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NORTH AREA COMMITTEE 
Chair : Councillor Diane Armstrong 

Labour Spokesperson:  
Mike Todd-Jones  

 
AGENDA  

 
To:   Councillors McGovern (Vice-Chair), Blair, Boyce, Kerr, Levy, Nimmo-Smith, 

Pitt, Todd-Jones, Upstone, Ward, Moss-Eccardt, Pellew, Wijsenbeek and 
Wilkins 
 
Co-opted non-voting members: 
County Councillors: Rupert Moss-Eccardt (Arbury), Andy Pellew (King’s 
Hedges), Siep Wijsenbeek (East Chesterton), Kevin Wilkins (West 
Chesterton 
 

Despatched: Wednesday, 21 April 2010 
  
Date: Planning Items            6:30pm 

 
Main Meeting              Thursday, 29 April 2010 

Time: 6.30 pm 
Venue: Main Hall - Manor Community College 
Contact:  James Goddard Direct Dial:  01223 457015 

 
INFORMATION FOR THE PUBLIC 

          
The Open Forum section of the Agenda:  Members of the public are invited to ask 
any question, or make a statement on any matter related to their local area covered 
by the City Council Wards for this Area Committee.  The Forum will last up to 30 
minutes, but may be extended at the Chair’s discretion. The Chair may also time 
limit speakers to ensure as many are accommodated as practicable.  
 

To ensure that your views are heard, please note that there are 
Question Slips for Members of the Public to complete. 

 
Public speaking rules relating to planning applications:   
Anyone wishing to speak about one of these applications, may do so provided that 
they have made a representation in writing within the consultation period and have 
notified the Area Committee Manager shown at the top of the agenda by 12 Noon 
on the day before the meeting of the Area Committee. 
 

 

Public Document Pack
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Filming, photography and recording is not permitted at council meetings. Any 
request to do so must be put to the committee manager at least 24 hours before the 
start time of the relevant meeting. 
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AGENDA 
8    AMENDMENT SHEET  (Pages 1 - 24) 

 
 Planning amendment sheet for 29th April 2010 and attachments (Pages 1 - 

24) 
 
 
 
 

REPRESENTATIONS ON PLANNING APPLICATIONS 
 
Public representations on a planning application should be made in writing (by e-
mail or letter, in both cases stating your full postal address), within the deadline set 
for comments on that application.  You are therefore strongly urged to submit your 
representations within this deadline. 
 
Submission of late information after the officer's report has been published is to be 
avoided.  A written representation submitted to the Environment and Planning 
Department by a member of the public after publication of the officer's report will only 
be considered if it is from someone who has already made written representations in 
time for inclusion within the officer's report.  Any public representation received by the 
Department after 12 noon two business days before the relevant Committee meeting 
(e.g. by 12.00 noon on Monday before a Wednesday meeting; by 12.00 noon on 
Tuesday before a Thursday meeting) will not be considered. 
 
The same deadline will also apply to the receipt by the Department of additional 
information submitted by an applicant or an agent in connection with the relevant item 
on the Committee agenda (including letters, e-mails, reports, drawings and all other 
visual material), unless specifically requested by planning officers to help decision- 
making.  
 
At the meeting public speakers at Committee will not be allowed to circulate any 
additional written information to their speaking notes or any other drawings or other 
visual material in support of their case that has not been verified by officers and that 
is not already on public file.  
 

To all members of the Public 
 
Any comments that you want to make about the way the Council is running Area 
Committees are very welcome.  Please contact the Committee Manager listed at the 
top of this agenda or complete the forms supplied at the meeting. 
 
If you would like to receive this agenda by e-mail, please contact the Committee 
Manager.  
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Additional information for public: City Council officers can also be emailed 
firstname.lastname@cambridge.gov.uk 
 
Information (including contact details) of the Members of the City Council can be 
found from this page:  
http://www.cambridge.gov.uk/ccm/navigation/about-the-council/councillors/  
 
 



 1 

NORTH AREA COMMITTEE MEETING – 29th APRIL 2010  
 

Pre-Committee Amendment Sheet  
 

PLANNING APPLICATIONS  
 
 
 

CIRCULATION: First 
 
ITEM:    APPLICATION REF: 09/1184/FUL 
 
Location:  Old Manor House, St Andrews Road, Cambridge 
 
Target Date:  1 March 2010 
 
To Note: 
 
Councillor Clare Blair has made further comments on the proposal in relation to the 
revised site access.   I have summarised these below: 
 
- The original application and consultation with neighbours was on the existing 

access. 
- It is my strong view that any change of access point on this very sensitive bend 

requires neighbour consultation. 
- The enclosed letter from the applicants, taken off the web, clearly (and at that 

juncture understandably) does not take into account the current proposals to put 
double yellow lines on both sides (removing existing single yellow lines) from the 
church entrance all the way round the bend and beyond the Community Hall.  It 
does appear though the applicant believes they can utilise parking at the 
Community Hall and Vie development. 

- The new Riverside Bridge sees some 2000 daily trips by cyclists and pedestrians 
down past this property aside from vehicle movements and I am unclear whether 
this has been taken into account in the Highways section.  

