
 
 
Planning Committee Date 6th November 2024 
Report to Cambridge City Council Planning Committee 

 
Lead Officer Joint Director of Planning and Economic  

Development 
 

Reference 24/01588/FUL 
 

Site Nos. 16-17 and 18-19 Sidney Street, and No. 21 
Hobson Street, Cambridge, CB2 3HG  

Ward / Parish Market 
 

Proposal Demolition of existing buildings except for nos. 
16 and 17 and 18 - 19 Sidney Street facades, 
and no. 16-17 street facing roof aspect and 
chimneys, for the provision of: Replacement 
retail units totalling 882m2 (use class E (a) (b) 
(c) & (e)); 4,107m2 of office space (use class E 
(g) (i), (ii)); 349m2 of community space (use 
classes F1 and F2); a new shopfront to no.16-17 
Sidney Street and alterations to roof and 
northern chimney, and public realm 
enhancement works. 

Applicant Mr Richer 
Presenting Officer Dean Scrivener 

 
Reason Reported to 
Committee 

The application involves the demolition of a 
designated Building of Local Interest (No. 21 
Hobson Street) 
 
 

Member Site Visit Date N/A 
 

Key Issues  
1. Principle of the total loss of No. 21 

Hobson Street 
2. Design/Visual Impact 
3. Impact Upon Heritage Harm 

 
Recommendation REFUSE due to the total loss of a designated 

Building of Local Interest, which significantly 
contributes to the character of the Conservation 
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Area. In addition, the proposed development 
would comprise a scale and design which is out 
of keeping with the character and appearance of 
the Conservation Area and result in the loss of 
the finer urban grain of development which 
contributes to the character and appearance of 
the Conservation Area. 
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1.0 Executive Summary 
 

1.1 The application is for full planning permission and comprises the following 
elements: 
 

 Total demolition of No.21 Hobson Street 

 Demolition of existing buildings except for nos. 16-17 and 18-19 

Sidney Street facades 

 Replacement retail units totalling 882m2 (Use Class E (a), (b), (c) & 

(e)) 

 4,107m2 of new office space (Use Class E(g)(i) and (ii)) 

 349m2 of new community space (Use Classes F1 and F2) 

 New shopfronts to nos. 16 and 17 Sidney Street as well as alterations 

to roof and northern chimney 

 Public realm enhancement works along Hobsons Passage and 

frontage improvements along Hobson Street 

 

1.2 The application proposes the part demolition of nos. 16-17 and 18-19 
Sidney Street, and the total loss of No. 21 Hobson Street (former cinema 
building), which is a non-designated heritage asset and comprises a 
1930’s Egyptian art deco style, with bright white ‘faience’ cladding and 
unique architectural design forming a prominent and readily 
distinguishable architectural presence on Hobson Street. These buildings 
would be replaced by an office building of significant mass and scale, 
which would ultimately result in the total loss of the existing non-
designated heritage asset, and the loss of the individual plot definition 
which is a characteristic of this part of the Conservation Area. In addition, 
the proposed design would be unsympathetic and not in keeping with the 
character and appearance of this part of the Conservation Area and as 
such, Officers consider the proposal would result in a high level of less 
than substantial harm upon the Conservation Area.  

 

1.3 The application does propose some public benefits such as enhancing 
accessibility and user experience along Hobsons Passage and Hobson 
Street, as well as providing a community use at ground and basement 
level. The economic benefits of providing a research and development 
type of development are also noted. 
 

1.4 Officers have assessed these public benefits against the level of heritage 
harm identified and conclude that, in terms of the Conservation Area these 
benefits do not outweigh the high level of less than substantial harm that 
would arise. In this respect the application is contrary to paragraph 208 of 
the NPPF.  
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1.5 The proposed development would result in the total loss of No. 21 Hobson 
Street, which is the former cinema building and is a designated Building of 
Local Interest (BLI). This building comprises iconic and rare architectural 
features and is considered to significantly contribute to the character and 
appearance of the Conservation Area. As such, Officers consider the total 
loss of this non-designated heritage asset is significant and unacceptable 
in principle, with reference to paragraph 209 of the NPPF.  

 

1.6 In addition to the heritage harm identified, Officers also have concerns 
regarding the proposed roof extension (pavilion), which would be sited on 
top of the proposed office building. The rooftop extension is considered to 
have poor articulation within the existing roofscape and would appear as a 
bulky and inappropriate addition in views from surrounding streets, in 
particular along Market Street. As such, Officers consider the proposal 
fails to be successfully integrated within the Cambridge roofscape.     
 

1.7 The proposed retail units are considered to be acceptable in principle, 
given this central location within Cambridge. In addition, the proposed 
redesign of shopfronts No.16-17 Sidney Street and changes to the roof 
form and fenestration of No. 18-19 Sidney Street, are considered to be 
acceptable and would preserve the character and appearance of the 
Conservation Area and the settings of listed buildings.  
 

1.8 The proposal will provide a substantial level of cycle parking within the 
basement of the proposed building, which would be serve the future users 
and is acceptable.  

 
1.9 Officers recommend that the Planning Committee REFUSE the 

application, on heritage and design grounds. 
 
2.0 Site Description and Context 

 

None-relevant    
 

 
 

Tree Preservation Order  

Conservation Area 
 

X Local Nature Reserve  

Listed Buildings (Settings of) 
 

X Flood Zone 2 and 3 
(Moderate to High Flood 
Risk) 

 

Building of Local Interest 
 

       X Green Belt  

Historic Park and Garden 
(setting of) 

X Protected Open Space  

Scheduled Ancient 
Monument 

 Controlled Parking Zone X 

Local Neighbourhood and 
District Centre 

 Article 4 Direction  

   *X indicates relevance 
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2.1 The application site lies within the Cambridge City Centre and Central 

Conservation Area of Cambridge, and forms part of a Primary Shopping 
Area and has frontages along Sidney Street and Hobson Street. The site 
is also located within a Controlled Parking Area and Cambridge Airport 
Safeguarding Zone. 
 

2.2 The site is located within the settings of a number of designated heritage 
assets. Holy Trinity Church is a Grade II* listed church located to the south 
west of the site. No. 1 Market Street is a Grade II listed building, located 
directly to the west of the site, at the corner of Market Street and Sidney 
Street. Christ’s College is another Grade II listed building located directly 
to the east of the site, on the other side of Hobson Street. The college is 
set also set within the grounds of a Historic Park and Garden. Further to 
the north comprises a cluster of Grade II listed buildings including 
Harrington House, Kent House, Montague House, Sidney House and 
Sussex House. 
 

2.3 There are also several non designated heritage assets, Buildings of Local 
Interest (BLI), within the locality. No. 21 Hobson Street (the old cinema 
building), which forms part of this application. No.22 Sidney Street is also 
a BLI and is occupied by Waterstones.  

 
3.0 The Proposal 

 
3.1 This application is for full planning permission and comprises the following 

elements:  
 

 Total demolition of No.21 Hobson Street (old cinema building) 

 Demolition of existing buildings except for nos. 16-17 and 18 - 19 

Sidney Street facades 

 Replacement retail units totalling 882m2 (Use Class E (a), (b), (c) & 

(e)) 

 4,107m2 of new office space (Use Class E(g)(i) and (ii)) 

 349m2 of new community space (Use Classes F1 and F2) 

 New shopfronts to no. 16 and 17 Sidney Street as well as alterations 

to roof and northern chimney 

 Public realm enhancement works along Hobsons Passage and 

frontage improvements along Hobson Street 

 

4.0 Relevant Site History 
 

Reference Description Outcome 
23/50105/PRELV3 Redevelopment of site 

involving demolition of 
existing buildings except for 
16-17 and 18-19 Sidney 

Not supported in 
principle, design 
and impact upon the 
heritage 
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Street façades, street 
facing roof aspects and 
chimneys to provide 2 no. 
replacement retail units 
totalling 887m2 (use class 
E (a) (b) (c) & (e)), 4,235m2 
of office space (use class E 
(g) (i) & (ii)) and 360m2 of 
community space (use 
class F2) 

assets/Conservation 
Area (Also the 
Design Review 
Panel Comments 
under Appendix 1) 

24/01905/FUL Creation of additional 
storey above existing single 
storey (middle) part of the 
site and redevelopment of 
rear part of the site 
comprising: demolition of 
existing building and 
structures and creation of 
five storey office building. 

Approved 

 
4.0  PUBLICITY 
 
4.1 Advertisement: Yes 
 
4.2 Adjoining Owners: Yes 
 
4.3 Site Noticed Displayed: Yes 
 
 
5.0 Policy 
 
5.1 National  

 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2023 
 
National Planning Practice Guidance  
 
National Design Guide 2021 
 
(Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) (LBCA) Act 1990  
 
Environment Act 2021 
 
Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) 
Regulations 2017. 
 
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 
 
Equalities Act 2010 
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Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 
 
Local Transport Note 1/20 (LTN 1/20) Cycle Infrastructure Design 

 
ODPM Circular 06/2005 – Protected Species 
 
Circular 11/95 (Conditions, Annex A) 

 
 

5.2 Cambridge Local Plan 2018  
 

Policy 1:  The presumption in favour of sustainable development   
Policy 3:  Spatial strategy for the location of residential development  
Policy 10:  The City Centre 
Policy 11: Development in the City Centre/Centre Primary Shopping 

Frontage 
Policy 31:  Integrated water management and the water cycle  
Policy 32:  Flood Risk 
Policy 34:  Light pollution control  
Policy 35:  Protection of human health from noise and vibration  
Policy 36:  Air quality, odour and dust 
Policy 40:  Development and expansion of business space 
Policy 55:  Responding to context  
Policy 56:  Creating successful places  
Policy 57:  Designing new buildings 
Policy 58: Altering and Extending Existing Buildings 
Policy 59:  Designing landscape and the public realm  
Policy 60: Tall Buildings and Skyline in Cambridge  
Policy 61: Conservation and Enhancement of Cambridge’s Historic 

Environment 
Policy 62:  Local Heritage Assets  
Policy 64:  Shopfronts, signage and shop security measures 
Policy 65: Visual Pollution 
Policy 67:  Protection of open space 
Policy 70:  Protection of priority species and habitats  
Policy 73: Community, sports and leisure facilities  
Policy 81: Mitigating the transport impact of development 
Policy 82:  Parking management  
 

 
5.3 Supplementary Planning Documents 
 

Greater Cambridge Biodiversity SPD – Adopted February 2022 
Sustainable Design and Construction SPD – Adopted January 2020 
Cambridgeshire Flood and Water SPD – Adopted November 2016 
Cambridge Historic Core Appraisal  
Greater Cambridge Growth Sectors Study: Life science and ICT locational, 
land and accommodation needs (Final Report, September 2024) 
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6.0 Consultations  
 

6.1 Conservation Officer 
 

6.2 Objects to the proposal due to the total loss of No. 21 Hobson Street (old 
cinema building) and the significant scale and mass of the resultant 
development, which would cumulatively result in a high level of less than 
substantial harm upon the Conservation Area. 
 

6.3 Historic England 
 

6.4 Objects. The overall scale of development and loss of the old cinema 
building would be detrimental to the character and appearance of the 
Conservation Area. It should be noted that two sets of comments have 
been submitted which both set out reasons or the objection comments 
raised. 
 

6.5 Urban Design Officer 
 

6.6 Objects. The proposed design and scale are not considered to be in 
keeping with the character of the area, nor Conservation Area. The 
proposed roof extension appears to sit awkwardly on top of the building 
and would look unbalanced within the skyline and immediate locality. 
 
 

6.7 County Highways Development Management  
 

6.8 No objections to the principle of development, however originally refused 
the application due to the location of a door (or window) to the western 
end of Hobson's Passage appears to open outwards across the adopted 
public highway. Following the receipt of amended plan (KMC22091 / 001 
Rev A), this objection has been removed and is now supported, subject to 
conditions requesting a traffic management plan and basement wall 
design.  
 

6.9 Other comments raised relate to the submitted red line site location plan 
and the encroachment into the highway which includes a bus stop with 
RTPI. Should planning permission be obtained, the applicant will need to 
apply for a S278 application from the Highway Authority, which is outside 
of the planning process.    
 

6.10 Cambridgeshire County Council Transport Assessment Team 
 

6.11 Following the receipt of additional information regarding the anticipated trip 
generation of the proposed development, the original objection has been 
removed. A financial contribution of £125,000 is sought in association with 
the delivery of the bus stop and widening of Hobson Street, as well as the 
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Hills Road Improvement scheme. This is to be secured via a S106 
agreement and necessary conditions.  

 
6.12 Environmental Health 
 
6.13 No objections subject to conditions regarding the following: 

 

 Construction Hours/delivery hours 

 Construction Details  

 Dust 

 Noise attenuation (demolition and construction) 

 Plant Noise mitigation 

 Hours of operation for the different uses 

 Odour filtration/extraction 
 

6.14 Sustainability Officer 
 

6.15 Cannot fully support the application due to the potential of retaining the 
existing buildings as opposed to demolishing them. Even with the new 
building achieving BREEAM excellent standards, the resources used in its 
construction will be high compared with renovating the existing building. In 
the absence of this level of detail, it is difficult to give the proposal full 
support as it is not clear whether the demolition of the existing buildings is 
fully justified from a sustainability and carbon perspective. 

 

6.16 Local Lead Flood Authority (LLFA) 
 

6.17 Objects due to the lack of sufficient hydraulic calculations which consider 
storm events and climate change allowance for the 3.3% annual 
exceedance probability rainfall event. Other comments refer to Anglian 
Water owned assets which requires confirmation from Anglian Water.  
 

(Officer note: this technical objection is being addressed at the point of 
writing this committee report and an update will be placed on the 
amendment sheet) 
 

6.18 Anglian Water 
 

6.19 No objections subject to a condition to secure a surface water 
management strategy 
 

6.20 Archaeology Team 
 

6.21 No objections subject to a condition securing a Written Scheme of 
Investigation (WSI) and the inclusion of Historic Building Recording.  
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6.22 Ecology Officer 
 

6.23 No objections. The scheme is exempt from mandatory BNG, given 100% 
built / sealed surface and zero BNG baseline. Support the proposed 
enhancements including green roof and integrated swift boxes. Request 
the specifications be secured via the Biodiverse Green Roof and 
Ecological Enhancement conditions. 

 

6.24 Landscape Officer 
 

6.25 No comments received (out of time) 
 

6.26 Cambridge City Airport 
 

6.27 No objections 
 

6.28 Twentieth Century Society 
 

6.29 Objects due to the impact of the proposed development upon the 
Conservation Area and the loss of the former cinema building.  
 

6.30 The Garden’s Trust 
 

6.31 Originally objected due to the visual impact upon the setting of the Historic 
Registered Parks and Garden set within Christ’s College to the east of the 
site. Following a meeting with the applicant and additional information 
presented in the way of visualisations, their objection is removed.  
 

