutiny Committee, it was required that the text 
be expanded.  The following sentence has therefore been 

added to the end of the paragraph: “On development sites 

with long frontages, building heights should vary across 

individual buildings.”  As has been rehearsed in 8.16 above, 

the EGDF (in the plan on page 45) suggests 4+1 (E) and 3+1 
(W) as the appropriate storey heights for different parts of this 
frontage, which would suggest something other than a 
consistent parapet level.  The current proposal has, however, 
been with the Council since February, and therefore pre-dates 
the current adopted document, the precursor to which (the 
Eastern Gate Visioning Document) advocated 3.5 – 5 storey 
heights across the whole of the frontage of this site and the site 
to the west.  It is my view that it would not be reasonable to 
refuse the application, ‘retrospectively’, on this basis when the 
building meets other tests.  The ‘stepping’ of the building, which 
I will address below in para. 8 23 will help to break up the 
building, but that too is an issue for those who consider the 
scheme unacceptable.   

 
Design of the building and the relationship to the street frontage 
Newmarket Road 
 

8.24 The Inspector considered the design of the previously refused 
building itself, to have significant merits (although he considered 
them insufficient to overcome the negative visual impact of its 
scale).  As has been explained, despite this recognition, there 
have been significant changes to the design.  As well as 
reducing the height of the building and the top floor set back on 
the Newmarket Road frontage, the alignment of the building has 
also been changed so that the western part (about 25 % of the 
total building frontage, that which contains the commercial / 
community space at ground floor and flats above) projects 
forward and is relatively close (within 1m and 2.5m) to the 
proposed new pavement.  The eastern 75% of the building 
frontage is set significantly further back from the highway 
(between 5 and 7 metres).  This stepping is seen by the 
applicant as providing a positive statement about the 



commercial use of the ground floor, providing a ‘stop’, and 
giving variation to the massing on this building frontage which 
will mean the building would ‘read’ differently than a building 
with a single parapet height that was all in one plane.  The 
objectors to the ‘step’ feel, very strongly, that a full setback, 
along the whole frontage, should be a condition of planning 
permission; the stated aim of matching the Cambridge 
Refrigeration Technology (CRT) frontage, is questioned and the 
presupposition that the CRT site is unlikely to be redeveloped is 
seen to contravene Local Plan policy 3/6, which requires that 
coordinated future development on adjacent sites is 
safeguarded.  That the set back allows tree planting along 
about half the street frontage is promoted by the developer and 
welcomed by some, including the landscape officers, but seen 
as inadequate by objectors who would like to see trees along 
the whole of this street frontage.   

 
8.25 The Urban Design Team suggests there are two approaches to 

providing trees along the Newmarket Road frontage:  
 

� to pull the entire building line back to allow for trees along the 
entire site frontage, or  

� to step the commercial unit forward to pick up on the 
prevailing building line of the existing historic townscape 
located to the west of the site. 

  
8.26 The first approach would cause the line of trees to be 

terminated by the unresolved and blank corner of the 
Cambridge Refrigeration Technology building and would appear 
weak in townscape terms.   The narrowing of Newmarket Road 
and the wish to retain the historic high street frontage west of 
Abbey Street would in any case make it difficult to continue 
planting of trees much further to the west of the site. 

 
8.27 The second approach is seen by the Urban Design team as a 

better way to handle the transition in building lines between the 
approved hotel scheme to the east of the site and the existing 
buildings located to the west of the site, and will result in a line 
of trees which are terminated by a positive townscape element.. 

 
8.28   Given the wish in the EGDF to retain the frontage west of 

Abbey Street, I consider the suggestion of a positive ‘stop’ here 
to be appropriate.  There is a clear benefit to occupiers of the 
building, the townscape and the parties to the north in having 



some planting along at least some of the frontage and I 
therefore consider this change to the design approach to be one 
that should be encouraged.  I do not consider a line of trees 
across the whole frontage to be necessary or desirable.  The 
objectors consider it is and look to the Inspector’s decision for 
support.  The Inspector (para 12) certainly considers the 

introduction of trees important when he states that,  “…it 

seems to me that more of a boulevard concept, with mature tree 
planting along the frontage and the building set back by 
whatever distance is needed to achieve that, is essential if both 
street scene and wider environmental quality objectives are to 
be met by the introduction of significantly larger scale buildings 

than those existing on the appeal site and in the local area.”  I 

do not however consider that his guidance here requires trees 
along the whole frontage which would push the developer to 
more of a single plane for the building frontage.  In my view the 
stepping improves the legibility of the building in the street, and 
adds variety and a greater degree of articulation into the 
Newmarket Road elevation, helping to reduce the perceived 
mass of the building all of which are benefits. 

 
8.29 In my view, notwithstanding the views expressed in 

representations, the articulation of the building is acceptable. 
The regular fenestration of the projecting bays helps them to 
read as distinct units with a greater vertical emphasis, and in my 
view, the protrusion of these bays, taken with the step forward 
of the western element, is sufficient to prevent the building as a 
whole from appearing unduly monolithic on the Newmarket 
Road frontage.   

   
 8.30 Other design changes have seen a more pronounced vertical 

emphasis to the Newmarket Road frontage, particularly east of 
the entrance where the strong definition of different elements 
through the bays and suggested use of materials and window 
patterns have all worked to produce a building which I consider 
markedly better than that previously rejected.  At the very 
eastern end it is predominantly glass in order to work better with 
the hotel proposed next door.  Amended plans have provided 
changes to the ‘framing’ of the commercial/community space 
shop front to meet a criticism of the Urban Design Team(JUDT). 
The Urban Design Team’s second suggestion, that windows in 
the projecting bays be given a stronger vertical emphasis has 
not been taken up by the applicants. I am disappointed by this, 
because I agree with the JUDT that such a change would 



respond much better to the character of existing buildings on 
the opposite side of Newmarket Road. This shortcoming is not, 
however, in my view, a sufficient reason to refuse the 
application. 

 
Harvest Way 
 

8.31 Away from the Newmarket Road frontage the scheme has also 
been amended to acknowledge concerns of the Inspector, 
officers and local residents about the height and massing away 

from that major artery.  The Inspector criticised, “… the 

contrast between the six storey appeal scheme and the two 
storey development south of Harvest Way (given emphasis by 
the open area of allotments and their association of use with 
those properties) would be perceived as being too great for a 

successful integration with the existing townscape.”  Although 

the scheme is now 5 storeys, one floor less than was previously 
refused, the mass of the building and the scale of the top floor 
are also radically different.  The three-wing form has remained; 
it was not an issue for the Inspector and is seen in a very 
positive light by the Urban Design Team.   

 
8.32  It is again difficult, because of the building sitting on a ridge and 

consequent changes of level, and a non-straight site boundary 
to portray adequately the reductions in scale of what is 
proposed.  Table 8d seeks to give some guidance, but must be 
seen as that only. 

