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WEST/CENTRAL AREA COMMITTEE MEETING –  20TH AUGUST 2009 
 

Pre-Committee Amendment Sheet  
 

PLANNING APPLICATIONS  
 
 
CIRCULATION: First  
 
ITEM:   12.1 APPLICATION REF:  09/0550/FUL 
 
Location:   37a Castle Street, Cambridge 
 
Target Date:  12th August 2009 
 
To Note:    The appendices were not attached to the original report and 
have now been attached to the amendment sheet. 
 
Site History 
 
Application Reference Description Approve or Refuse 
C/01/0738 Erection of 2 houses on 

former garage site 
(amendment to approval 
C/98/0997/FP) including 2 
storey annex buildings on 
St Peter's Street frontage. 

APC 

C/00/0670 Erection of two houses in 
place of existing 
workshop/garage building 
with ancillary 
annexes/garage buildings 
at rear facing St Peters 
Street. 

REF 

C/98/0998 Demolition of all garage 
workshop buildings on 
site. 

APC 

C/98/0997 Erection of two houses in 
place of existing garage 
workshop (houses fronting 
Castle Street with ancillary 
annexes, garages and 
parking fronting St Peter's 
Street). 

APC 

07/0646/CL2PD Application for a certificate 
of Lawfulness under 
Section 102 for a 
certificate of lawfulness for 
Jewish ritual bath (Mikvah) 

Certificate not granted 



to rear. 
 
Officers and comments received suggested that the annexes could possibly be used 
inappropriately and therefore a restrictive condition was imposed to only allow the 
annexe to be used as ancillary to the main house. 
 
Appendix D shows the report of the C/98/0997. This report contains the restrictive 
condition on the annexe. 
 
Amendments To Text:  None 
 
 
Pre-Committee Amendments to Recommendation: None 
 
 
DECISION:  
 
  
 

 
CIRCULATION: First 
 
ITEM:   12.2 APPLICATION REF:  09/0541/FUL 
 
Location: 5 Sherlock Road, Cambridge 
 
Target Date: 12th August 2009 
 
To Note: An additional letter of objection has been received from the occupier of 
3 Sherlock Road.  He objects to the scale of the proposed extension and notes that 
the proposed building will have a new wall 6 m long and 2.5 to 5 m tall about 5 m 
from and overshadowing his conservatory.  There would be no objection to a single 
storey extension.  Concern is also raised regarding the plan to double the width of 
the drive and the precedent that this may set in terms of concreting over front 
gardens in the area. 
 
Officer Response – The impact of the scheme upon the occupiers of 3 Sherlock 
Road is addressed in the report. The application does include the works to the front 
driveway.  The materials for the construction of the replacement drive are detailed as 
block paviors and setts.  I would recommend a condition to require that this 
treatment is laid in such a way as to provide for either drainage into the adjacent 
flower beds or permeable drainage to minimise surface water run-off. 
 
Amendments To Text: None 
 
Pre-Committee Amendments to Recommendation:  
 
Prior to the commencement of works to widen or replace the existing driveway, full 
details of the means by which the hard surface will either be laid in such a way as to 
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provide a permeable drainage system or be drained into the adjacent soft 
landscaping areas shall be submitted to and approved by the local planning authority 
in writing. The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved 
details. 
 
Reason – To ensure satisfactory surface water drainage from the driveway in the 
context of the site. (Cambridge Local Plan policy 3/4) 
 
DECISION:  
 
 
  
 
 
CIRCULATION: First 
 
ITEM:   12.3  APPLICATION REF:  09/0389/FUL 
 
Location:   18-18A St Peters Street, Cambridge  
 
Target Date:  9th July 2009 
 
To Note:  None 
 
Amendments To Text: The comments of the Conservation Officer are attached.   
 
Pre-Committee Amendments to Recommendation:  None 
 
 
DECISION:  
 
  
 
CIRCULATION: First 
 
ITEM:  12.4  APPLICATION REF:  09/0390/LBC 
 
Location:   18-18A St Peters Street, Cambridge 
 
Target Date:  9th July 2009 
 
To Note: None 
 
Amendments To Text: The comments of the Conservation Officer are attached.   
 
Pre-Committee Amendments to Recommendation: None 
 
DECISION:  
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CONSERVATION CONSULTATION 
 
Application Ref: P/C/09/0390/LBC 
 
Site/Location: The Langdon Building, 18 & 18a Saint Peter’s Street.   
  
Description: Refurbishment & alteration of existing Listed Building, conversion 

of Langdon Building to artists’ studios & 
construction of new college accommodation 
to rear of site. 