6.32 Cambridge’s Past Present and Future 
 

6.33 Objects due to the loss of the old cinema building and the impact on 
heritage assets in general. It is also noted that the amount of demolition is 
contrary to the hierarchal approach to carbon reduction 
 

6.34 Cinema Theatre Association 
 

6.35 Objects due to the loss of the old cinema building which contains iconic 
and rare architectural styles.  
 

6.36 This is a summary of the comments received from consultees. Their full 
response can be accessed on the Council’s website. 
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7.0 Third Party Representations 
 

7.1 A significant number of objection comments have been received. Their 
concerns are summarised as follows:  
 
- Demolition of the old cinema (one of the most iconic buildings within 

Cambridge) is not acceptable and should be listed immediately  
- Demolition is contrary to the net zero carbon policy of the Council 
- At the very least, the existing façade of the old cinema should remain 
- Bins and cycle racks are within the same areas – not a good layout 
- Not in keeping with the character of Conservation Area 
- Scale and massing is inappropriate within this location and out of 

proportion to the other buildings and does not sit well within the 
Cambridge skyline 

- There will be views from within Christ’s Pieces and Christ’s College 
grounds but these have not been presented  

- The proposed upper floors are awkward and discordant within the street 
scene  

- The application should consider the noise disturbance caused during 
term times, especially during exam periods for students at Christ’s 
College 

- Access should be maintained along Hobson Street at all times 
- Risk of overlooking into the Christ’s College site and student bedrooms 
- Cambridge doesn’t need any more office or research and development 

facilities, and this is a wrong location for the proposed use 
- The applicant’s own façade Retention Options Appraisal Report set out 

multiple possible scenarios for achieving the retention, with the only 
recording downside 'potentially' being some minor reduction in 
floorspace 

 
 

7.2 Notwithstanding the above, there have been a couple of comments 
received supporting the development on the following grounds: 
 
- The provision of 300 jobs would significantly ass to our business 

nearby  
- The new development will be greatly beneficial to the business and the 

surrounding businesses also 
- The community space could add an important new customer base for 

us 
- The developments to the adjacent Hobsons Passage are also a 

positive as this passageway has bene a mess for many years 
 

 

7.3 The above representations are a summary of the comments that have 
been received. Full details of the representations are available on the 
Council’s website.  

 
8.0 Planning Assessment 
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8.1 Principle of Development 

 
8.2 The site is located within the Cambridge City Centre. Policy 10 of the 

Local Plan states that the primary focus for developments attracting a 
large number of people and for meeting retail, leisure, cultural and other 
needs appropriate to its role as a multi-functional regional centre. Any new 
development should therefore provide any of, or as much as of, the criteria 
as set out within this policy (a-e). The development would provide a mix of 
office, communal and retail uses which would create vitality and usability 
of the site, which would include the enhancement and user experience 
along Hobson’s Passage. As such, the proposal is broadly in accordance 
with aspirations set out within Policy 10. 
 

8.3 Notwithstanding this, criterion (c) of this policy requires development to 
preserve or enhance heritage assets and their settings and open spaces. 
For reasons set out below within this report (Heritage Assets section), the 
development is considered to result harm upon the character and 
appearance of the Conservation Area and the settings of surrounding 
heritage assets. As such, the proposal is not in accordance with Policy 
10(c) of the Local Plan. 
 

8.4 Development within a Primary Shopping Area (PSA) 
 

8.5 The site is located within a designated Primary Shopping Area (PSA). 
Policy 11 of the Local Plan states that new retail use (Use Class A1 – now 
Use Class E(a)), will be supported. Proposals for other centre uses, as 
defined in Table 3.1 in this policy, will be supported, provided they adhere 
to the criteria as set out within the policy (a-c).  

 
8.6 The proposed development would provide additional floor space for retail 

uses and would retain the existing retail uses already on ground floor, 
albeit with different shopfront design (no.16-17 Sidney Street). Therefore, 
the proposal would not result in any loss of retail uses. In addition, the 
proposal is considered to make a positive contribution to the vitality of the 
city centre with the enhancements made to the frontage along Hobson 
Street, in promoting a more active frontage, as well as making Hobsons 
Passage more visually attractive. The proposal is not considered to result 
in any impacts upon the amenity of the area in terms of noise, smell, litter 
or traffic. 
 

8.7 The proposed development is therefore considered to comply with Policy 
11 of the Local Plan.   
 

8.8 Provision of Office Use 
 

8.9 The proposed replacement building would provide office space comprising 
Use Classes E(g)(i) and (ii). Policy 40 of the Local Plan supports the 
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provision of office and research development uses within the city centre, 
providing they are of an appropriate scale and are part of mixed-use 
schemes with active frontages at ground floor level. 
 

8.10 There is a clear emphasis on the provision of office space within Greater 
Cambridge. Given the desirability for research and development uses 
across Cambridgeshire at the current time, the proposed use is supported 
in principle. Ultimately, employment uses under Use Class E will be 
permitted within sustainable locations, which is clearly the case here. In 
addition, it would create an active frontage along Hobson Street which is 
currently a degraded area and does generate a high footfall. The proposal 
is considered to enhance this with the provision of the community use and 
the reception area on ground floor serving the office use. Albeit the 
reception area would not strictly be an active frontage in the same way as 
a retail use would provide, this is still considered to provide a sense of 
activity along Hobson Street and is therefore considered to be acceptable 
in this instance. 
 

8.11 Notwithstanding the above, there are concerns with regards to the scale of 
development proposed. For reasons set out within the below section 
(Context of site, Design and External Spaces and Heritage Assets 
sections), the proposal is not considered to be of an appropriate scale 
within this location and is not supported.   
 

8.12 As such, although the proposed office use is broadly acceptable in 
principle within this location, the development is not considered to be of an 
appropriate scale and therefore fails to accord with the full scope of 
criterion a) of Policy 40 of the Local Plan and is not supported. 
 

8.13 Community Uses 
 

8.14 The site includes No. 21 Hobson Street, which is the former cinema 
building and a designated BLI. This building is iconic for its architectural 
qualities and rare features. Following its operation as a cinema coming to 
an end, it was then used to host Bingo sessions, which were once very 
popular amongst the local community. The building has since been 
unoccupied for a number of years. 

 
Loss of Community Use 

 

8.15 Policy 73 of the Local Plan seeks to support the provision of new 
community facilities as well as protecting against the loss of community 
facilities. The policy is applicable to existing facilities which were last used 
for community, sports or leisure purposes, in order to avoid situations 
where these facilities are lost through demolition without any planned 
replacement facility. For the definition of community facilities, Table 8.2 of 
the policy sets this out. Cinema and Bingo uses are not listed within this 
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table, although it could be argued these previous uses fall within the 
category of a ‘meeting place’, as people would meet up at the venue to 
watch a film or to participate in playing Bingo. It is also states at the 
bottom of Table 8.2 that the list of uses is not exhaustive. Officers are of 
the view that a cinema use would not fall within the same use as a theatre, 
and therefore would not be included within ‘Categories not Included’ list. 
 

8.16 Nonetheless, Table 8.3 lists a number of community facilities which would 
be defined as a community facility. Cinemas are listed under the category 
of ‘Leisure, arts and Culture’. As such, given that no. 21 Hobson Street 
was previously a cinema and last used as a Bingo venue, Officers are of 
the view that this provided a community facility by definition and therefore 
the criteria as set out within Policy 73 should be referred to. 
 

8.17 The policy states that the loss of a facility or site that was last in use as a 
community, sports or leisure facility will only be permitted if it is 
demonstrated that:  
 

i. the facility/site can be replaced within the new development or relocated 
to at least its existing scale, range, quality and accessibility for its users. For 
leisure uses, it should satisfy peak period need; or  
j. the facility/site is no longer needed.  

 

8.18 In this case, the building is to be demolished and replaced with an office 
use on the upper floors and a new community use at ground and 
basement level. The policy goes onto state that in providing evidence that 
a facility/site is no longer needed, the guidance in Appendix K of the Local 
Plan should be adhered to. It then also states that for mixed use 
development proposals, as is the case here, on-site community and/or 
leisure facilities will be permitted where these are of a type appropriate to 
the scale of the development and to meeting the needs of future residents, 
employees and visitors. 
 

8.19 The applicant has submitted evidence of marketing particulars within 
Appendix G of the Planning Statement. It refers to marketing information 
obtained between 2013 and 2015, which was before the adoption of the 
current Local Plan in 2018. It also contains marketing particulars lasting 28 
months, and interest continued to be pursued for a total of 8 years before 
the owner concluded that the building was no longer viable for any 
prospective purchaser and reinvigorate its use. It is stated within 
paragraph 7.61 of the statement, that ‘representatives of Everyman, 
Curzon and Chapters (a new offering started up by the ex-Picturehouse 
founder) viewed the building and confirmed that, although the site was 
interesting the building was not feasible in its current state and would 
require significant capital investment to be made feasible’. Essentially, this 
infers those upfront costs associated to bring the building back into use 
was and still is, considered to be unviable for any prospective purchaser. 
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8.20 The marketing information provided appears to accord with the majority of 
the criteria as set out within Appendix K of the Local Plan, with the 
exception of an asking price being agreed with by the LPA and that the 
advert was not advertised within any local media. Paragraph 12.19 of the 
statement states that despite this, significant interest was generated 
amongst prospective purchasers (18 in total), suggesting the asking price 
was advertised at a realistic price for the building. The proposals put 
forward were deemed unviable and interest eventually dissipated. For 
these reasons, the applicant considers that maximum effort has been put 
forward to undertake marketing exercises and associated ‘soft’ marketing 
activities over recent years in an attempt to entice and secure prospective 
purchasers for the building.  
 

8.21 Given the history of the building and its previous uses, the LPA considers 
the information provided within the application is broadly in accordance 
with the criteria and aims set out within Policy 73. The building has been 
unoccupied for a number of years now and the marketing information 
presented does suggest that there has been little interest from prospective 
purchasers in securing and reinvigorating its use, regardless of certain 
criteria not being strictly followed. Having said that, the marketing 
exercises undertaken do predate the current Local Plan (2013-2015), and 
therefore there is some ambiguity as to whether a new marketing exercise 
could secure a prospective purchaser. It is acknowledged that a new 
‘Everyman’ cinema is to be provided within the Grand Arcade shopping 
complex within the centre of Cambridge, which does suggest that cinemas 
are still needed in Cambridge and that the effects of Covid has not 
completely made the industry redundant. In addition, the building has not 
been in use since 2009 and therefore it is considered that if the former 
cinema use could be reinvigorated, it is reasonable to assume this would 
have happened by now.  
 

8.22 Whilst there are concerns regarding the marketing particulars submitted 
with the application, there does appear to be some effort made to secure a 
prospective purchaser and bring the building back into use since it closed 
in 2009. It is also noted that the implications of Covid during the last few 
years would have had an impact on the market and purchasing availability. 
It is implied that prospective purchasers have not been able to proceed 
with securing a use for viability reasons however, there is a lack of 
evidence to support this conclusion.  Officers appreciate commercial 
requirements may restrict the delivery of a new use but would have 
expected more justification to demonstrate the evidence this is the case. 
Therefore, on balance, Officers accept the level of marketing effort carried 
out by the applicant which demonstrates the loss of the community facility 
use to be acceptable in this instance and is in general accordance with 
Policy 73 and the guidance set out within Appendix K of the Local Plan. 
 
New Community Use 
 

8.23 With regards to new community uses, Policy 73 states that new facilities 
will be supported where they improve the range, quality and access to 
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facilities within Cambridge, with reference to criteria (a-c). It goes on to 
state that mixed-use development proposals, as is the case here, which 
provide on-site community and/or leisure facilities will be permitted where 
these are of a type appropriate to the scale of the development and to 
meeting the needs of future residents, employees and visitors. 
 

8.24 The proposed development would provide a new community use at 
ground and basement floor levels. The applicant has submitted a 
Cambridge Community Space Stakeholder Workshop report, comprising 
two reports and associated appendices, which provides information and 
results on the exploration undertaken to justify the need for a community 
use in this location. The site and its central location are considered to 
provide an attractive space that could meet the needs of city centre 
residents and visitors. It is unclear at this stage as to what specific use the 
proposed community space would provide; however, this element of the 
proposal is considered to be a public benefit of the proposal.  
 

8.25 Whilst it is acknowledged that the community space would technically 
improve the existing condition of the building and would have the potential 
to serve the local community, little information has been submitted to 
demonstrate the need of the community facility. Without this information, it 
is difficult for Officers to fully assess whether the space provided would 
meet the needs of local people, or whether it could be sustained. 
Paragraph 8.14 of the policy states that new and replacement facilities will 
be supported where there is a local need. This need will be demonstrated 
through a local needs assessment. Apart from the Cambridge Community 
Space Stakeholder Workshop reports 1 and 2, no further information has 
been submitted to demonstrate the need, nor justify the amount of 
community space proposed. In discussions with the LPA’s Community 
Services, there does appear to be a lack of community space within this 
location and other existing community spaces within the city, i.e, churches, 
which are either expensive to hire out or are at full capacity. As such, 
Officers consider that on balance, the proposed community space would 
provide a usable space to serve and benefit the local community. 
 

8.26 In summary, whilst the future use of the community space on the ground 
and basement floors has not been fully demonstrated, in accordance with 
Policy 73, the new community space is welcomed and would likely benefit 
the local community. As such, on balance, the proposed new community 
use is supported.  
 

8.27 Tall Buildings and the Cambridge Skyline 
 

8.28 Policy 60 of the Local Plan aims to protect the existing skyline of 
Cambridge and sets out a number of criteria which need to be accorded 
with. The supporting text of Policy 60 states that in developing any 
proposals for tall buildings, developers should make reference to Appendix 
F of the plan, which provides a more detailed explanation of the required 
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approach, methodology and assessment to developing and considering 
tall buildings in Cambridge.  
 

8.29 The site is located within the historic core, as illustrated by Figure F.1. of 
Appendix F. Paragraph F.10(i) states that building proposals of six storeys 
or more (assuming a flat roof with no rooftop plant and a height of 19m 
above ground level) would automatically trigger the need to address the 
criteria set out within the guidance. It also states that dependent on the 
exact location within the historic core, buildings of four to six storeys may 
also need to be evaluated against the assessment criteria herein, due to 
proximity to heritage assets and potential impacts on key views. The new 
building would comprise six storeys in height (including roof extension) 
and measure approximately 23m in height from ground level. The site is 
located within the settings of a number of listed buildings and gardens. 
Therefore, Policy 60 is triggered, and an assessment needs to follow the 
guidance set out within Appendix F. 

 
8.30 Appendix F lists a number of sites which are classified as ‘Long to Medium 

distance views towards Cambridge’ and ‘Local to short distance views’ 
(paragraphs F.20 and F.21). This list is not exhaustive, and assessments 
should also include key views which are relevant to the proposed 
development and other local views on key approach roads. The historic 
core has also been preserved by the substantial areas of open space 
which encircle it following the River Cam, including The Backs, 
Midsummer Common, Jesus Green, Sheep’s Green and Coe Fen, and 
Parker’s Piece. In addition to the linear green spaces, a number of other 
key open spaces which encircle the city’s historic core such as Parker’s 
Piece, Christ’s Pieces and the Cambridge University Botanic Garden. 
 

Criterion a) of Policy 60: Location, Setting and Context 
 

8.31 The Paragraph F.29 states that applications should assess the 
relationships between the proposed building to the surrounding context 
and lists a number of criteria which need to be addressed.  
 

8.32 The applicant has submitted a Townscape and Visual Appraisal (TVIA) 
(Turley, April 2024). The applicant has also used VU.CITY which have 
informed the proposed design and scale through visual analyses. Under 
paragraph 3.35, the TVIA identifies local townscape character areas 
(LTCAs) which share common qualities and characteristics. These are 
listed as the following: Commercial Core (LTCA1); Collegiate Campuses 
(LTCA2) and City Commons, Green Spaces and Open Spaces (LTCA3). 
 

8.33 It is noted under paragraph 3.36, that LTCA3 is not assessed further due 
to the distance and containment from the site and the low likelihood of the 
development resulting in material changes to the character of this area. 
This area is further assessed under Section 4 of the TVIA. 
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8.34 LTCA1 is summarised as being the immediate area within which the site is 
located and comprises predominantly retail buildings which make up the 
adjacent and surrounding area to the north, south and west of the Site, 
and Hobson Street. Buildings in this area tend to be relatively low heights, 
ranging from two to four storeys in general with some larger buildings up 
to five storeys. There is a high concentration of listed buildings within this 
area. The Market Square is the primary space within the area, beyond this 
are a number of traffic calmed and pedestrianised streets with a hierarchy 
of spaces from wide thoroughfares to more intimate passages. 
 