 
Table 8d: Height comparisons – Harvest Way side 

 Max 
vertical  
height 
where 
closest to 
Harvest 
Way (top of 
glazed 
balcony) 

Height 
of 4th 
floor 
Balcony 
above 
street 
level 
 

Distance  
Of 4th 
floor 
balcony 
from 
Harvest 
Way 

Max 
Height 
of top 
flats 

Distance 
of top 
floor 
from 
Harvest 
Way 

 
09/0382/REM 

East end  14.2m 
(15.2m) 

15.2m  2.0m   19.5m 7.8m 



West end 13.4m 
(14.4m) 

14.4m 4.4m   8.4m 

 
11/0219/FUL 

East end  
 

7.4m 
(8.4m) 

14.4m 9.6m 15.2m 12.8m 

West end  
 

6.8m 
(7.8m) 

13.4m 8.6m 15.2m 10.8m 

 
What the table does demonstrate is that while the building close 
to the footpath is not small, it is significantly lower in height than 
the previous proposal and steps away from the street much 
more positively.  The height of the elements closest to Harvest 
Way must also be considered in the context of the existing 
eaves lines on this frontage, which vary between 5.5 and 
6.5metres, and the ridge of the existing building which is almost 
9 metres above Harvest Way street level at a distance of about 
12-13metres from the road.  The eaves of the taller elements of 
the three-storey housing on the former Simpers site on the 
opposite side of the road are about 6 metres and the ridge 
about 9.4m.  In this context, I do not consider this proposal, with 
its much more specific stepping up and away from the street 
frontage, will be unduly dominant or too high for a successful 
integration with the existing townscape. It is my view that the 
concerns of the Inspector in this respect have been addressed. 

 
Physical and visual links between Newmarket Road and 
Harvest Way 

 
8.33 The Eastern Gate Development Framework SPD (EGDF) as 

presented to Committee included Section 3.4.2 relating to Block 
Structure which reads: 

 

8.34 “3.4.2 With regards to built form, scale and massing Figure 38 

promotes an urban structure that seeks to: 
 

� Moderate the mass of new development. 
� Encourage new positive views to well loved buildings and 

spaces  - for example St Andrew-the-Less and the New 
Street Allotments. 

� Encourage visual connections between the north and south 
side of Newmarket Road, helping to visually integrate 
neighbouring communities.  



� Encourage a permeable fine grained structure.”   

 
Environment Scrutiny Committee at its 4th October 2011 

meeting resolved to add the words “and physical” after the 

word “visual” in the third paragraph, so that the entire 

paragraph will now read: 
 “Encourage visual and physical connections between the 

north and south side of the Newmarket Road, helping to visually 

integrate neighbouring communities”. 

 
8.35 The proposed building occupies the great majority of the site 

frontage, but is not square to either the common boundary with 
the hotel, or that with the CRT buildings. At the eastern end of 
the frontage, both this proposed building and the hotel step 
back from their front building line, closer to the common 
boundary between them, so that while their front corners are 
about 13 metres apart, (this building and the hotel about 7 and 
10 metres respectively from the front new highway boundary), 
13 metres back from the new pavement they are only 6.5m 
apart and by Harvest Way there is only a gap of about 5 metres.   
A very limited visual link would be created here between 
Newmarket Road and Harvest Way, though that would be 
severely limited by planting already approved as part of the 
landscape scheme for the hotel. At the western end of the site 
the distance of the building from the common boundary with 
CRT is about 2 metres on both frontages, though wider in 
places in between.  This coupled with a similar width on the 
CRT site if/when it is developed would provide a visual link here 
too. Neither of these spaces at either end of the building 
provides a formal physical link between the two streets, though 
there is private/emergency access all along the western edge of 
the application proposal.    

 
8.36 The local residents groups point out that a key aspiration of the 

EGDF SPD is to improve the connectivity between the areas 
north and south of Newmarket Road, pointing out that the 
recreation of historical pedestrian links is supported strongly by 
the newly adopted Newmarket Road Suburbs and Approaches 
Study.  They note the Committee resolution to reinstate the 
emphasis on providing new physical links – not just visual links 
and see the western edge of this site as the last opportunity to 
achieve that, with a physical pedestrian link between 



Newmarket Road and Harvest Way to the west of the proposed 
residential development, providing a connection with Simpers 
Walk. While understanding the ambition, I find difficulty in 
accepting that such a link would serve a real purpose. There is 
no Newmarket Road crossing at this point and a relatively 
narrow, enclosed ‘gunnel’ between buildings would be seen by 
many as a hostile rather than an inviting environment and would 
almost certainly be opposed by the Police Liaison Officer.  As 
the distance around the other three sides of the CRT site from 
Simpers Walk to the Commercial/Community use space is only 
about 130 metres, I do not think that it is reasonable or logical 
to require a physical link through.   I also consider that as the 
application was made in February (eight months before the 
resolution of Committee on the SPD in October), it would not be 
reasonable to demand such a change, which would be 
fundamental to the whole scheme, at this juncture.     
 
Courtyards 

 
8.37 The ‘E’-shaped footprint is successful, in my view, in exploiting 

the orientation of the site to gain sunlight for many of the 
proposed units. The changes introduced in this scheme, the 
stepping up and away from Harvest Way have undoubtedly 
improved the amount of light into the courtyards and as a 
consequence the potential for some, albeit limited, use.  In 
saying that I acknowledge that though more open and more 
light than the courtyards in the previously refused application, 
the proposed courtyards are still limited in scale, and offer no 
formal play space on the site.  There is, however, some 
potential for use taking access from the building, though if use 
was other than light there is the potential for adverse amenity 
implications for users, particularly, of the ground floor 
accommodation.  I recognise too, that this site, lying just across 
the ward boundary from Petersfield, is in an area not generally 
well provided with open space.  However, the site is relatively 
close (200 metres) to St Matthew’s Piece and Midsummer 
Common (400metres).  The slender footprint of the whole site 
between Harvest Way and Newmarket Road does not facilitate 
the inclusion of more extensive open space on the site as there 
needs to be a building to act as a buffer to Newmarket Road;  it 
limits the potential even for the child play spaces the residents 
groups urge, if proper ‘buffer’ areas to residential 
accommodation are to be provided.  In my view the courtyards 
in their present form are acceptable and do present some space 



that is valuable as an amenity, even if not a genuine on site 
open space provision. 

 
Relationship with historic townscape and neighbouring 
conservation areas 

 
8.38 The Historic Environment Manager has criticised the lack of 

local distinctiveness in the design of the proposed building.  I 
accept that any element of such distinctiveness in the building is 
limited, but in view of the very heterogeneous character of 
Newmarket Road east of the Auckland Road junction, I consider 
it very difficult to justify a demand that development on this site 
should refer to the distinctive elements of Cambridge’s 
architectural development more strongly. The Historic 
Environment Manager also criticises what he sees as the 
blandness of the proposed building. I consider this judgement to 
be unduly harsh; in my view the pattern of fenestration, the 
articulation of the frontage, and the materials proposed would 
all lend the building a degree of individual character, and the 
use of a brick which alludes to the predominant material of the 
residential areas to north and south is welcome, and would 
assist the integration of the building into the locality. In my view, 
the proposed building responds in a satisfactory manner to its 
context.  