 
Received: 18 May 2009    Case Officer: John Evans 
 
Case Officer’s Request:  
 
Respondent : J.Hurst   Date 18 June 2009 
 
Suggested Conditions: 
 
1. A full Method Statement for the structural and other repairs, extensions and 
reinstatement of The Langdon Building is to be submitted to and approved in 
writing by the LPA. 
 
2. No fireplace, fireplace surround, skirting, dado or picture rail, plate rail or 
other decorative fixture, doorbell mechanism, ceiling centrepiece, cornice 
[moulded or run], niche, corbel, bracket, column, arch, pilaster, pedestal, 
panel moulding or other decorative plaster fixture is to be removed without the 
express written consent of the LPA. 
 
3. The drop-pendent brackets mounted on the party wall at the foot of each 
staircase are to be carefully removed and stored in a safe & secure manner in 
a place to be agreed with the LPA. The plans to remove from storage and to 
reinstate these items elsewhere within the Listed Building are to be notified to 
and agreed in advance in writing by the LPA. 
 
4. LB17 (flues, pipes and trunking) 
 
No boiler flues, soil pipes, waste pipes or air extract trunking, etc. shall be 
installed until the means of providing egress for all such items from the new or 
altered bathrooms, kitchens and plant rooms has been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the local planning authority. Flues, pipes and trunking, 
etc. shall be installed thereafter only in accordance with the approved details. 
 
Reason: to avoid harm to the special interest of the listed building 
(Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Structure Plan 2003, policy P7/6 and 
Cambridge Local Plan 2006, policy 4/10) 
 
5. All plasterwork / render repairs are to match the historic existing work 
exactly in every respect and to meet the requirements of English Heritage 



Technical Handbook, Volume 3. The use of traditional, lime-based materials is 
mandatory.  
 
6. Where the opening is to be created between rooms, full details of the 
dimensions of the opening and the resultant stub walls and downstand, the 
linings and architraves to finish the opening and the reinstatement of the 
flooring between rooms are to be submitted to and approved in writing by the 
LPA. 
 
7. LB7 (joinery details at 1:10) 
 
No new, replacement or altered joinery is to be installed, nor existing historic 
joinery removed, until drawings at a scale of 1:10 of all such joinery (doors 
and surrounds, windows and frames, sills, skirtings, dado rails, staircases and 
balustrades, etc.) have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local 
planning authority. Joinery shall thereafter be installed only in accordance with 
the approved details. 
 
Reason: to avoid harm to the special interest of the listed building 
(Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Structure Plan 2003, policy P7/6 and 
Cambridge Local Plan 2006, policy 4/10) 
 
8. Where existing historic windows (sliding sashes, casements, etc.) become 
windows to new or altered bathrooms, the glazing is not to be removed or 
altered to render it obscure. The means by which privacy is to be obtained in 
these rooms is to be submitted to and approved in writing by the LPA. 
 
9. Large scale drawings of details of new / altered sills, lintels, jambs, 
transoms, mullions, thresholds, etc. to be submitted to and approved in writing 
by the LPA. 
 
10. Full details of the design and installation of the renewable energy 
source(s) including plant, mounting frames/brackets etc., screening systems, 
etc. to be submitted to and approved in writing by the LPA.  
 
11. The location, design and materials of external meter boxes [gas, 
electricity, water, etc.] are to be submitted to and approved in writing by the 
LPA. It is unlikely that white plastic boxes will be agreed on Listed Buildings or 
in prominent locations in the Conservation Area. 
 
12. Full details of all works to historic fire places, including fire surrounds, 
hearth stones, fire backs, decorative tiling, etc., to be submitted to and 
approved in writing by the LPA. 
 
13. All new / repaired / replacement external metal pipework such as 
downpipes, gutters, soil vent pipes, etc. is to match the existing historic type 
[ie: cast iron, lead, etc.] unless otherwise agreed in writing by the LPA. 
Anomalous or unauthorised plastic pipework should not be copied or 
repeated. 
 



14. Full details of ‘making good’ exposed areas revealed by demolitions to be 
submitted to and approved in writing by the LPA. 
 
15. LB3 (brickwork details – sample panel) 
 
No brickwork is to be erected until the choice of brick, bond, mortar mix 
design and pointing technique have been submitted to and approved in writing 
by the local planning authority by means of sample panels prepared on site. 
The approved panels are to be retained on site for the duration of the works 
for comparative purposes, and development must take place only in 
accordance with the approved details. 
 
Reason: to avoid harm to the special interest of the listed building 
(Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Structure Plan 2003, policy P7/6 and 
Cambridge Local Plan 2006, policy 4/10) 
 
16. Full details of the repair/restoration/reinstatement [including copings] of 
the Southern boundary wall to the site [made of both brick and stone] are to 
be submitted to and approved in writing by the LPA. 
 