8.35 The townscape value of LTCA1 was assessed in accordance with the 
TVIA methodology contained within the appendix of the TVIA. The overall 
area is considered to be of High-Medium value, due to its designation 
within the Historic Core Conservation Area, number of listed buildings, and 
the general townscape quality of the buildings and streetscapes within this 
area. 
 

8.36 LTCA2 is located to the east of the Site within the study area, on the 
opposite side of Hobson Street and generally make up the edge of LTCA1. 
The LTCA is described as having an introverted, inward character with 
high walls and perimeter buildings providing a sense of impenetrability. 
The area contains a high volume of grade I and II* listed buildings, and 
large parts of the character area are covered by registered parks and 
gardens listings. The buildings within the LTCA are modest in height 
ranging from two to four storeys. 
 

8.37 LTCA2 is considered to be of High Value, due to its location within the 
Historic Core Conservation Area, number of Grade I and II* listed 
buildings, and the general townscape quality of the buildings and 
uniqueness of the character area. 
 

8.38 Section 4 of the TVIA sets out the visual baseline of the assessment, 
which establishes the key visual receptors which are likely to be affected 
most by the proposal. Paragraph 4.2 states that due to the dense urban 
grain of the immediate area, views of the existing building are limited to 
Sidney Street, Hobson Street, Hobson’s Passage and Market Street. 
Some accompanying visualisations have also been submitted to illustrate 
the visual change incurred within the roofscape, within the Visuals and 
Accurate Visual Representations (AVRS) of the Proposed Development 
document. All of these visualisations are taken from within the immediate 
context of the site; Market Street, Sidney Street, Hobson Street and 
Hobson’s Passage, and covers key views as identified within the 
Conservation Area Appraisal.  
 

8.39 It is clear that the proposed new building and roof extension would be 
visible from all of these visual receptors, with the exception of the view 
looking northwards down Sidney Street (VP05), where only glimpse views 
of the roof extension would allow very limited visibility. The view taken 
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from Market Street (VP04) clearly shows the additional massing of the 
proposed roof extension and upper floors, which would add significant bulk 
to the existing roofscape of the building. Whilst it is appreciated that the 
changes to the existing roof form and fenestration of No. 18-19 Sidney 
Street are considered a betterment, the additional roof extension would be 
a stark contrast to the existing roofscape in terms of scale and form and 
would appear visually awkward when compared to the existing situation. 
 

8.40 The other visual receptors along Hobson Street and Hobson’s Passage 
only show the external differences between the existing façade of the 
former cinema building and doesn’t illustrate the visual differences upon 
the skyline of Cambridge, as required by Policy 60. The changes in design 
and appearance will be considered in more detail under the Design, 
Context and External Spaces section below. 
 

8.41 The site falls within some of the Strategic Viewpoints as defined within 
Appendix F and illustrated on Figure F.3 of the Local Plan. Paragraph 4.12 
of the TVIA states these views have been reviewed as part of the baseline 
study and it is considered that with the exception of the Castle Mound 
viewpoint, the impact of the proposed development within these Strategic 
Viewpoints is likely to be negligible due to their distance from the site and 
the nature of the intervening topography, built form and landscape 
elements.  
 

8.42 The view taken from Castle Mound is illustrated within the visualisation 
RV11 (Key Representation 11). Looking at the VU.City images in 
Appendix 4 of the TVIA, the additional roof mass would be clearly seen but 
does appear to sit lower within the existing roofscape. It is disappointing 
that a visualisation of this view has not submitted, however the VU.City 
image illustrates the extent of the proposed massing would not 
significantly protrude the skyline when viewed from this Strategic 
Viewpoint. The conclusions drawn here are supported by Officers and the 
proposal is not considered to significantly visually break the existing 
skyline within the views from Castle Mound.   
 

8.43 Table 5.2 of the TVIA summarises the extent to which the proposal would 
be visible within views taken from other key visual receptors. The 
assessment concludes for each of these that there would be mainly 
negligible or minor effects generated from the proposal. Where there is 
considered to be more minor-moderate effect, the proposed changes are 
concluded to be beneficial to the skyline and outweigh the impact.  
 

8.44 The LPA broadly agrees with the conclusions drawn, but not all. Views 
taken from Regent St, St Andrews St, Hills Road, Hobson’s Passage and 
Sidney Street, are not considered to be significantly eroded and not break 
the existing skyline within these views or would result in improvements 
compared to the existing situations. Notwithstanding this, the existing 
skyline within views taken from Hobson Street, Market Street and Christ’s 
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Pieces reveal the proposal would break the skyline and be visually harmful 
within the context of the skyline of Cambridge and not respect the 
surrounding context of the site.  
 

8.45 The loss of the former cinema building is unacceptable in principle and will 
be further addressed in the below sections of this report. The rare 
architectural style and iconic features within the façade of the building are 
considered to contribute some visual interest and variety along Hobson 
Street views. The proposed building would result in the complete loss of 
the existing façade details and introduce a design and appearance more 
representative of development found within research and development 
sites, as opposed to this central location within the city. In addition, the 
proposed scale and height of the building would be above that of the 
former cinema and would lose some of the open sky above the building at 
present, as illustrated within RV8 (Key Representation 8). The existing 
gaps either side of the former cinema building would be lost and 
completely eroded by the proposed roofline, further exacerbated by the 
roof extension, and is considered to cumulatively break the skyline of 
Cambridge and result in visual harm.  
 

8.46 As aforementioned, the proposed changes to the roof form and 
fenestration to No. 18-19 Sidney Street would be visual improvements 
within views from Market Street. However, the roofline of the proposed 
building would be clearly visible above nos. 18-19 and 16-17 Sidney Street 
and would appear incongruous and significantly intrude the existing 
openness above the existing roofscape of these buildings. The scale and 
width of the proposed development at this height would appear as a solid 
block of mass which is not well articulated within the roofscape and extend 
beyond the site and sit above the roofline of the adjacent Next store. This 
is clearly illustrated within the proposed elevation drawing no. 2200 Rev 
P4 and within the visual representation VP04 where the proposal would 
appear to engulf the existing buildings and is unsympathetic within the site 
context. As such, the proposal impact to would be clearly visible and break 
the existing skyline and is not acceptable.  
 

8.47 Whilst it is acknowledged that the level of tree cover would limit views from 
Christ’s Pieces in summer months, visual representations RV1, RV2 and 
RV3 clearly show the proposal would be in view during the winter months 
and would therefore be perceivable from these viewpoints. The additional 
mass and scale proposed at this height would break the skyline within 
these views and therefore the proposal is not acceptable. 
 

8.48 For reasons set out within the below section which addresses criterion b) 
of Policy 60, as well as the Design, Context and External Area section 
further below, the proposed development is considered to break the 
existing skyline of Cambridge due to its excessive mass, bulk, height and 
overall scale, and is not compatible within this city centre location.   
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8.49 In summary, the submitted TVIA and accompanying visualisations provide 
a detailed assessment of the proposed development within the skyline of 
Cambridge in respect of its location, setting and context, as directed by 
criterion a) of Policy 60. Whilst the LPA agrees with some of the 
conclusions drawn within the TVIA in respect of more distant viewpoints 
analysed, the proposed development would result in an incongruous form 
of development which would break the skyline of Cambridge when viewed 
from certain locations nearer to the site and is therefore not compatible 
within this location. As such, the proposal would fail to accord with criterion 
a) of Policy 60 of the Local Plan. 
 

Criterion b) of Policy 60 Impact on the Historic Environment  
 

8.50 Paragraph F.34 of Appendix F states that applicants need to refer to the 
Cambridge Historic Core Appraisal; the various current conservation area 
appraisals and suburbs and approach studies for Cambridge, to justify the 
impact of the development within views of heritage assets. F.35 goes on to 
state that tall building proposals which have the potential to impact on the 
setting and significance of heritage assets will need to demonstrate and 
quantify the impact on the heritage asset, be it a listed building, scheduled 
monument, conservation area, registered historic park and garden and 
non-designated heritage assets, including but not limited to buildings of 
local interest. 
 

8.51 The site is located within the Central Conservation Area and within the 
settings of a number of heritage assets. The buildings listed below are 
considered to be within the immediate locality of the development 
proposed: 
 

 Church of the Holy Trinity (Grade II*) and railings (Grade II listed)  

 1 Market Street and 2 Market Street (Grade II) 

 Lloyd’s Bank (Grade II*)  

 Christ’s College, Tutor’s House (early C19, Grade II) 

 Christ’s College X Staircase (Grade II)  

 Christ’s College, North East Range, Third Court (Grade II)  

 County Hall (Grade II) 

 Harrington House, Kent House, Sidney House, Montagu House and 

Sussex House (Grade II) 

 

8.52 Other assets are noted within the submitted Heritage Impact Assessment 
(HIA) (Donald Insall Associates, April 2024). It should also be noted that 
the protected open space within the grounds of Christ’s College to the east 
of the site is a designated Historic Park and Garden. 
 

8.53 The HIA sets out the assessment for each of the heritage assets listed 
above, within Section 8, and provides a summary of the overall impact on 
their significance. The assessment declares that the impact upon the 
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settings on the heritage assets is positive or has no impact, with the 
exception of the demolition of the former cinema building which would 
result in a high level of harm. Whilst Officers agree with the conclusion 
regarding the loss of the former cinema building, it not agreed that the 
proposal would not have an impact upon other heritage assets. It should 
also be noted that Historic England consider the proposals would result in 
a very high level of less than substantial harm to the character and 
appearance of the Conservation Area. In conjunction with the 
Conservation Officer, Historic England and other consortium groups have 
objected to the loss of the cinema building in principle and the proposed 
scale and mass of the replacement development. It is the complete loss of 
the cinema building and the resultant loss of individual plot definition which 
would result in harm upon the character and appearance of the 
Conservation Area. 
 

8.54 Within the Cambridge Historic Core Appraisal, Sidney Street is indicated 
as having a high level of significance. Paragraph of 3.1.5 states 
“Redevelopment should be restricted to buildings or features which have a 
negative impact on the character of the street. Enhancement schemes 
should seek to significantly improve the character and appearance of the 
street.”  Furthermore, Hobson Street is indicated as ‘’significant’, with 
paragraph 3.1.6 stating “as a rule, whilst the historic buildings should be 
retained and their character and settings respected, there may be 
opportunities for redevelopment. Enhancement schemes should seek to 
respect any historic or other interesting features but generally seek to re-
establish a sense of place for the street or space.” Both the Conservation 
Officer and Historic England refer to the loss of the finer grain of 
development which is proposed by the complete demolition of the existing 
plots by virtue of the excessive scale and massing of the proposed 
development. The proposal would be contextually inappropriate within this 
part of the Conservation Area and not respect the historic character of the 
existing buildings, undermining the aspirations within the Appraisal. 
 

8.55 As referred to above, the excessive scale, height and mass of the 
proposed development would not only break the skyline of Cambridge, but 
also detract from the character and appearance of the historic 
environment. This is particularly evident within views presented from 
Market Street and within the Conservation Area. By virtue of the proposed 
development, this view would be eroded and the existing open space 
above the ridge line of the existing buildings would be completely lost, 
resulting in harm upon the setting of the Conservation Area. Whilst a 
visualisation has been provided from Market Street, no visual 
representation has been provided for views closer to the site and nearer to 
the junction between Market Street and Sidney Street. Given the proposed 
scale and height of the proposed development, it is considered that the 
proposal could be seen from this unrepresented location, especially the 
roof extension. Without this information, the application fails to 
demonstrate that no visual impact would arise upon the immediate setting 
of the surrounding historic environment and is unacceptable.         
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8.56 Furthermore, little information has been provided in respect of the impact 
upon the setting of the designated Historic Park and Gardens within the 
grounds of Christ’s College, set to the east of the site. The assessment 
provided within Section 8 does acknowledge there would be ‘occasional 
views of the proposed development by users of the park and gardens but 
due to the proposed design and scale, would be an enhancement to the 
appearance and character of Hobson Street streetscape’. Whilst Officers 
disagree with this statement, no visualisations have been presented from 
the Historic Park and Garden and therefore this statement is not 
evidenced. Officers would have expected the TVIA to include an 
assessment from within the grounds of Christ’s College to inform whether 
the proposed development would affect the setting of this heritage asset, 
especially given its close proximity to the site.  
 

8.57 Tutor’s House is Grade II listed and is located directly to the east of the 
site, opposite the former cinema building. Given the significant height and 
scale of the proposed development, it is considered that existing views 
above the roofline of Tutor’s College could be interrupted, especially when 
standing within the Historic Park and Gardens further to the east. Again, 
no visualisations have been submitted to demonstrate the visual 
relationship between the proposed development and the setting of this 
listed building. The visualisations of the views looking along Hobson Street 
are not substantive on their own to provide a full assessment on the 
setting of Tutor’s College. Without this information, Officers cannot 
accurately determine the level of harm upon the setting upon the Historic 
Park and Gardens and Tutor’s House when viewed from within the 
grounds of Christ’s College. 
 

8.58 In summary, the excessive scale and height of the proposed development 
and total loss of the former cinema building, as well as its inappropriate 
design, would result in a significantly harmful impact upon the surrounding 
historic environment. In addition, the application lacks information to fully 
demonstrate the visual relationship and extent of harm caused by the 
proposed development upon surrounding heritage assets. As such, the 
proposal is contrary to criterion b) of Policy 60 and the guidance set out 
within Appendix F to the local plan. 
 

Criterion c) of Policy 60: Scale, Massing and Architectural Quality  
 

8.59 Paragraph F.40 of Appendix F states that proposal should demonstrate 
through drawings, sections, models, computer-generated images (CGIs) 
etc., the design rationale of the building and how the form, materials and 
silhouette of the building will deliver a high quality addition to the city which 
will respond positively to the local context and skyline. 
 

8.60 In addition to the above documentation referred to, the applicant has also 
submitted a Design and Access Statement (DAS) (Popham, April 2024). 
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This sets out the design rationale with accompanying 3D models and 
VU.City analysis to inform the scale of the proposal.  
 

8.61 Whilst Officers acknowledge the opportunities to redesign the roofscape, 
the proposed roof extension would appear to sit awkwardly within the 
roofscape and aggravate the relationship between the top of the building 
and its surroundings within the roofscape. The Urban Design Officer has 
commented on the application and acknowledges the intention of the 
timber gables to ‘soften’ the sense of the roof extension however this does 
not overcome the resultant mass which detracts from the existing balance 
created by the existing buildings, which is clearly evident from the view 
taken from Market Street. These comments were also supported by the 
LPA’s Design Review Panel which noted that the top floor ‘pavilion’ as 
currently designed will be read as an uncomfortable extrusion. 
 

8.62 As part of pre application discussions, Officers requested that sections 
across the site should be extended to include the adjacent edges to help 
Officers better understand the level of enclosure and potential visibility of 
the upper setback floors from the ground level. These sections have not 
been provided and therefore it is not possible to fully assess the extent of 
the proposal in terms of its scale and potential impact upon the local 
skyline. 
 