 
8.39 In my opinion, in respect of its scale, orientation, layout, 

elevational treatment, materials and relationship with context, 
the proposal is compliant with East of England Plan (2008) 
policy ENV7, and Cambridge Local Plan (2006) policies 3/4, 3/7 
3/11 and 3/12.  

 
 Public Art 
 
8.40 A public art strategy, prepared by Commissions East, was 

submitted with the application, outlining options, including 
preferred options, budget, artist selection process, timescale, 
involvement of the local community, maintenance and 
decommissioning. The strategy is seen as acceptable by the 
Public Art Co-ordinator. 

 
8.41 In my opinion the proposal is compliant, in respect of public art, 

with Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Structure Plan (2003) 
policies P6/1 and 9/8 and Cambridge Local Plan (2006) policies 
3/7 and 10/1 and the Public Art SPD 2010 



 
Renewable energy and sustainability 

 
8.42 The application addresses sustainability issues in a number of 

ways, including having a sustainable location, providing for 
improvements in public transport, having a limited level of car 
parking, reusing previously-developed land, small reductions in 
the impervious area of the site, and a number of other design 
features. The application states that it will achieve Code 3 in the 
Code for Sustainable Homes. 

 
8.43 The applicants, having assessed methods of generating energy 

by renewable means have concluded that the most appropriate 
option for this site is Combined Heat and Power. This is not 
strictly a renewable source of energy, as it is based on the use 
of a fossil fuel, but the advice of the Sustainable Construction 
Co-ordinator is that it is an acceptable alternative if carbon 
savings of the order of 20% can be achieved. In this instance 
the application indicates that 19% carbon savings will be 
achieved. 

 
8.44 In my opinion the applicants have suitably addressed the issue 

of sustainability and renewable energy and the proposal is in 
accordance with East of England Plan (2008) policy ENG6, 
Cambridge Local Plan (2006) policies 3/1 and 8/16, ‘Cambridge 
Sustainable Development Guidelines’ (2003). And the City 
Council’s Sustainable Design and Construction SPD (2007). 

 
Disabled access 

 
8.45 Level access is provided, along with lifts to all floors. The 

Access officer is satisfied with the application, but urges that all 
bathroom doors should open outwards, and that disabled car 
parking spaces should be sited as near as possible to the lifts. 

 
8.46 In my opinion the proposal is compliant, in respect of disabled 

access, with Cambridge Local Plan (2006) policies 3/7 and 
3/12. 
 
Residential Amenity 
 

Residential amenity of neighbouring occupiers 
 
Overshadowing 



 
8.47 Sun path diagrams have been submitted with this application. 

These demonstrate that because of the distance involved, 
sunlight would not be blocked from any premises to the north on 
the other side of Newmarket Road at the spring and autumn 
equinoxes, even as early as 9am. There would be some 
shadowing of premises in this location (which are mostly 
commercial, but do include some residential accommodation) 
during the winter, and it would be greater than that created by 
the present buildings (but less than that created by the building 
shown in the now lapsed outline permission 02/0739/OP). I do 
not consider that the very limited degree of overshadowing 
created would be sufficient to merit refusal of the application. 

 
Privacy 

 
8.48 Houses on the south side of New Street, from 130 to 150, would 

be overlooked from residential units on the south side of the 
block. However this would be at a distance of about 77m, and 
would only be of front gardens and windows which already face 
the street. A few street-facing widows in the development on the 
former Simpers rope works site, and the rear gardens of some 
of these units would also be overlooked from balconies and 
south- or west-facing windows in the development.  In all cases 
however, the windows or gardens are either visible from the 
street, or widely overlooked from the windows of existing 
neighbouring properties. Rear gardens of the few residential 
properties on the north side of Newmarket Road would be 
screened from the residential units by the bulk of those 
properties. There would be some overlooking of gardens in 
Godesdone Road, but this would be at a distance of at least 
50m, and at an oblique angle. Rear windows of Godesdone 
Road houses would not be overlooked because of the 
orientation of the street. Rear windows in Beche Court would be 
overlooked from some of the more easterly units. This would be 
at a distance of at least 42m, and mostly from an oblique angle. 
Rear windows in Beche Road would be at least 75m from the 
overlooking windows in the residential units.  

 
8.49 In summary, it is the case that overlooking of some garden 

areas and windows of habitable rooms would be possible from 
the proposed residential units. In almost all cases, however, this 
would be at a distance of at least 40m, and in most cases 
considerably further. I do not consider that views from this 



distance would diminish privacy to such a level as to warrant 
refusal of the application. In those few cases where the distance 
is closer, such as the Simpers site, I do not consider the nature 
of the overlooking to be such as seriously to harm privacy. 

 
Visual domination 

 
8.50 As I have indicated above, I do not share the view that a new 

building on this site should remain within the prevailing height of 
residential buildings in the areas immediately north and south. I 
consider it appropriate that buildings along this section of 
Newmarket Road should be of a greater scale, and this implies 
that such buildings would have a degree of prominence at some 
locations in the Riverside area, particularly from rear windows 
on the south side of Beche Road, and from Beche Court. The 
degree to which the significantly reduced height of this building 
would now be seen from these viewpoints is in my view 
acceptable. I do not feel the proposed building would create an 
overwhelming visual impact or sense of enclosure such as to 
warrant refusal on neighbour amenity grounds and take some 
comfort from the Inspector’s view that bigger buildings would 
not be inappropriate along this stretch of Newmarket road.  

 
Noise and disruption 

 
8.51  I acknowledge that the proposed flats would almost certainly 

result in more vehicle movements in Harvest Way, but that is 
inevitable if the site is to be redeveloped, which is something 
that all parties would appear to accept should happen.  Some 
noise would be generated by deliveries and waste collection.  I 
do not, however, consider that the level of noise need be 
particularly intense.  Given the distance of most residential 
premises from the application site, and acknowledging that a 
substantial part of any vehicle movements from the site will 
involve travel along New Street, I do not consider that 
significant harm to neighbours is likely to result through noise or 
disruption. 

 
8.52 In my opinion the proposal adequately respects the residential 

amenity of its neighbours and in this respect I consider that it is 
compliant with East of England Plan (2008) policy ENV7, and 
Cambridge Local Plan (2006) policies 3/4 and 3/7. 

 
Amenity for future occupiers 



 
8.53 Most of the flats proposed on the south side of the building 

would have an attractive outlook over the courtyards, or towards 
New Street, with balconies or roof terraces and the benefit of 
long opportunities for sunlight. The south-facing courtyards are 
significantly more open and therefore lighter than in the 
previous application. Concerns have been expressed about 
apartments on the north side of the building, facing Newmarket 
Road, which would be in a less favoured position. I accept that 
the quality of amenity in these flats would be lower. However, 
provided that appropriate measures are taken in respect of 
noise and air quality for flats on the north side of the building, I 
do not feel any of the other shortcomings are sufficiently 
harmful to the amenity of future occupiers to merit refusal of the 
application. 

 
8.54 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 East of England Plan (2008) policy ENV7, and 
Cambridge Local Plan (2006) policies 3/7 and 3/12 (or 3/14). 