 
 
 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
Comments: 
 
This has been the subject of extensive informal discussion with the agents. 
 
EXISTING – An interesting pair of houses, designed symmetrically but with 
only a single, shared front door. Remains as two separate dwellings internally 
[although used as student rooms] with various later extensions. That to the 
North is in a slightly different brick with a straight joint and has a lean-to roof. 
The houses always appear to have been fairly plain but they do retain some 
decent architectural detailing and, of course, their interesting internal layout. 
There are some panelled doors, sash window frames with slender glazing 
bars, older fireplaces with surrounds [but also a couple of 1930s tiled 
examples], dado & picture rails, skirting boards and some modest but good 
plaster cornices. There is a pair of curious drop-pendent brackets on the party 
wall at the foot of each stair. The stairs have plain square-section balusters 
but good handrails & newels – there is also a good, very small winder stair 
behind a planked door in the Northern extension. The later bathroom 
extensions and the relatively modern flat-roofed kitchen extension to the West 
are of lesser architectural or historic interest although the doors into the 
former are good. 
 
The Langdon building is reputedly a former carpenter & joiner’s workshop and 
is very lightly constructed, structurally not entirely sound but of considerable 
historic interest. There are very few of the remnants of the once common mix 



of residential and workplace buildings left in the central city. Whilst not 
‘designed’ in an architectural sense, the timber boarded upper, Eastern 
façade and the Northern gable end with its ‘hayloft’-type door are very 
prominent in the CA and their retention is important. 
 
The garage and store to the front and East of the house is less interesting but 
forms an important sense of enclosure to the garden and approach to the LB. 
The dwarf wall fronting the site is of brick with a stone coping and is old but 
the railings are modern although the cut off stubs of the originals are visible 
on the coping. The rear gardens are completely overgrown but do show some 
signs of the subdivision into two [for each house, in other words] and have 
important boundaries. 
 
This is quite a prominent site in the CA with a major frontage onto a lesser 
street and boundaries that relate to the network of pedestrian lanes and minor 
spaces around it. The housing is a mix of older & newer but almost all is of 
brick construction with pitched roofs – some of the later C20 blocks of flats are 
fairly mediocre design & quality but generally the area is fairly harmonious in 
terms of scale and building form. The boundary wall to the East is important 
with remnants of fair-faced stonework [but with a once-weathered concrete 
slab coping] and various vintages of brickwork [with poor brick-on-edge 
coping and some lengths of brick oversail detail] and buttressing. 
 
PROPOSED – No objection to the ‘knocking together’ the two houses into one 
subject to the detailing being retained and the sense of the historic semi-
detached layout being clearly discernable. Opening the link between units at 
the foot of the pair of stairs is acceptable subject to detail but the relocation of 
the decorative brackets is important. The opening up to form the large kitchen 
at the Southern end is acceptable as stubs of wall are retained but there will 
also need to be a downstand from the ceiling to ensure that the two rooms 
remain distinct whilst linked. The problem is the French doors proposed for 
the rear [West] elevation which do not retain a stub of wall beside the historic 
backdoor by the understair area. This makes the opening look too large from 
the garden and there is no visual indication of how the walling above the 
opening is supported; this is extremely important in an LB. There is an odd 
indication on the drawing of this area of Ground Floor walling being in some 
way different to the walling above but no note as to what this is. The proposed 
demolition of partitions in the Northern end of the house is more radical and 
looks most uncomfortable. Removing the historic end wall right up to each 
chimney breast only leaves pitifully small gaps [750mm ?] through to the 
historic lean-to extension. In combination with the opening up between East & 
West rooms [which would be acceptable on its own – see above], this makes 
for a very awkward junction but it is not at all clear how this might be done 
more suitably. The retention of the winder stair at the eastern end of the 
extension is good but it is not clear whether the partition and door are also to 
be retained; if not, it is unacceptable. The loss of the existing window into the 
former stair space is unacceptable as is the one into the side passage. The 
rest of the rear GF elevation doesn’t appear to show the retention of the 
second backdoor in a traditional form and the sash window is converted to 
another French door on plan but doesn’t appear on elevation. 



 
The First Floor alterations are much less radical in the main houses. The 
conversion of front [East] rooms to bathrooms is acceptable subject to dealing 
with SVPs, air extracts and other visually intrusive elements but this is usually 
possible. The blocking of the link through to the historic extension is fine 
subject to detail. The retention of the good sash window frames, skirtings, 
picture rails, fireplaces, etc. will be essential. 
 
The overhauling of the roof is fine but the installation of solar panels will 
radically alter the appearance of the LB. The rear slope is the only South-
facing roof in the complex [as proposed], so is technically the optimum 
location. The acceptability will depend upon both the finished appearance of 
the panels and the means of fixing them onto the historic roof structure – 
assuming that it can take the weight. 
 