8.63 Notwithstanding the above, it is acknowledged that the proposed building 
does have some architectural merit and is similar to other office and 
research development seen at other locations further out from the city 
centre. However, in this instance, whilst the proposed materials of brick 
and stone may have the potential to fit well into the prevailing streetscape, 
the proposed architecture along Hobson Street should be refined to create 
a stronger visual link to the former cinema building, to ensure a more 
successful integrated replacement. There has been no attempt to retain or 
integrate any of the architectural features as seen within cinema’s façade, 
and instead proposes a monotonous repetition of vertical elements with no 
reference to the cinema building. 
 

8.64 Overall, for similar reasons as set out above, the proposed scale, massing 
and architectural merit of the proposed building is considered to be 
unsympathetic and inappropriate within this locality and would result in an 
incongruous form of development which would interrupt the skyline of 
Cambridge and does not accord with criterion c) of Policy 60. 
 

Criterion d) of Policy 60: Amenity and Microclimate 

 

8.65 Firstly, the proposed new building is not considered to result in any loss of 
aspect, outlook or privacy (overlooking) upon the neighbouring buildings, 
as well as overshadowing impacts of the gardens and public realm, or 

Page 24



noise or any other relevant amenity. Most of these considerations will be 
further explored within the ‘Residential Amenity’ section below.  
 

8.66 From the information contained within the DAS, Section 6.6 sets out 
parameters to mitigate against the potential overshadowing of external 
areas around the site. With the use of 3D modelling, sections of the 
envelope of the building were removed to reduce the amount of 
overshadowing impact along Hobson’s Passage at both ends, therefore 
allowing more light through.  
 

8.67 Paragraph F.44 of Appendix F of the Local Plan refers to wind, the heat 
island effect and solar glare These are considered to address the external 
impacts of the building upon the local environment, which Officers 
consider the proposal would not lead to any significant impact. Any details 
regarding solar glare and other associated details could be secured via 
conditions, should the application be approved. As such, the proposal is  
in accordance with criterion d) of Policy 60. 
 

Criterion e) of Policy 60: Public Realm 

 

8.68 Paragraph F.47 of Appendix F sets out that applicants will need to provide 
sufficient information through the use of detailed illustrations and drawings 
of the proposed public realm around a tall building showing both the detail 
pertaining to the application site but also how the new public realm on the 
site relates to the wider streetscape/wider public realm and ensures a 
sense of human scale at street level. 
 

8.69 Notwithstanding the above, Officers are of the view that the proposal 
would improve areas within the public realm immediately around the site. 
Hobson’s Passage is currently a dark and dingey passage with no lighting 
and is not inviting for people to use. The proposal would allow more light 
through this passageway which would enhance user experience. 
 

8.70 In addition, the proposal creates a sense of activity at ground floor along 
Hobson Street, which is not currently attractive within the street scene. 
The proposal is therefore considered to improve user experience along 
Hobson Street.   
 

8.71 The existing rear façade and area behind no. 16-17 Sidney Street is 
aesthetically poor and detracts from the street scene. The proposal would 
enhance this elevation and create more vibrancy within the public realm 
and is therefore considered to be a betterment to the existing situation.  
 

8.72 As such, the proposal is considered to provide some public realm 
improvements which are clearly illustrated within the drawings and 
visualisations submitted. The application is therefore in accordance with 
criterion e) of Policy 60.  
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8.73 Nonetheless, these public realm improvements do not outweigh the harm 
caused by the proposal, including the heritage harm, which is discussed 
further below. 

 

Summary of Policy 60 

 

8.74 In conclusion, the application fails to provide a substantive assessment to 
satisfy all of the guidance and criteria of Policy 60 of the Local Plan. By 
virtue of its excessive scale and height, as well as inappropriate 
architectural design and form, the proposed development would break the 
existing skyline of Cambridge and is not compatible within this location 
and result in harm upon the surrounding historic environment. As such, the 
proposal is contrary to criteria a), b) and c) of Policy 60 and Appendix F of 
the Local Plan and is not supported.    
 
Context of Site, Design and External Spaces 

 
8.75 Policies 55, 56, 57, 58 and 59 seek to ensure that development responds 

appropriately to its context, is of a high quality, reflects or successfully 
contrasts with existing building forms and materials and includes 
appropriate landscaping and boundary treatment. These policies build 
upon the principles outlined within the above section in respect of Policy 
60. 
 

8.76 As referred to within the above section, the overall scale, height, massing 
and design of the new building is considered to be excessive and out of 
keeping to the development within the locality. All of the three buildings 
included within the site are read as three individual plots, as opposed to 
one singular mass, which the introduction of the new building would create 
by virtue of its excessive scale in terms of width and height. The existing 
roof line is broken up between the three buildings which establishes the 
character of the area and should be retained. The proposed building would 
erode this characteristic and not be well integrated within the site and 
result in an imposing form of development which would be inappropriate 
within this locality.  
 

8.77 The overall appearance and form of the building would be discordant with 
the existing development within this location. The proposed design would 
be more suited within a dedicated Research and Development site, as 
opposed to this central city location. The proposed building would lose all 
reference to the cinema building and would create a continuous roof line 
and contain monotonous and repetitive vertical elements, which is 
unacceptable within this location. 
 

8.78 The LPA acknowledges the public realm improvements along the Hobson 
Street frontage and Hobson’s Passage. Whilst these are enhancements 
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and positives of the scheme, it also considered that these areas could be 
readily improved at any time and are not as a result of the demolition of 
the cinema building.  
 

Sidney Street Frontage 

 

8.79 As already mentioned above, the proposed changes to the roofline and 
proposed roof extension would be clearly seen in views from along Market 
Street, to the west of the site. The proposed changes to the roof line and 
features of units 18-19 Sidney Street, as well as the shop frontages are 
considered acceptable.  
 

8.80 The proposed roof extension would comprise an inappropriate scale and 
massing within the existing roofscape, as clearly demonstrated within the 
views from Market Street. It is not considered to be well articulated within 
the roofscape and would create an excessive massing and result in the 
loss of existing balance between the rooflines of the existing buildings. 
This is exaggerated with how the right-hand section extends down two 
floors which does not sit comfortably within the roofscape.  
 

Summary  
 

8.81 The excessive scale, massing and height of the new building and roof 
extension would create an unsympathetic form of development which 
would result in changing the existing grain of development and create an 
unbalancing within the roofscape. The proposed development would not 
have any reference to the existing cinema building, nor resemble any 
visual link with the existing building and is unacceptable. As such, the 
proposal is not in accordance with policies 55, 56 and 57 of the Cambridge 
Local Plan 2018. 
 
Impact Upon Heritage Assets 
 

8.82 Policy 61 of the Cambridge Local Plan 2018 seeks development to 
preserve or enhance the visual appeal of Conservation Areas. Paragraphs 
200 – 203 of the NPPF sets out what should be considered when 
assessing the impact of proposals affecting heritage assets. In addition, 
paragraphs 205-213 of Section 16 of the NPPF are relevant to considering 
the level of harm identified. The relevant paragraphs are set out below and 
will be referred to within the proceeding sections of the report.    
 

8.83 Paragraph 200 of the NPPF states that in determining applications, local 
planning authorities should require an applicant to describe the 
significance of any heritage assets affected, including any contribution 
made by their setting. The level of detail should be proportionate to the 
assets’ importance and no more than is sufficient to understand the 
potential impact of the proposal on their significance. As a minimum the 
relevant historic environment record should have been consulted and the 
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heritage assets assessed using appropriate expertise where necessary. 
Where a site on which development is proposed includes, or has the 
potential to include, heritage assets with archaeological interest, local 
planning authorities should require developers to submit an appropriate 
desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a field evaluation. 
 

8.84 Paragraph 201 of the NPPF states that local planning authorities should 
identify and assess the particular significance of any heritage asset that 
may be affected by a proposal (including by development affecting the 
setting of a heritage asset) taking account of the available evidence and 
any necessary expertise. They should take this into account when 
considering the impact of a proposal on a heritage asset, to avoid or 
minimise any conflict between the heritage asset’s conservation and any 
aspect of the proposal. 
 

8.85 Paragraph 202 of the NPPF states that where there is evidence of 
deliberate neglect of, or damage to, a heritage asset, the deteriorated 
state of the heritage asset should not be taken into account in any 
decision. 
 

8.86 Paragraph 203 of the NPPF states that when determining applications 
local planning authorities should take account of the desirability of 
sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets. 
 

8.87 Paragraph 205 also states that when considering the impact of a proposed 
development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great 
weight should be given to the asset's conservation (and the more 
important the asset, the greater the weight should be), irrespective of the 
level of harm. 
 

8.88 Paragraph 206 states that any harm to, or loss of significance of a 
designated heritage asset should require clear and convincing justification. 

 
8.89 Paragraph 208 of the NPPF notes that where a development proposal will 

lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a heritage asset, 
this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the scheme, 
including, where appropriate, securing its optimum viable use. 
 

8.90 Paragraph 209 of the NPPF states that the effect of an application on the 
significance of a non-designated heritage asset should be taken into 
account in determining the application. In weighing applications that 
directly or indirectly affect non-designated heritage assets, a balanced 
judgement will be required having regard to the scale of any harm or loss 
and the significance of the heritage asset. 

 

8.91 Paragraph 212 states that local planning authorities should look for 
opportunities for new development within Conservation Areas and World 
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Heritage Sites, and within the setting of heritage assets, to enhance or 
better reveal their significance. Proposals that preserve those elements of 
the setting that make a positive contribution to the asset (or which better 
reveal its significance) should be treated favourably. 
 

8.92 Paragraph 213 states that loss of a building which makes a positive 
contribution to the significance of the Conservation Area should be treated 
either as substantial harm or less than substantial harm, taking into 
account the relative significance of the element affected and its 
contribution to the significance of the Conservation Area. 
 

8.93 In addition to the above, Section 72 of the Listed Building and 
Conservation Area (LBCA) Act 1990 requires decision makers to pay 
special attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the 
character or appearance of conservation areas. Section 66 of the Act 
seeks to ensure that new development preserves the settings of heritage 
assets. 

 

Impact upon the Conservation Area 
 

8.94 All three buildings on the site hold significance within the Conservation 
Area. No. 16-17 and 18-19 Sidney Street are noted as positive buildings in 
the Historic Core Conservation Area Appraisal. No. 18-19 was designed 
by architect George P Banyard and was a purpose-built bookshop for 
Cambridge booksellers, Heffers & Sons. Heffer's is one of the great 
Cambridge institutions. It is a multi-floor building with an impressive 
mezzanine under a barrel-vaulted glass dome (just visible from street level 
on Market Street).   
 

8.95 No.16-17 Sidney Street was purpose-built as a Sainsbury’s foodhall (i.e. 
with a long ground floor retail hall) including staff accommodation and 
delivery/service space to the rear. Its heritage interest lies in more than 
simply its facade. It is representative of the City's redesign of the southern 
end of Sidney Street in the 1930s to attract major national retailers (Boots 
etc) in larger stores than was possible in the otherwise narrow city streets. 
Both Sidney Street buildings are notable not simply for their facades and 
Sidney Street roof features but for being components of the set-piece 
1930s redevelopment. 
 

8.96 As already mentioned above, the former cinema building is a designated 
BLI and was re-modelled by George P Banyard, like No. 16-17 Sidney 
Street. Its iconic architectural style is one of the most interesting buildings 
(of this era) within Cambridge and is a positive building within the 
Conservation Area.   
 

8.97 The Conservation Officer has been consulted on the application and has 
raised an objection to the application due to the extent of demolition at 
Nos. 16-17 and 18-19 Sidney Street and total loss of no. 21 Hobson 

Page 29



Street, the proposed scale of the development does not reflect the existing 
finer grain of development which is evident by the individual plot definition 
of these buildings. These objection comments are also supported by 
Historic England, as well as other third-party Consortium Groups and local 
residents.   
 

8.98 The loss of individual plot definition would result in a loss of historical 
context within the Conservation Area, as opposed to respecting the 
integrity of the existing buildings. Historically, there would have been even 
more space between these buildings at present which would have 
presented a more prevalent form of development within the Conservation 
Area. It is therefore considered that any new development should try to 
retain individual plot definition as part of any redevelopment. Paragraph 
3.1.5 of the Historic Core Conservation Area Appraisal states that 
“Redevelopment should be restricted to buildings or features which have a 
negative impact on the character of the street. Enhancement schemes 
should seek to significantly improve the character and appearance of the 
street.”  In addition, paragraph 3.1.6 states that “as a rule, whilst the 
historic buildings should be retained and their character and settings 
respected, there may be opportunities for redevelopment. Enhancement 
schemes should seek to respect any historic or other interesting features 
but generally seek to reestablish a sense of place for the street or space.”  
 

8.99 Whilst it is acknowledged that redevelopment is possible within the 
Conservation Area, there is a clear emphasis that this should be limited 
and respect the historic character of the area whilst retaining interesting 
characteristics of buildings. The proposed development would result in 
one continuous mass across all three plots and would therefore fail to 
result in a scale of development which would retain the historic character 
and appearance of the existing buildings, and not preserve or enhance the 
character and appearance of the Conservation Area and would result in a 
high level of less than substantial harm, as referred to within paragraph 
208 of the NPPF. 
 

8.100 As mentioned above, whilst the LPA acknowledges the improvements 
proposed within the immediate public realm around the site, such as along 
the enhanced user experience along Hobsons Passage, these public 
benefits are not considered to result in achieving substantial public 
benefits that would outweigh the high level of less than substantial harm 
identified, as referred to within paragraph 208 of the NPPF. 
 

8.101 In summary, by virtue of the amount of demolition and inappropriate scale 
and design of the redevelopment proposed, the development is 
considered to result in a high level of less than substantial harm upon the 
character and appearance of the Conservation Area. The proposed 
building that would replace three existing buildings which would result in a 
form of unsympathetic development of a wholly inappropriate scale and 
massing in comparison with the existing finer historical urban grain found 
within this part of the Conservation Area. As such, the proposal is not in 
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accordance with Policy 61 of the Local Plan, as well as paragraphs 203, 
205, 206, 208, 212 and 213 of the NPPF, and Section 72 of the LBCA Act 
1990.   
 

Loss of No. 21 Hobson Street (Former Cinema Building) 
 

8.102 Policy 62 of the Local Plan seeks to retain local heritage assets and 
protect against harm incurred upon non-designated heritage assets. In the 
case where development would lead to harm or substantial harm upon a 
non-designated heritage asset, a balanced judgement should be adopted 
having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the 
heritage asset. This policy is in accordance with paragraph 209 of the 
NPPF which sates similar.  
 

8.103 The other main objection raised by the Conservation Officer, Historic 
England and other third part representations, is the complete loss of the 
former cinema building. The building is listed within Appendix G of the 
Local Plan as a designated BLI, due to its  rare architectural  style and 
iconic façade, which provides a unique focal point within this part of 
Cambridge.  
 

8.104 The applicant has undertaken a Hobson Street Façade Retention Options 
Appraisal Report and a Façade Retention Structural Feasibility Report. 
The conclusions drawn from these reports imply that through marketing 
exercises and viability issues, the building cannot sustain a viable use for 
any prospective purchaser. The HIA concludes that the proposed 
development would lead to a high level of harm to No. 21 Hobson Street, 
however it’s low level of significance via confirmation of the Certificate of 
Immunity (from listing) issued by Historic England in February 2024, 
outweighs this harm. The applicant claims that there is no information to 
demonstrate the significance of this building and therefore its loss is not 
considered significant when adopting the balanced judgement referred to 
within Policy 62 and paragraph 209 of the NPPF. The LPA is of the view 
that the lack of national level statutory listing of the building does not mean 
it is not of local heritage significance as has been determined by its 
designation as a BLI. This is further supported by the objection comments 
submitted by Historic England.  
 