 
Refuse Arrangements 

 
8.55 Storage for refuse and recycling bins is provided in two areas 

within the ground floor of the proposed building, at the 
southernmost ends of the  eastern and western ‘wings’ of the E-
shaped plan.  The Waste Strategy Manager suggests that the 
submitted layout does not make it clear that sufficient space is 
provided for domestic and commercial waste to be stored 
separately (incorporating the separate streams of waste in each 
area).  She suggests that this be addressed by two conditions, 
covering commercial and domestic waste. 

 
8.56  In my opinion, subject to such conditions, the proposal is 

compliant in respect of waste storage with Cambridge Local 
Plan (2006) policy 3/12. 

 
Environmental health issues 

 
8.57 The Head of Environmental Services recommends refusal on 

the grounds of the negative impact on air quality and on the 
grounds of introducing new residents to an existing area of poor 
air quality.  Although I accept that the application conflicts with 



local plan policy on air quality, the degree to which it does so is 
very small.  This issue was considered by the Inspector at the 
appeal on 09/0382/FUL; he adduced the advice in PPS 23 that, 
where possible, mitigation measures should be used in these 
circumstances to allow development to proceed rather than 
sterilising sites, as a reason why this problem should not be 
used as a reason for refusal.  In this case, the impact on air 
quality is lower (because there are fewer units), and the impact 
of existing poor air quality is also less, because they are mostly 
slightly further from the carriageway.  In the light of the appeal 
decision, I do not consider that it would be reasonable to refuse 
the application on grounds of air quality 

 
8.58 The other issues raised by the Head of Environmental Services: 

construction noise and vibration, dust suppression, ground 
contamination, the impact of traffic noise and industrial noise 
from other sites on future residents, plant noise from the 
proposal itself, and fume extraction, can all, in my view, be 
addressed by appropriate conditions. 

 
Transport  network and traffic 

 
8.59 Transport assessments were submitted in February and May of 

2011. In addition, modelling of future traffic flows, using the 
County Council’s Paramics model, was carried out by the 
County Council’s consultants, on behalf of the applicants. The 
County Council’s advice is given following consideration of all 
this information. The Paramics modelling was carried out for a 
baseline scenario in 2018, assuming no additional development 
in this immediate locality other than the hotel already approved 
on the western corner of Newmarket Road and Coldhams Lane 
(180-190 Newmarket Road). It was also carried out for a 
scenario including the present application proposal, for a 
scenario involving a second hotel development on the opposite 
corner (Intercell House site, 1 Coldhams Lane), and for a 
scenario including the present application scheme and the 
Intercell House hotel proposal.  

 
8.60 The results of the modelling show negligible impact of either or 

both proposals on travel times on the network during weekday 
peak periods. On Saturdays, the impact of the present 
application proposal on travel times remains negligible 
(although it appears that the combined impact of this proposal 



and the hotel on the Intercell House site would significantly 
increase travel times on Coldhams Lane.) 

 
8.61 The County Council’s Transport Assessment Manager is of the 

view that this modelling supports the conclusion of the 
Transport Assessment that the residential development 
proposed here would have a minimal and acceptable impact on 
the highway network, and that, subject to appropriate clauses in 
a Section 106 agreement, which I detail below, there are no 
highways or transport-related reasons to refuse planning 
permission. I accept this advice. In my view the proposal is in 
accordance with policies 8/2, 8/3 and 8/8 of the Cambridge 
Local Plan (2006). 

 
Highway Safety 

 
8.62 The highway authority has remaining concerns about the cycle 

route along the northern edge of the basement, the size of car 
parking spaces, manoeuvring space adjacent to the entrance to 
the cycle stores, and conflict between servicing vehicles and 
pedestrians on the Harvest Way footway. 

 
8.63 I have addressed the north wall cycle route issue below under 

cycle parking.  I accept the Authority’s comments about car 
parking space size, but the undersizing is relatively slight, and I 
do not consider this to be a reason meriting refusal of the 
application. I also accept the authority’s view about 
manoeuvring near to the cycle store. I recommend a condition 
to address this.  The solution may require the loss of a car 
parking space, which in my view would be acceptable.  In my 
view, the problems caused to pedestrians by the outward 
opening of the bin store doors is likely to be confined to very 
short periods when refuse is collected. It may be slightly 
inconvenient at these limited periods, but I do not consider that 
it would be hazardous. 

 
8.64  In my opinion, subject to appropriate conditions the proposal is 

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

Car and Cycle Parking 
 
8.65 The City Council’s Car Parking Standards set a maximum of 86 

car parking spaces for the proposed development on this site 
(which is currently outside the controlled parking zone (CPZ). 



(This is made up of one space per unit (75) plus one additional 
space for each unit of more than two bedrooms (11). The 
proposal shows 50 car parking spaces in the basement, which 
is well below the maximum permitted level, and is therefore in 
accordance with local plan policy. In this location, close to the 
city centre and bus routes, I consider it to be an appropriate 
level of provision.  Concern has been expressed by the 
Planning Policy Manger, the highway authority, the County’s 
Transport Assessment Manager, the Head of Environmental 
Services (in relation to air quality) and local residents about the 
likelihood of residents in the scheme competing for the scarce 
on-street car parking space in the area.  This issue would arise 
with almost any proposal for residential development on the 
application site. In my view, the only practical way in which it 
can be addressed is the requirement for the development to 
support the cost of survey and, if agreed, implementation, of 
residents-only car parking in the area.  I recommend that such 
provision be made in a Section 106 agreement. 

 
8.66 In my opinion, subject to such an agreement, the proposal is 

compliant with Cambridge Local Plan (2006) policy 8/10.  
 
8.67 The City Council Cycle Parking Standards require provision of 

136 cycle parking spaces.  The application proposes 136 
spaces in the basement, with a separate ramp for cycles to the 
east of the motor vehicle ramps.  The Cycling and walking 
officer is concerned about five issues: 

 
� Width of the upper end of the cycle ramp 
� Protection of cyclists along the north edge of the basement 
� Provision for two-way cycling on Harvest Way 
� Visitor cycle parking 
� Entrance to cycle ramp door to be by smartcard 
 

8.68 In my view the protection of cyclists is most crucial in the north-
east corner of the basement near to the foot of the ramps, and 
this could be secured by condition. I consider the narrowness of 
the cycle space along the remainder of the north wall (it is a 
little over 1metre wide) to be an inconvenience, but not a 
significant threat to the safety of cycle users.  In my view 
conditions can also address the need for visitor cycle parking 
and the control of the cycle ramp door. The two-way cycle flow 
in Harvest Way is the subject of a condition required by the 
highway authority.  



 
8.69 I do not consider that the width of the upper end of the cycle 

ramp can be addressed by condition, because it is constrained 
by the position of the site boundary and the lift shaft, and 
widening it would require a fundamental redesign of the 
building. The width at the top of the ramp is about 1.6m (not the 
2.5m the cycling officer seeks) and the doorway shown is 1.2 
metres wide (meeting the 1.0m sought) which should allow 2 
cycles to pass, though this would be more difficult where a 
trailer is involved and might engender some slight delay, but in 
all probability only on relatively infrequent occasions.  I do not 
consider that the width restriction at the upper end of this ramp 
would justify refusal of the application. It is not a perfect 
configuration, but in my view, it is acceptable.   
 

