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York House
7 Dukes Court

54-62 Newmarket Road
Januarys

CB5 8D1

Copsultant Surveyors

PLANNING

. . . t +44 (0) 1223 326826
To All Members of the Main Planning Committee f 444 (0) 1223 329402
e cwb@januarys.co.uk
w jonuarys.co.uk

Our ref. PMcK/CWB
Your ref:

27 April 2012

Dear Councillor

12/0086/FUL — PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT (ERECTION OF 11 DWELLINGS)
AND A RETAIL UNIT (WITH 2 BEDROOM FLAT ABOVE) FOLLOWING DEMOLITION OF NOS
169 AND 171 HIGH STREET.

169-173 HIGH STREET, EAST CHESTERTON, CAMBRIDGE, CB4 1NL

I am writing to you in advance of the forthcoming Planning Committee Meeting on
Wednesday 2n¢ May 2012, when the above-mentioned planning application is to be
considered with a recommendation of approval. | am the applicants’ agent, and on behalf
of Mr Neil Cook and Mr Dan Brown, who are the co-applicants, | would wish to emphasise how
pleased they are with the Officer recommendation to the Committee.

| hope you are able to take a moment or two to read through this letter as it explains some of
the rationale behind the application and also addresses a few issues that were raised at the
Development Control Forum meeting that was held on the 14 March.

The application to be presented to you has been the subject of extensive public consultation,
both before and since the planning application was submitted, and we feel this has resulted in
a well considered design solution for the site. Prior to the application being submitted a public
exhibition was held, and this was extremely well attended. The planned redevelopment of the
site for residential purposes was generally well received. A number of detailed questions and
comments were raised at the exhibition, many of these relating to design and fraffic, and
these comments were all fully considered ahead of the application being submitted with key
amendments being made to the scheme.

In addition to the public exhibition, the applicants have also had a number of individual one to
one meetings with immediate neighbours, both before and since submission of the
application, and have sought at all fimes to reach consensus on individual elements of the
scheme, wherever this has been possible.

During the DCF a number of questions were raised by the Committee Members regarding the
layout and in particular the positioning of some of the dwellings. Since the DCF additional and
amended drawings have been submitted. Concerns regarding the gable to gable
relationship between Plot 8 and the existing dwelling at No.125 were raised with one Councillor

Direclors: Simon Dazeley - Celin Brown - David Foord - Desmond Hirsch - Graham Smith - Roberi Hamison + Williom Rooke
Asscciates: Nicholas Muncey - John Russell + Justin Bainton - Paul Belton  Consullants: David Ward - Sally Fletcher
Januarys is a trading name of Januarys ([Cambridge) Limited registered in England No. 02604913
Registered Office: York House, 7 Dukes Court, 54-62 Newmarkgeg edge CBS 8DZ VAT No. 844 271527
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guerying whether this relationship was uncomfortably close. This distance is in fact
approximately 5.2 metres, and since the DCF we have looked at ofher precedents in the area
where gable to gable distances, between adjoining properties, are either equivalent to thaf
distance, or in a number of instances scmewhaf less. In our estimation, the gable to gable
distances in this scheme are entfirely acceptable, and characteristic of what one would
expect in an urban area. The comparative study that was submitted to the Council showing
the gable to gable distances has been attached for reference. The existing vegetation along
the boundary with No.125 makes the adjacent garden extremely dim and dark, and
dominates it. A new boundary solution has been proposed here and the existing corrugated
metal and concrete wall is to be removed and replaced with a fraditicnal brickwork wall with
trellis and climbers. This new boundary freatment has been agreed in principle with the owner
of this property and as a result a more congruous landscaping scheme has been proposed.
Plot 8 only extends to 2 storeys, compared fo other plots in the scheme which are 3 storeys,
and has a flat roof which will reduce overshadowing further. The Planning Commiftee report
also supports this and the officer comectly states he does “not consider any harmful visual
impact to result upon number 125, which will benefit from a general improved outlook,
because of the removal of the conifers”.

Since the DCF we have also addressed concerns raised by another Councillor regarding the
relationship between Plots 7 and 8 and the flank, gable wall of Plot 9. Clarification and a
clearer understanding of the living conditions that would be experienced by the occupiers of
Plots 7 and 8 in terms of their outlook was sought. In response to this and as explained at the
DCF the rear part of the site has been designed as a Mews or Courtyard- type development. It
did not appear to us that the relafionship between the front elevation of Plot 7 and the gable
of Plot 9 was particularly uncharacteristic of what one would see in this sort of scenario. To
further emphasise this point we have since produced a drawing which highlights how this
relationship works elsewhere in the city (please find a copy attached). The locations referred
to in the drawing are Wilow Walk, a well-known Mews Street in Cambridge, situated to the rear
of New Square and a fypical terraced street, in this case at Sturton Street. This drawing clearly
demonstrates that within fight urban environments, these relationships are not af all
uncommon, and we would also emphasise that Plot 7 does, in any event, retain oblique views
past Plot 9. In summary, the separation distances between each of the é dwelling blocks is in
our estimation entirely acceptable and a sustainable form of development for the site has
been proposed. If cannot be viewed as overdevelopment and the Planning officer within the
Committee Report correcily states that he does not consider “that the relative density of this
arrangement to be unacceptable in this location, directly behind the High Street”.