8.105 The building was constructed in the 1930s and was initially used as a 
cinema which ceased in the 1970s. The building then hosted Bingo 
sessions until 2009 and has not been used since. The building was 
completed in clad with bright white ‘faience’, which is a type of enamel 
earthenware. The glazed brick is a typical Egyptian Art Deco style with 
designs resembling wings and flowers, all of which contribute to its 
distinctiveness within the Hobson street scene. In addition to this, as 
already mentioned above, the building is read as an individual plot 
alongside the other individual buildings within the site, which defines the 
character of this part of the Conservation Area. Therefore, the complete 
loss of this building is unacceptable in principle as it has a distinct and 
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unique presence within Hobson Street and positively contributes to the 
character and appearance of the Conservation Area. 
 

8.106 Whilst the LPA acknowledges that a viable use has been difficult to secure 
for the building, for reasons set out within the submitted Planning 
Statement, the LPA finds it difficult to fully understand why the application 
proposes the total demolition of this building, which is contradictory to the 
previous advice provided by the LPA and the LPA’s Design Review Panel 
during pre-application discussions (Appendix 1). The application has not 
demonstrated whether a more nuanced approach which retains more of 
the building could be achieved, and instead concludes that total demolition 
is the only viable option for the building.                 

 

8.107 Paragraph 202 of the NPPF states that where there is evidence of 
deliberate neglect of, or damage to, a heritage asset, the deteriorated 
state of the heritage asset should not be taken into account in any 
decision. This essentially means that should a heritage asset contain any 
damage or evidence of neglect, this should not be a reason to justify its 
loss. In this instance, although the former cinema building is a BLI and not 
designated as a listed building, given the significance of the building in 
terms of its role in positively contributing to the Conservation Area and 
acting as a focal point within it and within Hobson Street, as stated within 
the Historic Core Appraisal, it is not an unreasonable proposition for the 
LPA to argue that paragraph 202 applies in this instance.     
 

8.108 The Façade Retention Structural Feasibility Report highlights the poor 
condition of some of the brick work of the building and presents a case 
that the building has not been well maintained since its last use ceased in 
2009. This suggests that no effort has been made to maintain or restore 
the building and ensure a viable use could be reinvigorated. It does not 
appear to Officers that there is sufficient evidence to demonstrate 
otherwise and therefore the application does not satisfactorily demonstrate 
the building has not been deliberately neglected and that sufficient effort 
has been made to repair the exterior facade. Instead, the application 
highlights these elements as defects which detract from the significance of 
the building in an attempt to support a reason for its demolition, which is 
contrary to the intentions of paragraph 202 of the NPPF.  
 

8.109 Moreover, paragraph 209 of the NPPF and Policy 62 both state that in 
weighing applications that directly or indirectly affect non-designated 
heritage assets, a balanced judgement will be required having regard to 
the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of the heritage asset. In 
this instance, the LPA considers the scale of harm identified is high by 
virtue of the total loss of the former cinema building which is a positive 
building within the Conservation Area for the reasons already mentioned 
above. 
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8.110 In summary, the former cinema building is an iconic building which acts as 
a focal point of interest along Hobson Street and positively contributes to 
the character and appearance of the Conservation Area. The total 
demolition of the building is unacceptable and unjustified in this instance 
and therefore the proposal is not in accordance with Policies 61 and 62 of 
the Local Plan, as well as paragraphs 202, 203, 205, 206, 208, 209 and 
213 of the NPPF, and Section 72 of the LBCA Act 1990.   
 

Settings of Listed Buildings and Non-Designated Heritage Assets 

 

8.111 Other than the being located within a Conservation Area, the site is also 
located within the settings of a range of listed buildings and non-
designated heritage assets. The buildings listed below are within the 
immediate locality of the site: 
 

 Church of the Holy Trinity (Grade II*) and its railings (Grade II) 

 Pair of K6S Telephone Box (Grade II) 

 1 Market Street and 2 Market Street (Grade II) 

 Lloyd’s Bank (Grade II*)  

 Christ’s College, Tutor’s House (early C19, Grade II) 

 Christ’s College X Staircase (Grade II)  

 Christ’s College, North East Range, Third Court (Grade II)  

 County Hall (Grade II) 

 Harrington House, Kent House, Sidney House, Montagu House and 

Sussex House (Grade II) 

 No.22 Sidney Street (Waterstones) 

 
8.112 As listed above, the site is within the setting of a number of heritage 

assets. As mentioned within the above section under criterion b) of Policy 
60, the information contained within the TVIA and HIA lacks view analyses 
taken from within the grounds of Christ’s College to the east. These are 
Grade II listed buildings which are set within Historic Park and Gardens. 
The Conservation Officer has briefly mentioned the harm upon these 
heritage assets within their comments and without a full analysis being 
submitted, it is difficult to fully assess the impact upon the setting of these 
heritage assets. These views are also echoed by Historic England. 
 

8.113 Section 66 of the LBCA 1990 Act seeks to preserve the settings of listed 
buildings.  

 
8.114 The most significant listed buildings of note are the Lloyd’s Bank building 

and the Church of the Holy Trinity, which are both Grade II* listed and are 
located to the south east and south west of the site, respectively. The 
railing around the Church is Grade II listed. It is agreed with the 
conclusions drawn within the HIA, that the limited intervisibility and 
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location in relation to the siting of the redevelopment, that the proposal 
would have no impact upon the setting of the Lloyds Bank building.  
 

8.115 The Church of Holy Trinity and associated railings is located directly to the 
west of the site, and within the immediate settings of nos. 16-17 and 18-19 
Sidney Street. Visualisation VP05 looking northwards along Sidney Street 
illustrates that the most prominent part of the redevelopment proposals 
would be the new shopfront designs to No. 16-17 Sidney Street and the 
redesign of the roof form associated with No. 18-19 Sidney Street. These 
elements of the proposal are acceptable and would preserve the setting of 
the Church. The main bulk of the upper floor and roof extension on top is 
illustrated as not being particularly prevalent within VP05, except for a 
glimpse view of the roof pitch of the proposed roof extension. As such, the 
HIA concludes the development would have a positive impact upon the 
setting of the Church, especially given the public realm improvements in 
relation to Hobsons Passage.   
 

8.116 As mentioned previously, no visual analysis has been presented to inform 
the impact of the proposals when viewed from the junction between 
Sidney Street and Market Street. Historic England have noted that there is 
a lack of information in this regard and is difficult therefore to establish 
whether any harm would arise upon the setting of this Grade II* listed 
church, with particular reference to its spire. Visualisation VP04 provides 
some visual assessment of this view however it does not fully illustrate the 
views taken nearer the church, which given the significant scale of the 
proposed development at roof level, would be clearly visible. The LPA 
would have expected more information in this regard and is it 
disappointing that the applicant has not explored this visual relationship, 
especially given the significance of the church. 

 
8.117 Nos. 1 and 2 Market Street is located directly to the west of the site and is 

Grade II listed. The changes to the shop front of No .16-17 and the roof 
form of No. 18-19 are considered acceptable and would preserve the 
setting of the building. Again, a visual assessment taken from within the 
frontage of this building would have given the LPA more clarity as to what 
extent the proposed development would have resulted upon the setting of 
this listed building, and therefore the LPA cannot fully assess the harm.  
 

8.118 Harrington House, Kent House, Sidney House, Montagu House and 
Sussex House are all Grade II listed buildings and would be set further to 
the north of the site, behind No. 22 Sidney Street. Although the new 
building would be partially seen in street scene views along Hobson 
Street, as illustrated in visualisations VP08 and VP09, No. 22 is 
considered to provide separation between the new building and this group 
of listed buildings and would not result in any significant harm upon their 
setting.   
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8.119 As mentioned above under the assessment of Criterion b) of Policy 60, the 
submitted TVIA has not provided a full analysis of the potential impact 
upon the setting of Christ’s College and its Historic Park and Gardens, 
which lie to the east of the site. Tutors House lies directly opposite the site 
on the other side of Hobson Street, with the North East Range set further 
within the grounds to the north east. The County Hall and Christ’s College 
X Staircase is set further to the north. All of these heritage assets are 
Grade II listed. 
 

8.120 Fixed point visualisations cannot provide a full indication of the impact the 
setting of any heritage asset. Due to the angles at which the County Hall 
and Christ’s College Staircase X are set in relation to the site, the 
experiential impact on their settings is not represented. Similarly, the 
Tutors House lies directly opposite the site and its setting would be directly 
impacted by the loss of the cinema and introduction of the non-contextual 
replacement building. The impact on the settings of these buildings is 
therefore considered harmful. 
 

8.121 Christ’s College North East Range is set to the north east of the site and 
within the gardens of Christ’s College. Given the lack of any public access 
to this building and unknown functional association, the HIA claims there 
would be no impact upon the setting of this heritage asset. Given the 
location of this building and the intervisibility of the site from this building, it 
is considered that there would be no harm upon the setting of this heritage 
asset.    
 

8.122 The TVIA claims that due to the appropriate design of the proposed 
development, no impact would arise upon the settings of the buildings 
within Christ’s College and its grounds, especially due to the existing 
height of the boundary wall. These claims are further explored within the 
HIA, concluding that the loss of the former cinema building and the new 
building would result in a positive impact upon the significance of the 
settings of the buildings of Christ’s College, and that whilst there may be 
views of the new building from within the gardens, the separation and 
appropriate design would result in a positive impact.  
 

8.123 It is appreciated that the existing boundary wall would somewhat limit 
views of the proposal however the extent of this limited visibility is not 
presented. However, given the significant scale and height of the 
proposed building, which would be exacerbated with the roof extension on 
top, the proposal would be more visible than the existing former cinema 
building and would therefore have more of a presence within views when 
standing within the gardens and within setting of Tutor’s House. As such, 
the conclusions drawn within the HIA and TVIA have little weight without 
providing satisfactory evidence to support this, which is a concern raised 
by the LPA and Historic England. 
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8.124 Other than the former cinema building, there are other BLIs within the 
vicinity of the site. One of these is No. 22 Sidney Street, which is occupied 
by Waterstones and is located on the other side of Hobson’s Passage. 
Despite the proposed building being directly adjacent to this building, the 
visual enhancements along Hobson Passage which separates No. 22 with 
No. 21 (the former cinema), would somewhat improve the setting of this 
BLI when viewed along Hobson Street. As for views along Sidney Street, 
VP05 does illustrate that the setting of this BLI would be somewhat 
changed however given its location further to the north, on balance, would 
not be significantly harmed in this instance.     
 

8.125 The settings of other BLI’s within the locality would not be significantly 
harmed for similar reasons as set out above in terms of distance from the 
site and the height at which the main bulk of the proposed development 
would be visible.  
 

8.126 In summary, the application fails to sufficiently demonstrate the impact 
upon the settings of surrounding heritage assets within close proximity to 
the site and therefore the level of harm cannot be fully assessed. By virtue 
of the proposed scale and height of the proposed development, as well as 
its non-contextual design, it is considered that the proposal would result in 
a high level of less than substantial harm, which is not outweighed by any 
public benefits. As such, the proposal is not in accordance with Policy 61 
of the Local Plan, as well as paragraphs 200, 201, 203, 205, 206, 208, 212 
and 213 of the NPPF and Section 66 of the LBCA Act 1990. 
 

Carbon Reduction and Sustainable Design  

 

8.127 Policy 28 states development should take the available opportunities to 
integrate the principles of sustainable design and construction into the 
design of proposals, including issues such as climate change adaptation, 
carbon reduction and water management. The policy states that for new 
non residential development, proposals should achieve ‘Excellent 
BREEAM Level’ for carbon emissions as well as achieve full credits for 
category Wat 01 for water efficiency.  
 

8.128 Policy 29 Policy 29 supports proposals which involve the provision of 
renewable and / or low carbon generation provided adverse impacts on 
the environment have been minimised as far as possible. 
 

8.129 The Sustainability Officer has been consulted on the application and has 
raised no objections to the application in respect of the new development 
which will achieve BREEAM Excellent standards as well as maximum 5 
Wat01 credits for water efficiency. Conditions can be imposed to secure 
the pre and post BREEAM certifications, as well as securing water 
efficiency measures.  
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8.130 The concern raised is regarding the embodied carbon within the existing 
buildings to be demolished. This is also raised as a concern amongst the 
representations received. The Retention Options Assessment makes 
some general assumptions around embodied carbon for each of the 
options considered, but there is little detail as to the extent of an 
understanding of the levels of embodied carbon already locked into the 
existing buildings. Within the Sustainability section under point 1, it states 
that the embodied carbon of the steelwork required for the temporary 
works and the carbon cost/implications of its production and recycling at 
the end of the project is considered to be an implication of retaining the 
façade. Given the amount of demolition proposed, it is considered that a 
more detailed assessment to demonstrate the level of embodied carbon 
and the carbon emissions generated from the redevelopment should be 
submitted to demonstrate the comparison with this conclusion drawn in 
respect of embodied carbon.  
 

8.131 Notwithstanding this, whilst there is a concern raised on the level of 
carbon emissions associated with the amount of demolition proposed, the 
main thread of carbon reduction outlined within both policies 28 and 29 of 
the Local Plan relates to the construction of new development. Given that 
the proposed new building would achieve BREEAM excellent standards 
and achieve maximum credits for water consumption, the proposal is in 
accordance with these polices and would contribute to reducing carbon 
emissions within Cambridge. 
 

8.132 As such, subject to the above conditions, the proposal is in accordance 
with policies 28 and 29 of the Local Plan and is acceptable.  
 

Residential Amenity 
 

8.133 Policies 34, 35, 55, 57 and 58 seek to preserve the amenity of 
neighbouring and / or future occupiers in terms of noise, disturbance, 
overshadowing, overlooking, overbearing and through providing high 
quality internal and external spaces. Criterion d) of Policy 60 is also of 
relevance to this section, as it refers to respecting the amenities of 
neighbouring properties. 
 

8.134 Waterstones is located to the north of the site, on the other side of 
Hobson’s Passage. The Next store is located to the south of units 16-17 
Sidney Street. Given the commercial uses of these premises, it is not 
considered that the proposed development would adversely impact upon 
the operations or amenities of either of these adjacent properties. 
 

8.135 Although an office use would occupy the upper floors and the roof 
extension of the proposed building, it is not considered that an office use 
would afford the same level of overlooking impact as a residential use 
would, and therefore the level of overlooking impact would not be 
significantly harmful in this instance due to the nature of the proposed 
office use. 
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Wider Environmental Impact     
 

8.136 The Environmental Health Officer has been consulted on the application, 
and has raised no objections, subject to conditions to minimise any 
disturbance upon the local premises in respect of noise, odour emissions, 
dust mitigation and hours of operation to restrict the operation times of the 
premises. In addition, conditions regarding working hours and construction 
delivery times are also recommended. 
 

8.137 As such, subject to the above conditions and informatives, the proposal is 
in accordance with policies 34, 35, 55, 56, 57, 58 and criterion (d) of Policy 
60 of the Local Plan.  
 

Highway Safety 
 

8.138 Following the receipt of drawing no. KMC22091/001 Rev A, the original 
objection has been removed by the Local Highway Authority (LHA). This is 
because the door (or window) which opened onto the footway of Sidney 
Street has been amended and therefore the proposal no longer poses any 
harm upon highway safety. 
 

8.139 Other comments relate to the functioning of the existing bus stop on 
Hobson Street and how large delivery vehicles will still be able to serve the 
city centre. These concerns are raised in respect of the submitted red line 
boundary which extends into the middle of Hobson Street. An agreement 
will be required between the applicant and the LHA to ensure these 
arrangements – including a loading bay and yellow lines - are secured.  
 