8.70 In my opinion, subject to such an agreement, the proposal is 
compliant with Cambridge Local Plan (2006) policy 8/10.  
 
Third Party Representations 

 
8.71 I have addressed the issues raised in representations in the 

paragraphs indicated below. 
 

Too high 8.19-8.23 
Monolithic 8.25-8.30 
Conflict with EGDF 8.25-8.30  and 8.33-

8.36 
Impact on conservation area 8.38 
Too much development already 8.2 
Traffic 8.59-8.61 
On-street car parking 8.65 

Too many small units 8.11 
Too close to road 8.24 
More green space needed 8.37 
Community space needed 8.4-8.7 

 
Planning Obligation Strategy 

 
8.72 The Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 have 

introduced the requirement for all local authorities to make an 
assessment of any planning obligation in relation to three tests.  
If the planning obligation does not pass the tests then it is 
unlawful.  The tests are that the planning obligation must be: 



 
(a) necessary to make the development acceptable in planning 
terms;  

(b) directly related to the development; and  

(c) fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the 
development. 

 
8.73 In bringing forward my recommendations in relation to the 

Planning Obligation for this development I have considered 
these requirements. The Planning Obligation Strategy (2010) 
provides a framework for expenditure of financial contributions 
collected through planning obligations.  The applicants have 
indicated their willingness to enter into a S106 planning 
obligation in accordance with the requirements of the Strategy. 
The proposed development triggers the requirement for the 
following community infrastructure:  

 
Open Space  

 
8.74 The Planning Obligation strategy requires that all new 

residential developments contribute to the provision or 
improvement of public open space, either through provision on 
site as part of the development or through a financial 
contribution for use across the city. The proposed development 
requires a contribution to be made towards open space, 
comprising formal open space, informal open space and 
children’s play areas. The total contribution sought has been 
calculated as follows. 

 
8.75 The application proposes the erection of 11 three-bedroom 

flats, 39 two-bedroom flats and 25 one-bedroom flats. No 
residential units would be removed, so the net total of additional 
residential units is 75.  A house or flat is assumed to 
accommodate one person for each bedroom, but one-bedroom 
flats are assumed to accommodate 1.5 people.  Contributions 
towards children’s play space are not required from one-
bedroom units. The totals required for the new buildings are 
calculated as follows: 

 
 

Outdoor sports facilities 

Type of 
unit 

Persons per 
unit 

£ per 
person 

£per unit Number 
of such 

Total £ 



units 

studio 1 238 238   
1 bed 1.5 238 357 25      8925 
2-bed 2 238 476 39    18564 
3-bed 3 238 714 11      7854 
4-bed 4 238 952   

Total    35343 

 
 

Indoor sports facilities 

Type of 
unit 

Persons 
per unit 

£ per 
person 

£per unit Number 
of such 
units 

Total £ 

studio 1 269     269   
1 bed 1.5 269     403.50 25    10087.5 
2-bed 2 269     538 39    20982 

3-bed 3 269     807 11      8877 
4-bed 4 269   1076   

Total    39946.5 

 
 

Informal open space 

Type of 
unit 

Persons 
per unit 

£ per 
person 

£per unit Number 
of such 
units 

Total £ 

studio 1 242 242   

1 bed 1.5 242 363 25     9075 
2-bed 2 242 484 39   18876 
3-bed 3 242 726 11     7986 
4-bed 4 242 968   

Total    35937 

 
 

Provision for children and teenagers 

Type of 
unit 

Person
s per 
unit 

£ per 
person 

£per unit Number 
of such 
units 

Total £ 

studio 1 0 0  0 
1 bed 1.5 0 0  0 
2-bed 2 316 632 39    24648 
3-bed 3 316 948 11    10428 

4-bed 4 316          
1264 

  



Total    35076 

 
8.76 Subject to the completion of a S106 planning obligation to 

secure the requirements of the Planning Obligation Strategy 
(2010), I am satisfied that the proposal accords with 
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Structure Plan (2003) 
policies P6/1 and P9/8 and Cambridge Local Plan (2006) 
policies 3/8 and 10/1. 

 
Community Development 

 
8.77 The Planning Obligation Strategy (2010) requires that all new 

residential developments contribute to community development 
facilities, programmes and projects. This contribution is £1256 
for each unit of one or two bedrooms and £1882 for each larger 
unit. The total contribution sought has been calculated as 
follows: 

 
Community facilities 

Type of unit £per unit Number of such 
units 

Total £ 

1 bed 1256 25 31400 
2-bed 1256 39 48984 
3-bed 1882 11 20702 
4-bed 1882   

Total 101086 

 
8.78 Subject to the completion of a S106 planning obligation to 

secure the requirements of the Planning Obligation Strategy 
(2010), I am satisfied that the proposal accords with 
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Structure Plan (2003) 
policies P6/1 and P9/8 and Cambridge Local Plan (2006) 
policies 5/14 and 10/1. As I have indicated above, it is my view 
that on-site community provision here is very desirable, and that 
a ‘trade-off’ could be considered under which, in exchange for 
providing community space whose value exceeded the 
contribution sought in the above table, and subject to 
appropriate and robust information about the financial 
framework of the project, adjustments could be made to other 
contributions. I recommend authority to officers to negotiate 
such an arrangement be delegated. 

 



Waste 
 
8.79 The Planning Obligation Strategy (2010) requires that all new 

residential developments contribute to the provision of 
household waste and recycling receptacles on a per dwelling 
basis. As the type of waste and recycling containers provided 
by the City Council for houses are different from those for flats, 
this contribution is £75 for each house and £150 for each flat. 
The total contribution sought has been calculated as follows: 

 
Waste and recycling containers 

Type of unit £per unit Number of such 
units 

Total £ 

House 75   
Flat 150 75 11250 

Total 11250 

 
8.80 Subject to the completion of a S106 planning obligation to 

secure the requirements of the Planning Obligation Strategy 
(2010), I am satisfied that the proposal accords with 
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Structure Plan (2003) 
policies P6/1 and P9/8 and Cambridge Local Plan (2006) 
policies 3/7, 3/12 and 10/1. 

 
Education 

 
8.81 Upon adoption of the Planning Obligation Strategy (2010) the 

Council resolved that the Education section in the 2004 
Planning Obligations Strategy continues to apply until it is 
replaced by a revised section that will form part of the Planning 
Obligations Strategy 2010.  It forms an appendix to the Planning 
Obligations Strategy (2010) and is a formal part of that 
document.  Commuted payments are required towards 
education facilities where four or more additional residential 
units are created and where it has been established that there 
is insufficient capacity to meet demands for educational 
facilities.  