Since the DCF amended drawings have been submitted to the Council and these have
resulted in the first floor bedroom windows of Plots 6-8 being relocated onto the rear elevations
[previously they were on flank walls). Importantly, the Planning officer is happy with this
arrangement. These windows do face onto the rearmost part of the adjoining gardens on the
High Street; however, the plans also incorporate a clever window design which further reduces
any impact of overloocking. "“Privacy Hoods" have been fitted fo the rear windows which
adjoin neighbouring properties, and these will restrict views back towards the most private
parts of adjacent houses (see attached sketch, which is the simplest way of demonstrating this
arangement). The use of these "hoods" has also meant that no windows on the side
elevations of Plots 6 and 7 face each other, as they did previously. The above combination of
factors will in the applicant's opinion ensure that the development will not adversely affect the
amenity of any of the adjeining residents.

We are aware that a number of objections have been received regarding the loss of the
restaurant presently on site, although as Members will doubtless be aware, this use ceased in
December 2011, with the owners having surrendered their lease, having concluded that their
business was no longer viable. We note that these objections have mainly referred to the use
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of this building as a pub, however, it is important to clarify that this particular building has not
traded as a pub for many years (in excess of 10 years), and this has been acknowledged by
Planning Officers. It is acknowledged that there was a small bar area within the restaurant
(and some people did use this on an occasional basis), however the primary and lawful
planning use of the building was as a restaurant. Plainly, and as stated within the Committee
Report, there is no protection for the loss of these facilities within the Cambridge Local Plan.

Some concern has also been expressed by local residents that this development will change
their outlook, and the character of the area, and will therefore reduce residential amenity. [t is
important to note that this is a windfall site within an urban area and development of this form
should therefore be generally encouraged. We believe that this scheme represents a high
quality design that responds positively to its context and will undoubtedly improve the quality
and character of the area. Importantly the new dwellings will not appear overbearing in the
locality and will respect the privacy of surrounding neighbours. In scale and massing terms it is
considered that the proposed dwellings are consistent with those seen elsewhere in the areq,
albeit a more contemporary scheme has been provided at the rear. Each of the dwellings has
been provided with a private rear garden which will be enjoyed by future occupiers.

With regard fo highway safety a new access junction will be provided onto High Street and the
Local Highway Authority has confirmed that it has no objection o this proposal either in terms
of its access arrangements, or in relation to traffic generation. The level of car parking
provided complies with the maximum standards set out in the Cambridge Local Plan. The
Transport Statement that accompanied the application has also indicated that the
application would result in a decrease of traffic movements as compared to the previous and
existing use. It is considered that due to the site's proximity to a number of alternative transport
choices and the amenities and services that are within very easy walking distance of the site,
this level of parking is appropriate.

In summary this application represents a high quality scheme in an urban area that will provide
much needed and valued housing in a sustainable location. For all of the above reasons, we
would invite you to support this planning application, and we very much hope you will feel
able fo do so.

Yours sincerelv,

«unn srown BA (Hons) MRTPI
Director

cc. John Evans, Planning Officer, Cambridge City Council
Enc. Copy of Gable Study
Copy of Mews Study

Window Hood Detail Sketch
Site Layout Plan (for reference)
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Alison Twyford
Planning Enforcement Officer

The Social Profit Society

The Future Business Buildin
Cambridge City Football Club

Cambridge City Council Milton Road
The Guildhall Cambridge
Cambridge CB4 1UY
CBz2 3QJ

30" April 2012

Dear Alison

POTENTIAL ENFORCEMENT NOTICE — FORMER HOWARD MALLET CENTRE (NOW CITYLIFE HOUSE),
STURTON STREET, CAMBRIDGE

| refer to your recent exchanges of emails with our Planning Agent, Colin Brown, of Januarys, and to
the Report which you have prepared for consideration by the Planning Committee at its meeting

next Wednesday, 2™ May.

We note your assertion that there is a breach of planning control at the former Howard Mallet
Centre, due to the fact that there is a D2 Assembly and Leisure use currently taking place in the form
of a gymnasium use. We further note that you assert that it is expedient for Cambridge City Council
to take Enforcement Action to secure cessation of that use as its presence has displaced a
community activity contrary to the requirements of Local Plan Policy 5/11.

Whilst Allia's position is that it will of course comply with the terms of any Enforcement Notice, it
does believe that the following considerations ought to be taken into account:

1. Your Report to Committee confirms that the lawful planning use of the former Howard
Mallet Centre is a “sui generis” use, being for a broadcasting studio, café bar and multi-
media education centre, and community facility. This is in accordance with the permission
which was granted under Planning Application Reference 97/1020/FP, which was granted to
Dawe Media.

2. It is our understanding that the reason why the overall use of the building was deemed to be
"sui generis" was because what was approved was an agglomeration of uses within an
individual building envelope, and because no individual element dominated, the use was
essentially a hybrid or "sui generis" use.

3. Your Committee Report confirms, at paragraph 3.2, that from 1998 to 2005 the former
Howard Mallet site was leased to Dawe Media for use as a multi-media centre, and that
during this time community use was limited.

Allia Ltd is registered under the Industrial and Provident Societies Act (No. 28861R), and recognised by HM Revenue and
Customs as a charity (XR29468). Registered address: Citylife House, Sturton 5t, Cambridge CB1 2QF
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