8.140 Similarly, the proposed works along Hobson’s Passage will need to be 
agreed with the LHA via a S278 Agreement. If officers were minded to 
support the proposal, highways works could be secured through an 
appropriately worded Grampian planning condition.    
 

8.141 Other conditions requested include the provision of a traffic management 
plan, and basement wall design, which are considered reasonable and 
necessary.  
 

8.142 Therefore, subject to conditions, no significant risk would be imposed upon 
users of the highway within the locality and the proposal is in accordance 
with paragraph 115 of the NPPF and Policy 81 of the Local Plan.    
 

Transport  

 

8.143 The Transport Assessment Team of the County Council have been 
consulted on the application. Following the receipt of additional information 
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in respect of the anticipated trips generated from the proposed 
development, the original objection has been removed, subject to a 
condition to ensure the development is operated in accordance with the 
submitted Travel Plan.  
 

8.144 A financial contribution of £125,000 is sought to secure the provision of the 
widening of the footway along Hobson Street, directly to the front of the 
site, in order to facilitate a new bus stop and shelter. In addition, some of 
this money sought is to be contributed to the Hills Road Improvement 
scheme. This money is to be secured via a S106 Agreement, should 
planning permission be granted. 
 

8.145 Given that a vast majority of the future occupiers of the office use would 
arrive to Cambridge by train, it is expected that the main route of travel 
would be via Hills Road from Cambridge train station to the site, either by 
cycle or by bus. The existing bus stop on Hobson Street is not very legible 
and the moneys sought would be able to assist with the upgrading of this 
bus stop. Therefore, the  contributions sought are considered to be 
reasonable in this instance. 
 

8.146 Subject to these contributions and condition, the proposal is considered to 
be in accordance with Policy 80 and 81 of the Local Plan and is CIL 
compliant.  
 

Parking 

8.147 No designated car parking is proposed to serve the development. Given 
the location of the site being within the city centre, this is considered 
acceptable in this instance and is supported. There is a bus stop located 
directly outside the site on Hobson Street, which is understood to be 
retained. As such, given the sustainable location of the site, the lack of 
dedicated car parking is acceptable and is in accordance with Policy 82 of 
the Local Plan. 
 

8.148 A total of 200no. cycle spaces are proposed at ground and basement floor 
levels. The parking located at ground floor level will be accessed via 
Hobson’s Passage, whereas the basement cycle parking would be 
accessed via a cycle lift adjacent to the office reception area. This 
arrangement and level of cycle parking would be acceptable to serve the 
different uses and future users and is in accordance with the standards 
within Appendix L of the Local Plan.  
 

Drainage 

 

8.149 The site is located within Flood Zone 1 (low flood risk). The LLFA has 
been consulted on the application and has raised an objection due to the 
lack of information regarding the existing drainage connection. It is 
assumed that the existing Anglian Water sewer would serve the 
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development however there is no guarantee for this. As such, more 
information regarding the location and condition of the existing network is 
required, to demonstrate that the existing sewer has capacity to serve the 
development and not result in flood risk elsewhere.  
 

8.150 Anglian Water have been consulted on the application and have not raised 
any objections to the application, subject to a condition to secure a 
scheme for surface water mitigation, which is considered to be reasonable 
and necessary. 
 

8.151 The main objection raised by the LLFA refers to the hydraulic calculations 
which do not account for rainfall events occurring within quick succession. 
The calculations need to address the half drain time for less than 24 hours 
to be able to demonstrate this. If this is not achievable, then calculations 
for the subsequent 10% AEP (1 in 10 year) rainfall event need to be 
submitted. The calculations also don’t take into account the climate 
change allowance for the 3.3% annual exceedance probability rainfall 
event. The applicant had submitted additional information in this regard, 
which the LLFA have objected to again. Without agreement to these 
calculations, the LLFA cannot confirm the new development would not 
result in flood risk. 

 

8.152 As such, the application lacks sufficient drainage information to 
demonstrate the development would not result in flood risk within and 
around the site and is not in accordance with Policy 32 of the Local Plan, 
and the NPPF. At the time of writing this report the applicants are in the 
process of attempting to overcome this technical objection and an update 
will be reported on the amendment sheet as appropriate. 
 

Biodiversity  
 

8.153 Given the existing hard surfacing of the site, the existing BNG baseline 
would be zero and therefore the proposed enhancement 
recommendations would provide an uplift in BNG on site. Conditions to 
secure green roofs and ecological enhancements should be imposed to 
any consent granted, in accordance with Policy 70 of the Local Plan, the 
Biodiversity SPD and the NPPF.   
 
Other Matters 
 

8.154 The County Council’s Archaeology Team have been consulted on the 
application and have raised no objections, subject to a condition to secure 
a Scheme of Written Investigation to ensure the development does not 
result in damage or loss of historic artefacts within the site. This condition 
is deemed necessary and reasonable and will be imposed, should 
planning permission be granted.  

 
Planning Balance 
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8.155 Planning decisions must be taken in accordance with the development 
plan unless there are material considerations that indicate otherwise 
(section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and section 
38[6] of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004).  
 

8.156 The application presents public benefits in relation to the economic, social 
and environmental objectives, as set out within the NPPF regarding 
sustainable development. In the view of the applicant, these benefits 
should be given significant weight in the planning balance to outweigh any 
harm identified. 
 
Economic 

8.157 The economic benefits put forward by the applicants are related to the 
proposed office and research and development use, within this 
sustainable location. The proposal would contribute towards the economic 
growth of the City in providing the following: 
 

 Replacing 3,606 m2 of existing poor quality floorspace, of 
which only 29% is utilised, with 7,260 m2 of high quality 
modern floorspace that will be fully utilised.  
 

 Supporting in the region of 626 FTE jobs, both direct and 
indirect, during each year of the two-year demolition and 
construction phase.  

 

 Generating up to £68.1 million in GVA during each year of 
demolition and construction through direct, indirect and 
induced effects.  

 

 Supporting 268 net additional FTE jobs directly (on-site) once 
the proposed development is fully operational and occupied, 
in addition to a further 126 FTE jobs created more widely 
through indirect and induced effects.  

 

 Contributing up to £42.8 million in net additional GVA per year 
in the operational phase through direct, indirect and induced 
effects.  

 

 Generating in the region of £1.5 million in additional business 
rates receipts each year. 

 
8.158 Officers acknowledge this range of economic benefits. The proposal would 

generate jobs, both through the construction of the development and the 
delivery of office and research and development type uses, with reference 
to the economic growth aspirations for the area. The Greater Cambridge 
Growth Sectors Study: Life science and ICT locational, land and 
accommodation needs (Final Report, September 2024) clearly sets out the 
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need for providing more office space within the region to retain Greater 
Cambridge’s renown status within ICT and life sciences sectors. The office 
floor space would assist in delivering high quality commercial floor space 
within this sustainable location within the city centre.   
 

8.159 Significant weight is attached to the economic benefits arising from the 
development proposal, with reference to para. 85 of the NPPF. 
 
Social 
 

8.160 The social benefits of the proposal relate to the improvements within the 
public realm and the provision of a community use on the site. These 
benefits, as put forward by the applicant, are listed below: 
 

 Improving the local townscape character and local views from the 
adjacent streets and will have a positive impact on the conversation area 
and 11 other designated heritage assets 
 

 Improving city centre permeability, accessibility and inclusivity 
 

 Providing 349 m2 of genuinely affordable community space that will be 
provided rent-free to local community uses with the potential for promoting 
community engagement, acting as a catalyst for change and promoting 
better health and wellbeing outcomes 
 

 Providing a Fitwel accredited building, the aim of which will be to 
optimise the health and wellbeing of future occupants.   
 

8.161 Officers are of the view that the proposed community use could provide a 
significant social benefit, as there is an indication that more community 
uses are required this location. However, it is not clear as to how this 
space will function and what specific community use(s) this space will 
serve, lessening the weight which can be given to this particular benefit. 
 

8.162 The enhanced user experience within the vicinity of the site by virtue of 
introducing a more vibrant and visually attractive form of development 
within this part of Hobson Street, and along Hobsons Passage, is 
acknowledged. However, in the view of Officers, these benefits could still 
be achieved by adopting a more nuanced approach in developing the site 
and do not provide significant justification for the amount of demolition, 
excessive scale and inappropriate design proposed, which would lead to a 
high level of less than substantial harm upon the Conservation Area and 
the settings of surrounding heritage assets, as well as the total loss of the 
former cinema building.  
 

8.163 As such, Officers consider that low to moderate weight can be given to the 
agreed social benefits presented.   
 
Environmental 
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8.164 The environmental benefits arising from the proposal relate to the 

provision of a form of sustainable development and enhanced biodiversity 
on the site. The benefits as put forward by the applicants are listed below: 
 

 Making very effective use of land, notably brownfield land.  
 

 Providing a carbon efficient new building that achieves a LETI “B” rating3 
  

 Providing a BREEAM “Excellent” building 
 

 Generating enough energy and energy savings to meet 56% of the 
building’s total energy consumption 
 

 Incorporating a rainwater and greywater harvesting and use system 
serving toilets, irrigation systems and cleaning functions 

 

 Using of sustainable materials for significant components of the new 
building’s construction 
 

 Creating habitats for wildlife where previously there were none, resulting 
in a biodiversity net gain. 

 
8.165 As for the environmental benefits, the development would provide onsite 

biodiversity gain, albeit officers are of the view that this would be limited in 
amount given the constrained nature of the site and existing zero baseline. 
The proposal would also provide a sustainable form of development in 
regard to BREEAM Excellence standard. However, this standard of 
building is expected to be delivered with all proposed development of this 
scale, as directed local planning policy, and is not unique to this proposal.  
 

8.166 Officers accept that the proposed development would be more energy 
efficient than the existing building, with particular reference to the former 
cinema building. There is no doubt that the new building would be built to 
a higher standard in delivering a more sustainable form of development, 
but this would be the case with any redevelopment scheme on this site 
and the proposal as put forward is not an exemplar.  This does not justify 
the total loss of the building and resultant high level of less than 
substantial harm identified by virtue of its positive significance within this 
part of the Conservation Area.  
 

8.167 As such, Officers consider that low to moderate weight is given to the 
environmental benefits of the proposal.    

 

Summarising The Harm Identified 
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8.168 Section 16 of NPPF sets out criteria which should form part of the 
assessment when considering harm upon heritage and non-designated 
heritage assets. The relevant paragraphs (200-213) are set out above 
within this report. In addition, policies 61 and 62 of the Local Plan accords 
with the criteria set out within the relevant paragraphs of the NPPF, in 
relation to the assessment of heritage impact.  
 

8.169 Moreover, Section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and 
Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states that special attention shall be paid to 
the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character and appearance 
of that area (Conservation Area).  
 

8.170 In addition to this, Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and 
Conservation Areas) Act 1990, states that when considering whether to 
grant planning permission for development which affects a listed building 
or its setting, special regard should be given to the desirability of 
preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architecture 
or historic interest which it possesses. The level of harm identified upon 
the setting of a heritage asset will be dependent on its significance, with 
the higher significance the more weight should be attributed to preserving 
its setting. This is further directed within the NPPF.   
 

8.171 The application proposes a substantial amount of demolition to existing 
buildings which provide historic context and character by virtue of their 
individual plot definition within this part of the Conservation Area. Due to 
amount of demolition proposed and the excessive scale and inappropriate 
design of the proposed development, the heritage significance provided by 
the buildings within this part of the Conservation Area would be almost 
entirely lost and what would be re-provided would harm the Conservation 
Area. The scale of harm arising would be a high level of less than 
substantial harm upon the character and appearance of the Conservation 
Area. The level harm that would arise from the proposal is not outweighed 
by its public benefits. The proposed is therefore not justified as set against 
paragraphs 205, 206, 208 and 213 of the NPPF, Section 72 of the LBCA 
Act 1990 and is contrary to Policy 61 of the Local Plan. 
 

8.172 Moreover, the amount of demolition proposed would result in the complete 
loss of the former cinema building, which is a designated BLI. This building 
comprises 1930’s Egyptian Art Deco style with bright white ‘faience’ 
cladding, with wings and flower like features, all of which contribute to its 
heritage significance within this part of the Conservation Area and Hobson 
Street.  The positive significance of this building within this part of the 
Conservation Area is such that its total loss is unacceptable. The 
building’s deteriorated state and poor condition are not a valid reason, in 
accordance with paragraph 202 of the NPPF, to allow for complete 
demolition. In forming a balanced judgment on this matter, officers are of 
the view that the total loss of this non-designated heritage asset is not 
justified as set against paragraphs 202 and 209 of the NPPF and is 
contrary to Policy 62 of the Local Plan. 
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8.173 The site is located within the settings of a number of designated heritage 
and non-designated heritage assets. The information provided within the 
visual assessments and HIA is not considered to provide a full analysis of 
the impact upon some of the heritage assets identified above. In 
accordance with the NPPF and Section 66 of the Act, great weight should 
be given to preserve the significance of heritage assets identified, with the 
more significant the heritage asset, the greater the weight should be 
afforded to preserving its setting. In this instance, the Church of Holy 
Trinity is a Grade II* listed church and there are other Grade II listed 
buildings within the setting of the development site. Officers are of the 
view that the scale of development proposed would likely result in a high 
level of less than substantial harm upon the settings of surrounding 
heritage assets and is not justified as set against paragraphs 200, 201, 
203, 205, 206, 208 and 213 of the NPPF, Section 66 of the LBCA Act 
1990 and is contrary to Policy 61 of the Local Plan. 
 

8.174 In addition to the above, by virtue of the excessive height, massing and 
bulk, as well as the out of context design and appearance, the proposal 
would significantly interrupt the existing skyline of this part of Cambridge 
and result in visual harm upon the local area. The proposal is not in 
accordance with policies 60(a-c), 55, 56 and 57 of the Local Plan.   
 

Conclusion        
 

8.175 Having taken into account the provisions of the development plan, NPPF 
and NPPG guidance, the LBCA Act 1990 (sections 66 and 72) and 
particularly the requirement to pay special attention to the desirability of 
preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of a Conservation 
Area, Officers conclude that the sum of the public benefits associated with 
the proposal are not sufficient to outweigh the considerable importance 
and weight to be attributed to the high level of less than substantial harm 
to the significance of the designated heritage assets which would arise. 
Additionally, the balance of consideration regarding the impact of the loss 
of the cinema building - a non-designated heritage asset BLI - does not fall 
in favour of the proposal.  Considering this and taking into account the 
views of statutory consultees and wider stakeholders, as well as all other 
material planning considerations, the proposed development is 
recommended for refusal for the reasons as set out below. 

 
9.0 Recommendation 
 
9.1 Refuse for the following reasons:   

 
1) By virtue of the excessive scale, height and mass of the proposed 

development, the proposal would result in an incongruous and 
inappropriate form of development which would not be well integrated 
within the existing skyline of Cambridge and would therefore result in 
significant visual harm upon the local area. As such, the proposal is not 
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in accordance with Policy 40(a), Policy 60(a) and (c) and policies 55, 
56 and 57 of the Cambridge Local Plan 2018 and would fail to satisfy 
the requirements of paras. 131-141 of the NPPF. 
 

2) The proposal would result in the substantial demolition of existing 
buildings which contribute to the historic context of development within 
this part of the Conservation Area. The proposal would remove all 
historic reference and individual plot definition of these buildings and 
replace them with a development of significant mass and non 
contextual form which would cause a high level of less than substantial 
harm upon the character and appearance of the Conservation Area. 
The development is not considered to present significant public 
benefits which would outweigh the level of harm identified, and 
therefore the proposal is not in accordance with paragraphs 203, 205, 
206, 208, and 213 of the NPPF, Policy 60 (b), Policy 61 and Policy 
10(c) of the Cambridge Local Plan 2018 and Section 72 of the Listed 
Building and Conservation Area Act 1990. 