 
8.82 In this case, 75 additional residential units are created and the 

County Council have confirmed that there is insufficient capacity 
to meet demand for pre-school education, primary education, 
secondary education and lifelong learning.  Contributions are 
not required for pre-school education, primary education and 



secondary education for one-bedroom units. Contributions are 
therefore required on the following basis. 

 
Pre-school education 

Type 
of unit 

Persons 
per unit 

 £per 
unit 

Number 
of such 
units 

Total £ 

1 bed 1.5  0 25 0 
2+-
beds 

2  810 50 40500 

Total 40500 

 
 

Primary education 

Type 
of unit 

Persons 
per unit 

 £per 
unit 

Number 
of such 
units 

Total £ 

1 bed 1.5  0 25 0 
2+-
beds 

2  1350 50 67500 

Total 67500 

 
Secondary education 

Type 
of unit 

Persons 
per unit 

 £per 
unit 

Number 
of such 
units 

Total £ 

1 bed 1.5  0 25 0 
2+-
beds 

2  1520 50 76000 

Total 76000 

 
Life-long learning 

Type 
of unit 

Persons 
per unit 

 £per 
unit 

Number 
of such 
units 

Total £ 

1 bed 1.5  160 25 4000 

2+-
beds 

2  160 50 8000 

Total 12000 

 
8.83 Subject to the completion of a S106 planning obligation to 

secure the requirements of the Planning Obligation Strategy 
(2010), I am satisfied that the proposal accords with 



Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Structure Plan (2003) 
policies P6/1 and P9/8 and Cambridge Local Plan (2006) 
policies 5/14 and 10/1. 

 
Affordable Housing 

 

8.84 It is proposed that 40 of the 75 residential units are affordable. 
This equates to exactly 40% and therefore meets the 
requirements for affordable housing provision (at least 40%) as 
set out in the Local Plan. The mix of affordable units in terms of 
size and location is set out in Tables 8a and 8b, and as I have 
explained earlier, it is my view that the size mix and distribution 
of the units is in accordance with the Council’s Affordable 
Housing SPD.  

 
8.85 Subject to a S106 planning obligation which would secure the 

affordable housing provision shown, the proposal is in 
accordance with East of England Plan (2008) policy H2, 
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Structure Plan (2003) 
policies P6/1 and P9/8, the Cambridge Local Plan (2006) 
policies  5/5 and 10/1, and the Affordable Housing SPD.   

 
Transport 

 
8.86 Contributions towards catering for additional trips generated by 

proposed development are sought where 50 or more (all mode) 
trips on a daily basis are likely to be generated. The site lies 
within the Eastern Corridor Area Transport Plan.  

 
8.87 The Highway Authority requires that in order to be acceptable, 

the development must make the following contributions to the 
improvement of the transport network: 

 
� transfer to the County Council of a strip of land along the 

northern edge of the site in order to facilitate future highways 
or transport improvements; 

� a contribution of £30,000 towards implementation of MOVA 
at the Newmarket Road / Coldhams Lane traffic lights 
(unless this has already been provided by the developer of 
the adjoining hotel site) 

� the undertaking of a parking survey and public consultations, 
and if necessary, funding an extension of the CPZ 



� a financial contribution to ECATP, to be agreed between the 
developer and the County Council, taking into account the 
scale of the above three contributions. 

� Provision of the means for east-west cycle flow on Harvest 
Way 

 
8.88 Subject to the completion of a S106 planning obligation to 

secure the transport requirements of the Planning Obligation 
Strategy (2010), I am satisfied that the proposal accords with 
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Structure Plan (2003) 
policies P6/1, P9/8 and P9/9 and Cambridge Local Plan (2006) 
policies 8/3 and 10/1. 

 
Public Realm 

 
8.89 The Principal Landscape Architect is of the view that  a 

contribution is necessary to public realm improvements in 
Harvest Way. The contribution required is £59,120, based on 
the proportion of the frontage of the site on Harvest Way to the 
total length of the area requiring improvement. 
 

8.90 Subject to the completion of a S106 planning obligation to 
secure the public realm requirements of the Planning Obligation 
Strategy (2010), I am satisfied that the proposal accords with 
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Structure Plan (2003) 
policies P6/1, and P9/8 and Cambridge Local Plan (2006) policy 
3/7. 
 
Public Art  

 
8.91 The development is required to make provision for public art 

and I have recommended above that the strategy proposed in 
the application be considered appropriate.  Implementation of 
the strategy needs to be secured by the S106 planning 
obligation. 

 
8.92 Subject to the completion of a S106 planning obligation to 

secure the requirements of the Planning Obligation Strategy 
(2004), I am satisfied that the proposal accords with 
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Structure Plan (2003) 
policies P6/1 and 9/8 and Cambridge Local Plan (2006) policies 
3/7 and 10/1 and the Public Art SPD 2010. 

 
 Monitoring 



 
8.93 Contributions will also have to be made to monitoring 
 
 Conclusion 
 
8.94 It is my view that the planning obligation is necessary, directly 

related to the development and fairly and reasonably in scale 
and kind to the development and therefore the Planning 
Obligation passes the tests set by the Community Infrastructure 
Levy Regulations 2010. 

 
9.0 CONCLUSION 
 
9.1 The Inspector dismissed the appeal on the previous application 

on this site largely on the basis of the height, mass and footprint 
then proposed. He also saw inadequate transport information 
and a failure to contribute to the city’s infrastructure needs as 
shortcomings of the application. In my view the design of the 
building now proposed addresses his principal concerns. The 
County Council is satisfied that the transport information 
supplied indicates that the proposal will not have a significant 
harmful impact on the transport network. Provided that 
satisfactory planning obligations are secured in a Section 106 
agreement, I am of the view that the present application is in 
accordance with development plan policy and should be 
approved. 

 
10.0 RECOMMENDATION 

 
1. APPROVE subject to the satisfactory completion of the 
s106 agreement by 28th February 2012 and subject to 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. 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) 

 
3. Before starting any brick or stone work, a sample panel of the 

facing materials to be used shall be erected on site to establish 
the detail of bonding, coursing and colour and type of jointing 
and shall be agreed in writing with the local planning authority. 
The quality of finish and materials incorporated in any approved 
sample panel(s), which shall not be demolished prior to 
completion of development, shall be maintained throughout the 
development. 

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

quality and colour of the detailing of the brickwork/stonework 
and jointing is acceptable and maintained throughout the 
development. (Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policies 3/4 and 
3/12) 

 
4. No development shall take place until a traffic management 

plan for the demolition phase has been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the local planning authority. Demolition 
shall proceed only according to the approved plan. 

    
 Reason: To avoid an unacceptable transport impact. 

(Cambridge Local Plan (2006) policy 8/2) 
 
5. Except with the prior written agreement of the local planning 

authority in writing no construction work or demolition shall be 
carried out or plant operated other than between the following 
hours: 0800 hours to 1800 hours 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) 
 



6. Before the development hereby permitted is commenced details 
of the following matters shall be submitted to and approved by 
the local planning authority in writing. 

   
i) contractors access arrangements for vehicles, plant and 

personnel, 
   
 ii) contractors site storage area/compound, 
   

iii) the means of moving, storing and stacking all building 
materials, plant and equipment around and adjacent to 
the site, 

   
iv) the arrangements for parking of contractors vehicles and 

contractors personnel vehicles. 
   