The alterations to Langdon’s workshop are fairly intensive but it is in such a 
frail structural condition, it is difficult to see how it can be brought back into 
use without major upgrades. The main thing is that its new use [artist’s 
studios] will be compatible with its character and the modest changes to the 
front extension look suitable enough. It will be necessary to get a Method 
Statement detailing the structural strengthening, etc., as there are several 
ways in which this might be done. The concept of creating an access ‘yard’ or 
side passage behind the workshop as entrance to the proposed complex is 
acceptable but some of the proposed alterations [demolition of the Northern 
lean-to extension end wall & West wall] are not acceptable. 
 
New Build : No objection to the concept of a NW extension to the LB linking to 
the new house in the garden [comments on that below] creating a First Floor 
flat. However, the demolition of significant parts of the LB [2 walls, 2 windows, 
the upper part of the winder stair & enclosure, etc.] is unacceptable. The new-
build element also wraps around the corner of the LB, which obscures the 
rear elevation. This idea is not bad but the detailing and scale need to be 
rethought to make a much more conservation-minded unit. 
 
The new house at the bottom of the garden with the high level link is quite 
bulky and does detract from the feel of the semi-detached nature of the 
houses and gardens. However, the block does work well in a practical sense 
as it can link to the side passage behind the workshop and enter from the 
street. The currently-fashionable timber cladding proposed is only seen in the 
area in relation to the workshop and hence has connotations of working 
buildings rather than residential buildings in this CA. The very rectilinear 
nature of the design gives a rather overbearing profile for the nearby dwellings 
and it is considerably taller than the ridge of the LB. 
 
CONCLUSION – There are elements of the LBC part of the scheme that are 
acceptable but there are some components [like the degree of demolition of 
the lean-to] and some details [such as the removal of internal partitions] that 
are not. Some negotiation would probably be able to resolve these problems 
and a series of Conditions on the NOD would sort out final details. The link 
with its flat and the new house are more problematic; there are questions of 



scale, height, bulk, materials and relationships within and outwith the site. If 
this is considered to be acceptable, these will need to be further Conditions 
relating to the PP part of the scheme. 
 
 
 
 
Amendments: 
 
Received:    Case Officer:  
 
Respondent:    Date: 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Comments: 
 
 
Discharge of conditions: 
 
Received:    Case Officer:  
 
Respondent:    Date: 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Comments: 



































CONSERVATION CONSULTATION 
 
Application Ref: P/C/09/0389/FUL 
 
Site/Location: The Langdon Building &18 & 18a Saint Peter’s Street.   
  
Description: Refurbishment & alteration of existing Listed Building, conversion 

of Langdon Building to artists’ studios & 
construction of new college accommodation 
to rear of site. 

 
Received: 18 May 2009    Case Officer: John Evans 
 
Case Officer’s Request:  
 
Respondent : J.Hurst   Date 18 June 2009 
 
Suggested Conditions: 
 
1. Full details of the proprietary roof glazing system including material(s), 
edge and flashing methods, etc. to be submitted to and approved in writing by 
the LPA. Large-scale cross-section drawings may be appropriate to show 
details. 
 
2. Full details of the roof/wall junction(s), including eaves, soffits, weathering, 
rainwater drainage, etc. are to be submitted to and agreed in writing by the 
LPA. 
 
3. LB9 (low-pitched roof details) 
 
No metal-clad or other non-traditional roofs are to be erected until full details 
thereof, including materials, colours, surface finishes and relationships to 
rooflights or other rooftop features have been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the local planning authority.  Development shall be implemented in 
accordance with that agreed. 
 
Reason: to avoid harm to the special interest of the listed building 
(Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Structure Plan 2003, policy P7/6 and 
Cambridge Local Plan 2006, policy 4/10) 
 
4. Full details of all planted [“green”] roofs to be submitted to and approved in 
writing by the LPA. 
 
5. Full details of the glass type(s) to be used in windows/doors/screens/roofs 
or other glazed features to be submitted to and approved in writing by the 
LPA. It may be necessary to submit samples to discharge this Condition. 
 
6. Samples of timber boarding are to be submitted to the LPA for approval for 
type, surface [sawn, planed, etc.] and surface finish [paint or stain] or self-
colour. 



 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
Comments: 
 
This has been the subject of extensive informal discussion with the agents. 
 
See P/C/09/0390/LBC for comments. Differing Conditions for the NoD for the 
PP for the new-build are above. 
 
Amendments: 
 
Received:    Case Officer:  
 
Respondent:    Date: 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Comments: 
 
 
Discharge of conditions: 
 
Received:    Case Officer:  
 
Respondent:    Date: 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Comments: 