 

3) The demolition proposed would result in the total loss of No. 21 
Hobson Street (former cinema building). This building is a designated 
Building of Local Interest (BLI) and positively contributes to the 
character and appearance of the Conservation Area due to its iconic 
and rare architectural style within this part of Cambridge. The 
application suggests there is no viable use for the building however the 
marketing information provided is deficient in supporting this 
conclusion and relies on the evidence of deterioration and poor 
condition to justify its loss. These are not valid reasons to demolish this 
significant building and is not outweighed by the public benefits 
presented. The loss of this building and associated rare architectural 
references is therefore not justified and the proposal would result in a 
high level of less than substantial harm to heritage assets. As such, the 
proposal is not in accordance with paragraphs 202, 205, 206, 208, 209 
and 213 of the NPPF, policies 61 and 62 of the Cambridge Local Plan 
2018, and Section 72 of the Listed Buildings and Conservation Act 
1990.    

 

4) The site is located within the setting of a number of heritage assets. 
The application lacks evidence within the submitted documents to 
justify the significant scale and non contextual form of development 
proposed to demonstrate that significant harm upon the settings of 
surrounding heritage assets would not arise. The proposal is therefore 
not in accordance with paragraphs 200, 201, 203, 205, 206, 208 and 
213 of the NPPF, Policy 60(b) and Policy 61 of the Cambridge Local 
Plan 2018 and Section 66 of the Listed Buildings and Conservation Act 
1990.  

 

5) The application lacks sufficient information to demonstrate that the 
proposed development would not result in flooding within the site and 
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surrounding areas, and is therefore not in accordance with Policy 32 of 
the Cambridge Local Plan 2018 and NPPF para. 173.  

  
 

 In the event that planning permission is refused and appealed, delegated 
authority is sought by officers to remove / adjust from its case any reasons 
for refusal in the event that further information be forthcoming which, in the 
opinion of officers, overcome the harm identified.  

 

 Delegated authority is sought by officers to agree the terms of any S106 
agreement on behalf of the Council (on a without prejudice basis) in respect 
of appeal proceedings.  

 
Background Papers: 
 
The following list contains links to the documents on the Council’s website and / or 
an indication as to where hard copies can be inspected. 
 
• Cambridge Local Plan 2018 
• Cambridge Local Plan SPD 
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Appendix 1                             
The Greater Cambridge 

Design Review Panel 

16-17 and 18-19 Sidney Street and 21 Hobson Street, Cambridge 
(22/50409/PREAPP) 

23rd March 2023 

The Cambridgeshire Quality Charter for Growth sets out the core principles for the 

level of quality to be expected in new development across Cambridgeshire. The 

Greater Cambridge Design Review Panel provides independent, expert advice to 

developers and local planning authorities against the four core principles of the 

Charter: connectivity, character, climate, and community. 
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Attendees  

Panel Members:  

Maggie Baddeley (Chair) - Planner and Chartered Surveyor   

Paul Bourgeois (Character, Climate) - Industrial Innovation Lead at Anglia Ruskin 

University 

Dave Murphy (Character, Connectivity) – Transport Consultant, Associate at 

Momentum 

Angela Koch (Character, Community) – Founder, ImaginePlaces 

Sarah Morrison (Character, Conservation) - Conservation Architect, Historic England 

(attending as a conservation accredited architect, and not representing the views of 

Historic England) 

Prisca Thielmann (Character, Architecture) - Associate Director at Maccreanor 

Lavington   

 

Applicant Team:  

Regine Kandan (Donald Insall Associates – architect) 

Richard Sykes-Popham (Popham Planning Consultants – planning agent) 

Lucian Olenic (representing site owner/applicant) 

Peter Richer (representing site owner/applicant) 

Mark Richer (part site owner/applicant) 

Tanvir Hasan (DIA – architect) 

Michele Verdi (DIA – architect) 

Nabeela Ameen (DIA – heritage consultant) 

Jessica Pratt (KMC Transport Planning – transport consultant) 

 

LPA Officers:  

Joanne Preston (JP) - Design Review Panel Manager 

Katie Roberts (KR) - Design Review Panel Support Officer 

Charlotte Spencer – Senior Planner 

Christian Brady – Historic Environment Team Leader 

Jon Brookes – Principal Urban Design Officer (Observing) 
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Scheme Description and Background 

Site  

The proposal is for the redevelopment of 3no. properties as a single site: No.21 

Hobson Street, and Nos. 16-17 and 18-19 Sidney Street.  

 

The site lies within the Central Conservation Area of Cambridge. It also lies within 

the Primary Shopping Area and a Controlled Parking Zone. No.21 Hobson Street 

(The Former Cinema) is a Building of Local Interest (BLI) and Nos. 16-17 and 18-19 

Sidney Street are noted as “Positive Buildings” in the Historic Core Conservation 

Area Appraisal. Nos. 16-17 is a former purpose-built Sainsbury’s groceries’ store and 

18-19 Sidney Street is the former building of Heffers, bookshop and stationers. 

 

The Hobson Street site frontage faces Christs College; the Sidney Street frontage 

faces Market Street and the Church of the Holy Trinity (Grade II* Listed). The site is 

also within the setting of the following designated and undesignated heritage assets: 

• No.2 Market Street: Grade II Listed 

• No.59 Sidney Street: Grade II Listed 

• Christs College Tutors House: Grade II Listed 

• No.22 Sidney Street: BLI 

The Proposal and Planning History 

The proposed design involves the complete demolition of the former cinema at No. 

21 Hobson Street, and the complete demolition (except facades) of No. 16-17 

Sidney Street and No. 18-19 Sidney Street, to provide improved and enlarged retail 

floorspace, new leisure/community space and new office space. 

 

There have been 6 pre-application meetings between the applicant’s team and the 

Local Planning Authority (LPA). The design team has also had a discussion with the 

Council’s Access Officer in lieu of a Disability Panel. These discussions have not yet 

resulted in a scheme that officers can support. A Design Review Panel was 

conducted on 22 September 2022 and a written response was provided.  
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The LPA have a standing objection to the principle of the total loss of the former 

cinema at No.21 Hobson Street, which is a BLI. The applicants and their design 

team have been repeatedly made aware of this objection in the meetings and by way 

of a letter from the Interim Development Manager dated 11.05.2022. It was agreed 

that discussions would continue notwithstanding this in-principle objection. There is 

also a conservation objection to the complete demolition (except facades) of Nos. 

16-17 and 18-19 Sidney Street. 

Declarations of Interest  

There are no conflicts of interest.   

Previous Panel Reviews  

This is the second time the scheme has been reviewed by the Panel. The first review 

took place on 22nd September 2022.  
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Greater Cambridge Design Review Panel Views  

Summary  

This report focuses on the new scheme presented to the Panel, rather than directly 

comparing it to the previously reviewed proposal. It does not respond to the applicant 

team’s tracker table (‘Key Greater Cambridge Design Review Panel views and 

project team responses’), that has been provided, that comments on specified 

paragraph extracts from the September 2022 design review report. 

While the design team in the presented proposal has been able to combine the three 

sites and sought to devise a scheme that works well with its surroundings, the new 

building does not work in its current format for the kinds of uses and users proposed.  

Reflection is needed on why the former cinema at 21 Hobson Street is a BLI, i.e., a 

non-designated heritage asset. What is also missing is a clear explanation of why 

the Sidney Street facades are proposed to be retained, and the former cinema’s is 

not. Options for a new building behind the former cinema’s façade have not been 

explored.  

To help address some of the wider issues of concern to the Panel regarding the 

extent of demolition and the limited façade retention proposed (on Sidney Street), a 

fabric conditions survey is necessary, in particular to gain an understanding of the 

value and significance of the Hobson Street former cinema’s façade. Without this 

survey, there are interim stages missing, in explaining the design decisions made. 

Alongside the need for optioneering reflecting the Panel’s comments regarding 

embodied and operational carbon considerations, there needs to be full recognition 

of the character of the site and this distinct place in terms of its importance for local 

people. All of these aspects of character should be recognised as part of the 

business plan for the site’s future use.  

The applicant team has advised that there is no timescale set for submitting a full 

application for the project; the intention is to undertake further pre-app discussions 

with officers, as well as continuing community engagement following on from the 

review. This programming is fortuitous, as the Panel advises that additional 
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assessments and research are needed to support the scheme as currently 

presented. This further work may well lead to alternative options being explored fully 

and ultimately, to them being preferred.  

Overall, the Panel has concluded from this review that more of the fabric of the 

existing buildings will be retained in the application submission.  

Detailed Comments  

Climate  

Environmental performance 

The Panel commends the level of detail in the sustainability information provided for 

the review. The underlying principle for this mixed-use proposal should however be 

to devise a higher performance building that could in turn mitigate water and energy 

consumption. Therefore, ensuring that the overarching sustainability elements of the 

project are appropriate is crucial, as the details of the rest will then be easier to 

achieve.  

Stretch targets should be articulated, with regard to the following sustainability 

aspects of the scheme: 

Construction fabric 

Although a Fabric First approach is referred to as being taken by the applicant team, 

the Panel questions the chosen option for a composite steel frame building, with re-

entrant steel decking. A concrete and steel construction fabric choice is of significant 

concern to the Panel, who are surprised not to have heard mention being made of 

mass timber construction, nor more details being provided on cross-laminated timber 

(CLT) construction/ costs. Concrete and steel options are given comprehensive 

analysis, yet for CLT, the only reference is to a possible option of a steel frame with 

CLT floors being discounted due to a prohibitively higher (70%) cost. The Panel 

strongly recommends reconsidering this fundamental aspect of the proposal’s 

structure and would suggest that mass timber construction can - and should - be 

considered for this entirely commercial building. While being well aware that CLT can 
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be more expensive, it is equally possible that it need not necessarily be the most 

expensive choice; it can be cost-neutral and in any case, can help in the marketing 

of the new floorspace. 

The applicant team has referred to a demolition survey concluding that 99% of the 

existing materials on-site will be re-cycled. No figure is given for re-use. With the 

Panel recommending that more of the fabric of the buildings on-site is considered for 

retention, it is suggested that rather than using BREEAM and relying on the best 

practice guidelines for specifications that are published by the British Council for 

Offices, the design team looks instead at e.g. the Entopia Building, in the context of 

potentially achieving more comprehensive sustainability standards via refurbishment/ 

retrofitting. 

Despite the design team stating that all parts of the building will have daylighting, in 

part due to the core’s position in the darkest part of the building, the Panel is not 

convinced that this will be achievable, given the depth of plan. The Panel has been 

given the clear impression that the position of the core (which itself will have no 

daylight) has been determined more by it allowing a single tenancy per floor, or sub-

division, rather than providing daylighting. In any event, daylighting needs to be 

balanced with passive solar gain and avoiding overheating risks; the fully glazed 

building that is currently proposed needs shading to be incorporated into its façade 

design.  

Energy in use / operational carbon   

The Panel endorses the principles underlying the renewable energy and design 

features incorporated in the presented proposal. The pavilion rooftop provides a 

30kW solar PV array; as part of the recently commissioned mechanical and electrical 

engineering work being undertaken that is already looking at the extent to which the 

energy generated would serve the building, the Panel suggests that the scope for 

on-site generation should be increased. Solar PV arrays ought to be maximised, by 

adding more on other parts of the roof, not just above the ‘wavy’ pavilion. Battery 

storage should also be provided, e.g. to iron out fluctuations in day-to-day usage, 

and to ‘carry over’ energy generation at weekends.  
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A considerable number of air source heat pumps (ASHPs) are proposed behind 

screening on open spaces on flat roof areas; at present, heating/ cooling systems 

are floor-based with separate ASHPs serving each floor. The multiple systems 

currently proposed could however lead to inefficiencies. To still assist with giving 

flexibility for how the building will be leased and occupied, the Panel suggests that 

instead, pooling plant and using metering on each floor would be more appropriate. 

This alternative approach will still enable sub-division of the building in the future.  

Noting that the office façade has been designed to include some opening windows, 

the Panel advises that Mechanical Ventilation with Heat Recovery (MVHR) should be 

considered, for creating much improved air quality (via fresh, filtered air) into the 

building. MHVR would retain most of the energy that has already been used in 

heating the building.  

Blue/ green infrastructure 

The Panel notes the approach that is being taken in the emerging proposal, to 

providing a green and blue rooftop infrastructure that seeks to create ‘a new 

ecosystem’ for birds, bats and invertebrates (including pollinators). Seasonal 

planting/ evergreens would be provided. With reference to the rooftop attenuation 

features proposed - that include green roofs proposed above blue, and a tank for 

reusing rainwater (to flush WCs) – the Panel suggests that rainwater capture should 

not only be for use on floors below the 4th and 5th levels. Pumps could serve those 

topmost floors too, so that the re-use of rainwater can occur throughout the building.  

Character  

Context 

The Panel understands the current owners’ vision and objectives for creating a 

holistic development for their combined sites. The physical consequences of the 

long-term vacancy of the former cinema and the extensive under-use of both 

buildings fronting Sidney Street are obvious, and clearly apparent to the Panel from 

their site visit. But despite the applicant team’s lengthy explanations of the underlying 

causes and consequences of the buildings’ deterioration – ranging from their lack of 
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useability to there being no interest from potential occupiers in leasing the former 

cinema – the Panel cannot endorse the site’s redevelopment proposals as 

presented, for the reasons given below.  

Preservation, conservation and enhancement: extent of re-use or demolition 

The general expectation is the re-use of older buildings. Here, the Panel cannot 

easily accept the applicant team’s conclusion that the former cinema is in such a 

poor state of repair that it ought to be demolished, and that the buildings to the rear 

of 16-17 Sidney Street make a negative contribution to the streetscape of Hobson 

Street that likewise helps justify their demolition. The former cinema and 18-19 

Sidney Street have been in the freehold ownerships of two of the prospective 

applicants for a considerable time, therefore some responsibility has to be taken for 

their existing condition, as described to the Panel. 

First and foremost, reflection by the applicant team is required on why the former 

cinema is categorised as a BLI; it is a fact that should not be dismissed. 

Understanding that the team has undertaken a condition survey for the Sidney Street 

facades, the very thorough approach taken to the Sidney Street facades and views 

of them is commended by the Panel. But the same value assessment would have 

been expected to have been applied to the former cinema’s Hobson Street frontage. 

And although the Panel would have expected to see a fabric condition survey of the 

former cinema building, none has been undertaken to date: this is a serious 

omission. It is all too easy to dismiss this building and its façade as being of less 

value than others in the City – for example, the University Library is of a similar era.  

To assess the significance of the former cinema, and particularly the value of its 

façade, there needs to be a better understanding of the current building and its 

predecessors on the site, and the social history role and community value of the 

cinema use in its local context. The former cinema is of its era and has a materiality 

that deserves more consideration, despite the applicant team expressing a view that 

the NPPF’s para. 194 test has been met. Given the proposed loss of a BLI, a more 

balanced judgement is needed, one that is based on the scale of loss that can only 

be calculated with more information. Recognising that the applicant team is being led 

by a local developer, and putting aside the Panel’s embodied carbon considerations 
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expressed above, the team would be expected to consider and consult across the 

generations, as this former cinema will have very varied meanings for different 

people.  