 Thereafter the development shall be undertaken in accordance 

with the approved details. 
   
 Reason: To protect the amenity of the adjoining properties 

during the construction period. (Cambridge Local Plan 2006 
policy 4/13) 

 
7. Except with the prior agreement of the local planning authority 

in writing, there should be no collection or deliveries to the site 
during the demolition and construction stages outside the hours 
of 0700 hrs and 1900 hrs on Monday - Saturday and there 
should be no collections or deliveries on Sundays or Bank and 
public holidays. 

     
 Reason: To protect the amenity of neighbours. (Cambridge 

Local Plan (2006) policies 4/13 and 6/10) 
 
8. Prior to the commencement of the development hereby 

approved (including any pre-construction, demolition or 
enabling works), or in accordance with an alternative timetable 
to be agreed, a comprehensive construction programme 
identifying each and every phase of the development and 
confirming construction activities to be undertaken in each 
phase and a timetable for their execution shall be submitted to 
and approved by the local planning authority in writing.  
Thereafter the development shall be undertaken in accordance 
with the agreed details unless the local planning authority 
agrees to the variation of any detail in advance and in writing. 



    
 Reason: To protect the amenity of neighbours (Cambridge 

Local Plan 2006 policy 3/4) 
 
9. Prior to the commencement of the development hereby 

approved (including any pre-construction, demolition or 
enabling works), 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 'Noise and Vibration Control On 
Construction and Open Sites', especially Part I: 1997 'Code Of 
Practice (COP) for basic information and procedures for noise 
and vibration control', Part 2: 'Guide to noise and vibration 
control legislation for construction and demolition including road 
construction and maintenance' and Part 4: 'COP for noise and 
vibration control applicable to piling operations', (if the 
construction process is to involve piling operations).  
Development shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved details. 

    
 Reason: To protect the residential amenity of neighbours, and 

to avoid pollution. (Cambridge Local Plan (2006) policies 3/4 
and 4/13) 

 
10. In the event of the foundations for the proposed development 

requiring piling, prior to the development taking place the 
applicant shall provide the local authority with a report / method 
statement for approval detailing the type of piling and mitigation 
measures to be taken to protect local residents noise and or 
vibration. Potential noise and vibration levels at the nearest 
noise sensitive locations shall be predicted in accordance with 
the provisions of BS 5228 : Part 4: 'COP for noise and vibration 
control applicable to piling operations',   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. Consent for piling will only be granted where it 
has been demonstrated that there is no resultant unacceptable 
risk to groundwater. 

    
 Reason: To avoid pollution. (Cambridge Local Plan (2006) 

policy 4/13) 



 
11. No development shall commence until a programme of 

measures to minimise the spread of airborne dust and mud 
from the site during the 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 neighbours and highway 

users, and to avoid pollution. (Cambridge Local Plan (2006) 
policies 3/4, 4/13 and 8/2) 

 
12. Confirmation or not that an on site concrete crusher will be used 

during the demolition stage will be required.  If not, confirmation 
of an appropriate alternative procedure that will be used will be 
required. 

    
 Reason: To protect the residential amenity of neighbours, and 

to avoid pollution. (Cambridge Local Plan (2006) policies 3/4 
and 4/13) 

 
13. No development shall take place until details of site lighting 

during the construction period have been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the local planning authority. Lighting shall 
be installed only according to the agreed details. 

    
 Reason: To protect the residential amenity of neighbours, and 

to avoid pollution. (Cambridge Local Plan (2006) policies 3/4 
and 4/13) 

 
14. No development approved by this permission shall be 

commenced prior to a contaminated land assessment and 
associated remedial strategy, together with a timetable of 
works, being submitted to the LPA for approval. 

    
   (a) The contaminated land assessment shall 

include a desk study to be submitted to the LPA for approval.  
The desk study shall detail the history of the site uses and 
propose a site investigation strategy based on the relevant 
information discovered by the desk study.  The strategy shall be 
approved by the LPA prior to investigations commencing on 
site. 



   (b) The site investigation, including relevant soil, 
soil gas, surface and groundwater sampling, shall be carried out 
by a suitable qualified and accredited consultant/contractor in 
accordance with a quality assured sampling and analysis 
methodology. 

   (c) A site investigation report detailing all 
investigative works and sampling on site, together with the 
results of the analysis, risk assessment to any receptors and a 
proposed remediation strategy shall be submitted to the LPA.  
The LPA shall approve such remedial works as required prior to 
any remediation commencing on site.  The works shall be of 
such a nature as to render harmless the identified 
contamination given the proposed end use of the site and 
surrounding environment including any controlled waters. 

   (d) Approved remediation works shall be carried 
out in full on site under a quality assurance scheme to 
demonstrate compliance with the proposed methodology and 
best practice guidance.   

   (e) If, during the works contamination is 
encountered which has not previously been identified then the 
additional contamination shall be fully assessed and an 
appropriate remediation scheme agreed with the LPA. 

   (f) Upon completion of the works, this condition 
shall not be discharged until a closure report has been 
submitted to and approved by the LPA.  The closure report shall 
include details of the proposed remediation works and quality 
assurance certificates to show that the works have been carried 
out in full in accordance with the approved methodology.  
Details of any post-remedial sampling and analysis to show the 
site has reached the required clean-up criteria shall be included 
in the closure report together with the necessary documentation 
detailing what waste materials have been removed from site. 

    
  Reason: To avoid adverse effects of pollution. (Cambridge 

Local Plan (2006) policy 4/13) 
 
15. No infiltration of surface water drainage into the ground is 

permitted other than with the express written consent of the 
local planning authority. 

    
 Reason: To avoid pollution. (Cambridge Local Plan (2006) 

policy 4/13) 
 



16. No development shall commence until a surface water drainage 
scheme for the site, which shall include maintenance and 
adoption agreements, based on sustainable drainage principles 
and an assessment of the hydrological and hydrogeological 
context of the development, has been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the local planning authority.  The scheme 
shall subsequently be implemented in accordance with the 
approved details before the development is completed.  

  
 Reason: To avoid pollution. (Cambridge Local Plan (2006) 

policy 4/13) 
 
17. Prior to the commencement of development, a noise insulation 

scheme having regard to acoustic ventilation detailing the 
acoustic noise insulation performance specification of the 
external building envelope of the residential units (having regard 
to the building fabric, glazing and ventilation) for protecting the 
residential units from noise as a result of the proximity of the 
bedrooms/living rooms to the high ambient noise levels, 
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning 
authority.  The scheme shall achieve the internal noise levels 

recommended in British Standard 8233:1999 “Sound 

Insulation and noise reduction for buildings-Code of Practice”.  

The scheme as approved shall be fully implemented before the 
use hereby permitted is commenced and prior to occupation of 
the residential units and shall not thereafter be altered without 
the prior approval of the local planning authority which is to be 
given in writing. 