The role and value of faience as a building material also needs to be fully 

understood, it being used from the 1880’s onwards – and particularly for London 

Underground stations, theatres and cinemas where it was a popular cladding 

material in the inter-war years. Despite it being a material that may not be perceived 

as being as prestigious as others, there is nothing seen by the Panel that analyses 

its value generally, nor its role here on this site in particular. Where it has contributed 

to the former cinema being a BLI. In short, a fabric condition survey is necessary, to 

gain an understanding of the value and significance of the Hobson Street former 

cinema’s façade, its wall of glazed white bricks fronting onto Hobson’s Passage and 

the use of the building itself.  

Given the Panel’s questions around the limited justification of the extent of proposed 

demolition across the site, it is suggested that there is further exploration of the 

scope for fabric retention and building re-use. For example, the Sidney Street 

buildings could be retained, with the introduction of a lightwell between them and any 

new building to the rear, and with their interiors tied in together. If the existing 

structure of 18-19 Sidney Street were to be refurbished, the change of rhythm from 

one floor to another would be retained; the Panel is of the view that the retention of 

this building could ultimately add to the project’s viability. There are other features of 

the existing 18-19 Sidney Street building that further underline the potential arising 

from its retention, for example the series of stained glass in metal-framed windows 

on its staircase. These features and others add to value of experiencing the building. 

Once again, if they were to be retained, they would support the viability of the 

building on its re-use as a clear attraction. The Panel concludes that all of these 

elements of the building would be equally attractive to retaining 18-19’s façade. If 

ultimately the proposal were to proceed with only façade retention, the Panel is 

convinced that these windows should be re-used somewhere in the project.  

To assist with reassessing and rebalancing the scale of proposed demolition and the 

limited extent of façade retention, the Panel recommends that Historic England is 

approached and pre-application discussions initiated.  
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Architecture 

The Panel notes how the design team has made extensive use of VuCity, in order to 

assess the three frontages of the site; this has led to the fourth and fifth floors being 

‘pushed and pulled’ and proposed massing that has also been influenced by 

daylighting considerations. The design team are commended for having derived a 

building envelope that has also been developed using 3D modelling and creating a 

physical model (not seen). 

While the client team has clearly stated that a mixed-use, office/ retail/ community 

building is wanted that is future-proofed for 100 years to come, serving all of its 

different uses and users, the Panel is not convinced that this objective will be fulfilled 

by the proposal as it stands.  

Noting that the building will have a 6m structural grid, with as few columns as 

possible in order to provide full flexibility in the plan form (with castellated beams for 

services to run through), a conventional office floorplate is disappointingly 

reproduced here. Although the applicant team considers that an office building in this 

city centre location will be more attractive than e.g. at the Science Park, the Panel 

indicates that because there has been so much change in the workplace and 

working patterns in such a short time, the commercial success of a conventional 

office building/ use here cannot be assumed (the issue for tenants is one of whether 

employees want to work for the organisation, and if they want go into the office or 

not, not just one that relates to the wider environment).  

The Panel is missing a vision and the design detail of what the new office space will 

look and feel like, and who the occupiers might be. The proposed new-build office 

floorspace feels cramped, especially compared with the experience of moving 

upwards through 18-19 Sidney Street towards the light - a change that is achieved 

by the barrel vault roof. Natural light is fundamental to the comfort and enjoyment of 

space and entirely missing in much of the central parts of the proposed building 

currently. The Panel suggests that the design team looks at West Hub (Jestico + 

Whiles) in Cambridge as a precedent in this regard, and as a light-filled working, 

study and community space that is open to everyone.   
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Contemporary offices in the technology sector and shared workspaces are often 

operated in existing buildings that may be ‘slightly rough’ in character, and that have 

heritage and cultural value, such as is currently evident at 18-19 Sidney Street. If the 

intention with the new building being proposed is to create that type of office 

environment, then the applicant team should acknowledge that it is already here on-

site.  

The Panel sees scope for there being a more attractive employment environment, 

achieving higher rents and having higher service charges through retaining 18-19 

Sidney Street as a building – not just its façade – and therefore suggests that the 

applicant team seeks commercial advice specifically around modern workspaces. 

If redevelopment with façade retention only on Sidney Street were ultimately still to 

be pursued, the Panel questions the fully glazed offices with only decorative 

masonry that are currently being proposed – there is too much glass, creating a 

building with a 1990’s character. The Panel cannot accept that the extent of glazing 

as a ‘BCO requirement’ arising from when it was detailed. Other comparable new 

buildings have punch-hole openings, a design option that the Panel considers should 

be explored here instead. 

Turning specifically to the Sidney Street façade, the Panel notes the proposed 

approach of retaining the entrance positions to both stores. A new shopfront for nos. 

16-17 would be in a more traditional style e.g. with mullions etc. This would 

appropriately replace the features lost from the former Sainsbury’s original shopfront, 

while maintaining level access. Also noted are how the design team would alter the 

existing mansard and increase its roof pitches, for achieving suitable floor to ceiling 

heights. The Panel has some concern however regarding the proposed use of glass 

bricks at roof level on the southern party wall of nos. 16-17, as they would have to be 

lost if that building were to add a rooftop extension, with potential consequences for 

daylighting in this part of the project. 

Roofscape 

The Panel endorses how the design team has appraised the detracting roofscape of 

plant and lift overruns that provides the context for the review proposal, and how 
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existing roof forms in Cambridge have been researched and inspiration taken from 

them. The proposal’s undulating roofscape is described by the design team as 

lightweight, taking the form of a ‘wrap, a podium and two pavilions’, as inspired by 

the varied skyline and by the fan vault structure of Sir Denis Lasdun’s Fitzwilliam 

dining hall. But despite wanting the roof to be very light, in using timber, the heaviest 

material has been chosen. The symmetry, layering and lightness of the dining hall 

building’s architecture has been lost and instead, there is a complex structure that 

has roofs that ‘take off’ at each end.  

Overall, the roofscape’s design raises significant Panel concerns, despite the design 

team’s explanation that the rooftop structures have been positioned to take account 

of three verified views, to promote health and wellbeing by creating 4th and 5th floor 

outdoor spaces, and thereby help increase biodiversity.  

Looking at the proposed roofscape in the three verified views (Market Steet, Sidney 

Street and Hobson Street), the Panel concludes that the undulating roof should be a 

lighter, less detracting structure. If some alternative form of roof structure were to be 

retained, a massive statement on the roof is considered inappropriate and instead, 

one that is retracted and as recessive as possible should be pursued. A ‘closing’ 

shape to the uppermost roof would be more appropriate, rather than ‘flying off’ at 

either end. This is a particularly important revision to the scheme in relation to the 

view of the proposal from Market Street, as the current roof expression does not sit 

well with the altered mansard in the foreground.  

Massing and elevations 

The Panel’s concerns regarding the degree of success in bringing daylight into the 

new offices are considerable. More light than has been proposed needs to be 

brought into the building. One way that this could be achieved would be effectively to 

'pull it apart’ and introduce a light-filled, void space.  

According to the design team, the design of the new facades to Hobson Street and 

Hobson Passage have been inspired by cinema, by the idea of discovery/ drawing 

back a curtain, and by historic and contemporary buildings in Cambridge (the 

perpendicular Gothic of Kings College Chapel being the key reference). The 
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intention is for the elevations to create one large ‘shop window’ at ground floor level, 

with narrower window openings moving up the building. The Panel observes 

however that the Hobson Street façade is designed as two buildings, although not as 

strongly as in a previous design iteration. While the design team’s thinking is that 

there is a change in façade at the point where property ownerships and the 

alignment of Hobson Street change, the Panel continues to encourage its design as 

one (as in a portrait). This is because - put simply - there would be just a single 

building behind. Also, the façade differentiation becomes problematic on the upper 

floors and how they sit beneath the proposed setback storeys; all of the design 

elements and references for them are very wonderful in their own right but it is not 

appropriate to put them altogether, on top of one another. The Panel suggests that if 

a new building were to be pursued, one that does not retain the former cinema’s 

façade, it would potentially be more successful if it had one theme – for example, if it 

did not step the pattern upwards at the southern end and instead, continued the long 

vertical lines, and if the set-back floors were more of the same language as those 

below.  

Materials 

The Panel understands that the current intention is that the predominant material will 

be brick, with a decorative masonry structure. Brick mullions and stone sills are 

proposed on the Hobson Street frontage. Reclaimed brick and lime mortar are being 

considered, to enable disassembly; off-site construction is being looked into.  While 

the Design and Access Statement provided to the Panel refers to the Jesus College 

refurbishment (Niall McLaughlin), this precedent has more masonry, is heavier and 

has a change of rhythm compared with the review proposal.  

The Panel is strongly of the view that whether or not the former cinema is lost 

entirely or in part, with only its façade retained, the new project’s materiality should 

reference the site’s context and social history. The use of faience as a facing 

material should be considered; there are very many highly successful, recent 

examples of commercial and other buildings that have done so. A recent, exemplar 

reference would be the award-winning Homerton dining hall (Fielden Fowles); there 

are other commercial buildings that would provide suitable precedents too (e.g. 1 

Eagle Place on Piccadilly, Eric Parry Architects). 
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Community  

The principle of providing communal space on the roof would be of clear benefit for 

the office community; the Panel, in assuming that it will not be accessible to the 

public/ the community space users, suggests that this space could include a shared 

employees’ kitchen space. In this regard, more information should be provided by 

the design team of how the new roof space will be made distinct and how it will add 

to this being a great place to work and spend time.  

Community space and its future use 

The Panel understands the underlying principle of the applicant team wanting to re-

provide a community space in lieu of losing the former cinema use but warns against 

using references and precedents that are not applicable to its design or character. 

While it would be laudable to seek to provide a community space that closely 

resembles the galleried basement at the Department Store in Brixton, that is not 

what is proposed in this project. 

Despite new rooflights adding daylighting to the more extensive community 

floorspace on the ground floor than shown in a previous iteration, the entrance 

having been relocated to the corner of Hobson Street/ Hobson’s Passage, and the 

internal layout being hypothetical at present, the Panel has key concerns not only 

around its design but also in terms of the management and maintenance of the 

space. Of course, the design team wants to do what works – and will develop the 

brief via continuing engagement for the two floors to work individually/ together, 

having sought already to make the basement area as efficient as possible. 

Programming/ management will be critical for the space’s success; the nightclub 

entrance in Hobsons Passage makes this all the more important and the local 

authority will need to be firm if it is to feel secure and be a success.  

Art strategy 

The applicant team is praised by the Panel for already having looked at integrating 

art work into the project. Public art is being considered at five points; four are at 

ground level. Proposed bird boxes at high level on the south west side of the building 
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may be designed to form part of the art strategy. The first two at street level are on 

Hobson Street, to anchor either end of the new building. Here, a metalwork gate may 

be provided, with a similar screen located adjacent to the community space 

entrance. The Waterstones’ fly-over would have curated art beneath with some 

messaging i.e. changeable exhibits. Local artists ‘Dinky Doors’ are a further 

collaboration possibility, with their small dioramas that are already hugely popular 

and are positioned along a mini-trail around the city.  

The Panel does not however see the emerging art strategy as being enough to 

activate Hobsons Passage and make it in a well-used, attractive and safe route. 

A wider community-related point regarding new build at whatever scale is ultimately 

proposed for this site is the circularity of materials i.e. during construction, the Panel 

recommends that cut-off materials should be given to the community locally, for their 

reuse and to save on waste. The applicant team should also create a local supply 

chain, including trying to minimise trade generated from too far away by setting a 

target distance from site.  

Connectivity  

Hobson’s Passage  

The Panel agrees that Hobson’s Passage has a very poor environment, due to its 

dead frontages, the number of commercial waste bins and anti-social behaviour. 

Noting the applicant team’s firm stance that on redevelopment of the review site, 

these bins will have to move to their own buildings’ storage areas, the Panel agrees 

that their removal is critical. 

Improved lighting of the passage is also seen by the Panel as being essential. 

Although street lighting is currently in the form of wall lights on the Waterstones’ 

building and the proposed office building’s lighting will add to this provision, no 

lighting strategy has been provided and none is currently proposed for the passage 

as part of the reviewed scheme. The Panel therefore urges the design team to add 

lighting to project drawings, as a fundamental element of activating the passage and 

making it a safer, more pleasant route to use. The intention to enhance Hobsons 
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Passage by its repaving (in part to stop current ponding) will not serve to activate the 

passage in isolation; the passive surveillance that is to be provided by the new 

building will also only partly assist as there will not be 24-hour activity.  

Overall, the Panel concludes that the design approaches taken to the passage to 

date have so far only been a halfway house. The objective should be to make it 

become a much more activated and well-used space, taking into account that it will 

be darker than now, as the new building will be taller. All of the above elements have 

to be delivered, if an improved public realm is to result.  

Deliveries and servicing 

 

In stating that they have looked at deliveries and servicing in detail (both being 

through the front doors of the offices and shops), the design team has so far omitted 

to cater for deliveries by cargo bike. The Panel asks that space is provided on-street 

if at all possible, while recognising the constraint of the bus stop on Hobson Street in 

doing so. 

 

Cyclists and cycles 

 

The Panel notes the separate cycle parking areas for the community space and the 

offices, with access from Hobson’s Passage for the former, and Hobson Street for 

the latter. Exceeding BREEAM cycle parking standards by providing more than 150 

spaces so that visitors can use them too is a clear benefit; providing a cycle repair 

area, a cycle lift and gulley on the basement stairs are all endorsed features but the 

access routes themselves need to be checked, to ensure that larger bikes can be 

manoeuvred.  

 

The Panel does however suggest that the design team should consider flipping the 

accesses to the bin store and office cycle parking, so that the office entrance is not 

adjacent to the bin store access. It would be more appropriate for the office cycle 

parking access to be adjacent to the office entrance; the office employees arriving by 

bike seem to be underserved, when compared with the space provided in the office 

lobby area - the two elements are not in quite the right balance at present.  
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While electric scooter charging has been mentioned, the Panel notes that the design 

team has yet to consider the same for cycles; overall, efforts should be made to 

maximise the number of charging points in all of the cycle/ scooter storage areas. 

 

Refuse strategy 

 

In looking at the refuse strategy, the Panel recommends reassessing the design/ 

width of the corridor that is the same route as for cycles -there is a potential 

contamination issue with the current arrangements. A refuse collection strategy is 

needed, one that make clear where bins will be put on Hobson Street.  

 

The community space should also be able to use the retail bins store.  

 

Hobson Street frontage 

 

The narrow pavement on Hobson Street and the position of the bus stop leads the 

Panel to conclude that there is a clear need to assess current and future pedestrian 

footfall and the volumes of bus stop users. The footway is potentially heavily used by 

both; consideration therefore needs to be given as to how these users will interact 

with the proposed office building’s activities. The results of this assessment should 

assist in potentially revisiting the building line of the review scheme, whether that is 

to look at setting the building back along part of its length to make space for a bus 

shelter on a wider footway, or introducing a setback of just one metre at its north 

eastern corner to open up the walking route into/ out of Hobsons Passage, perhaps 

even allowing the planting of a tree here.  
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Proposed Ground Floor Plan  

 

 

The above comments represent the views of the Greater Cambridge Design Review 

Panel and are made without prejudice to the determination of any planning 

application should one be submitted. Furthermore, the views expressed will not bind 

the decision of Elected Members, should a planning application be submitted, nor 

prejudice the formal decision making process of the council. 

Contact Details  

Please note the following contacts for information about the Greater Cambridge 

Design Review Panel:  

 

Joanne Preston (Joint Panel Manager) 

joanne.preston@greatercambridgeplanning.org 

+44 7514 923122 
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Bonnie Kwok (Joint Panel Manager)  

bonnie.kwok@greatercambridgeplanning.org 

+44 7949 431548 

 

Katie Roberts (Panel Administrator)  

Katie.roberts@greatercambridgeplanning.org 

 +44 7871 111354 
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