  
 Reason: To avoid pollution. (Cambridge Local Plan (2006) 

policy 4/13) 
 
18. Prior to the commencement of development, details of the 

ventilation scheme for the residential units on the facade 
fronting Newmarket Road shall be submitted to and approved in 
writing by the local planning authority.  The scheme shall be 
installed before the use hereby permitted is commenced and 
shall not thereafter be altered without the prior approval of the 
local planning authority which is to be given in writing. 

  
 Reason: To avoid pollution. (Cambridge Local Plan (2006) 

policy 4/13) 
  
  



 
19. Prior to the commencement of development, full details of the 

on-site storage facilities for trade waste, including waste for 
recycling shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the 
local planning authority.  Such details shall identify the specific 
positions of where wheelie bins, paladins or any other means of 
storage will be stationed and the arrangements for the disposal 
of waste.  The approved facilities shall be provided prior to the 
commencement of the use hereby permitted and shall be 
retained thereafter unless alternative arrangements are agreed 
in writing by the local planning authority. 

  
 Reason: To ensure satisfactory waste storage. (Cambridge 

Local Plan (2006) policy 3/12) 
 
20. Prior to the commencement of development, full details of the 

on-site storage facilities for waste including waste for recycling 
shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local 
planning authority.  Such details shall identify the specific 
positions of where wheelie bins, recycling boxes or any other 
means of storage will be stationed and the arrangements for the 
disposal of waste.  The approved facilities shall be provided 
prior to the commencement of the use hereby permitted and 
shall be retained thereafter unless alternative arrangements are 
agreed in writing by the local planning authority. 

  
 Reason: To ensure satisfactory waste storage. (Cambridge 

Local Plan (2006) policy 3/12) 
 
21. Before the development/use hereby permitted is commenced, 

details of equipment for the purpose of extraction and/or 
filtration of fumes and or odours shall be submitted to and 
approved in writing by the local planning authority.  The 
approved extraction/filtration scheme shall be installed before 
the use hereby permitted is commenced. 

  
 Reason: To protect the amenity of nearby properties. 

(Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policy 4/13) 
 
22. Details of any proposed floodlighting or external lighting shall be 

submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning 
authority before the use hereby permitted commences.  
Development shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved details. 



     
 Reason: In the interests of amenity. (Cambridge Local Plan 

2006 policies 3/11 and 4/15) 
 
23. No development shall take place until full 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.  These details shall include 
proposed finished levels or contours; means of enclosure; car 
parking layouts, other vehicle and pedestrian access and 
circulation areas; hard surfacing materials; minor artefacts and 
structures (eg furniture, play equipment, refuse or other storage 
units, signs, lighting); proposed and existing functional services 
above and below ground (eg drainage, power, communications 
cables, pipelines indicating lines, manholes, supports); retained 
historic landscape features and proposals for restoration, where 
relevant. Soft Landscape works shall include planting plans; 
written specifications (including cultivation and other operations 
associated with plant and grass establishment); schedules of 
plants, noting species, plant sizes and proposed 
numbers/densities where appropriate and an implementation 
programme. The submission shall provide full details of the 
arrangements to allow for extensive root growth of trees within 
the public highway. 

     
 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, 3/11 
and 3/12) 

 



24. All hard and soft landscape works shall be carried out in 
accordance with the approved details, and to a reasonable 
standard in accordance with the relevant recommendation of 
the appropriate British Standard or other recognised code of 
good practice.  The works shall be carried out prior to the 
occupation of any part of the development or in accordance with 
the programme agreed by the local planning authority in writing. 
The maintenance shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved schedule. Any trees or plants that, within a period of 
five years after planting, are removed, die or become in the 
opinion of the local planning authority, seriously damaged or 
defective, shall be replaced as soon as is reasonably 
practicable with others of species, size and number as originally 
approved, unless the local planning authority gives its written 
consent to any variation. 

     
 Reason: To ensure provision, establishment and maintenance 

of a reasonable standard of landscaping in accordance with the 
approved design. (Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policies 3/4, 
3/11 and 3/12) 

 
25. No development shall take place until a schedule of landscape 

maintenance for a minimum period of five years has been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning 
authority.  The schedule shall include details of the 
arrangements for its implementation.  

     
 Reason: To ensure that the landscaped areas are maintained in 

a healthy condition in the interests of visual amenity.  
(Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policies 3/4, 3/11 and 3/12) 

 
26. A landscape management plan, including long term design 

objectives, management responsibilities and maintenance 
schedules for all landscape areas, other than small privately 
owned, domestic gardens, shall be submitted to and approved 
by the local planning authority in writing prior to occupation of 
the development or any phase of the development whichever is 
the sooner, for its permitted use. The landscape plan 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, 3/11 
and 3/12) 



 
27. No development shall take place within the site until the 

applicant, or their agent 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 ensure that an appropriate archaeological 

investigation of the site has been implemented before 
development commences. (Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policy 
4/9) 

 
 INFORMATIVE:  New development can sometimes cause 

inconvenience, disturbance and disruption to local residents, 
businesses and passers by. As a result the City Council runs a 
Considerate Contractor Scheme aimed at promoting high 
standards of care during construction. The City Council 
encourages the developer of the site, through its building 
contractor, to join the scheme and agree to comply with the 
model Code of Good Practice, in the interests of good 
neighbourliness. Information about the scheme can be obtained 
from The Considerate Contractor project Officer in the Planning 
Department (Tel: 01223 457121). 

 
 INFORMATIVE:  This planning permission should be read in 

conjunction with the associated deed of planning obligation 
prepared under s.106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 
1990 (as amended).  The applicant is reminded that under the 
terms of the s106 Agreement you are required to notify the City 
Council of the date of commencement of development. 

 
  

Unless prior agreement has been obtained from the Head 
of Development Services, and the Chair and Spokesperson 
of this Committee to extend the period for completion of 
the Planning Obligation required in connection with this 
development, if the Obligation has not been completed by 
30th January 2012 it is recommended that the application 
be refused for the following reason(s). 

   



 The proposed development does not make appropriate 
provision for transport mitigation measures, the public realm, or 
public art, in accordance with policies 3/7, 8/2, or 8/3 of the 
Cambridge Local Plan 2006 and policies P6/1, P9/8 and P9/9 of 
the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Structure Plan 2003; and 
as detailed in the Planning Obligation Strategy 2010, and Public 
Art SPD 2010. 

 
 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985  
 

Under Section 100D of the Local Government Act 1972, the following 
are “background papers” for each report on a planning application: 
 
1. The planning application and plans; 
2. Any explanatory or accompanying letter or document from the 

applicant; 
3. Comments of Council departments on the application; 
4. Comments or representations by third parties on the application 

as referred to in the report plus any additional comments 
received before the meeting at which the application is 
considered; unless (in each case) the document discloses 
“exempt or confidential information” 

5. Any Structure Plan, Local Plan or Council Policy Document 
referred to in individual reports. 

 
These papers may be inspected on the City Council website at: 
www.cambridge.gov.uk/planningpublicaccess  
or by visiting the Customer Service Centre at Mandela House. 
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