 
Comments have been received from several members of the Old Chesterton 
Residents Association regarding the amended access to the site.  The main points 
are summarised below: 
 
- OCRA were happy not to comment on the original proposal as in our view it did 

not fundamentally change the existing layout of the premises and used an 
existing access. 

- A new access directly on to a corner already considered very dangerous by 
cyclists and other road users requires proper advertisement and consideration. 

- I am also aware that proposals for the access to Riverside Bridge and other 
matters affecting Church Street and St Andrew's Road are under consideration 
by County Council officers and are due to be consulted on in the very near 
future. 
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Officer Comments 
 
- On reflection, I recognise that residents would have benefited from further 

notification of the repositioned access, although in my view it did not constitute 
such a significant change to require formal reconsultation. 

- I have liaised with the Highway Authority and the repositioned access is unlikely 
in their view conflict with future plans for cycle improvements to Riverside Bridge. 
There are no detailed design proposals for these future improvements at 
present. 

- I appreciate that accessing the premises is sensitive given its location on the 
bend, but the repositioned access will give improved sight lines, which enables 
the Highways Authority to withdrawn previous objections. 

- There is no intention to use the adjacent community hall for car parking or drop 
off. 

 
 
Amendments To Text: None. 
 
Pre-Committee Amendments to Recommendation: No amendments. 
 
 
DECISION:  
 
   
CIRCULATION: First  
 
ITEM:    APPLICATION REF:  10/0091/FUL 
 
Location:  9 and 11, and r/o 15 Green Park, Cambridge  
 
Target Date:  31 March 2010 
 
To Note: 
 

1. A Unilateral Undertaking under Section 106 has now been completed. 
 

2. The two previous appeal decision notices were not attached to the report as 
indicated. They are attached to this amendment sheet. 

 
Amendments To Text: Delete the words ‘Subject to the completion of a S106 
planning obligation to secure the requirements of the Planning Obligation Strategy 
(2004)’ from the beginning of paragraphs 8.29, 8.31 and 8.33.  
 
Pre-Committee Amendments to Recommendation: Delete the words ‘subject to the 
completion of a Section 106 agreement by 7th May 2010 and’ from the 
recommendation. 
 
DECISION:  
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CIRCULATION: First 
 
ITEM:    APPLICATION REF:  10/0015/FUL 
 
Location:  22 Leys Road, Cambridge  
 
Target Date:  8 March 2010 
 
To Note: Amended plans have now been received setting the proposed side 
extension 300mm off the boundary with the neighbour at 20 Leys Road.  The 
neighbours have confirmed that they do not object to the revised plans. 
 
Amendments To Text: None 
 
Pre-Committee Amendments to Recommendation: None 
 
DECISION:  
 
   
CIRCULATION: First 
 
ITEM:    APPLICATION REF:  10/0050/FUL 
 
Location:  56 Hawthorn Way, Cambridge 
 
Target Date:  18 March 2010 
 
To Note:  Please see Appendix 1 which are annotated photographs provided by the 
agent, in response to the Officer’s Committee report. 
 
Amendments To Text: 
 
Para. 8.21 The final sentence should read ‘In my opinion the proposal is contrary to 
East of England Plan (2008) policy T14 and Cambridge Local Plan policy 8/10.’ 
 
Pre-Committee Amendments to Recommendation: 
 
DECISION:  
 
   
CIRCULATION: First 
 
ITEM:    APPLICATION REF:  09/1134/FUL 
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Location:   Land Between 34 And 35 Pakenham Close, Cambridge 
 
Target Date:  9 February 2010 
 
To Note: 
 
Access for the emergency services and refuse collectors would be possible from 
Pakenham Close (between the rear of No. 34 and the front of No. 32).  Access 
directly though the site from Pakenham Close and Tuscan Court is currently 
obstructed by bollards, and therefore the development on this site would not, in my 
opinion, restrict access for the emergency services. 
 
Amendments To Text: 
 
Omit paragraph 8.12. 
 
Pre-Committee Amendments to Recommendation: 
 
DECISION:  
 
  

Page 4



Page 5



Page 6



Page 7



Page 8



Page 9



Page 10



Page 11



Page 12



A
pr

il 
20

10
 

 
 

B
B

S/
09

32
7/

R
B

B
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
1 

E
L

IZ
A

B
E

T
H

 W
A

Y
/H

A
W

T
H

O
R

N
 W

A
Y

 
   

Page 13



A
pr

il 
20

10
 

 
 

B
B

S/
09

32
7/

R
B

B
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
2 

E
L

IZ
A

B
E

T
H

 W
A

Y
 

   

Page 14



A
pr

il 
20

10
 

 
 

B
B

S/
09

32
7/

R
B

B
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
3 

E
L

IZ
A

B
E

T
H

 W
A

Y
/M

O
N

T
A

G
U

E
 R

O
A

D
 

   

Page 15



A
pr

il 
20

10
 

 
 

B
B

S/
09

32
7/

R
B

B
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
4 

E
L

IZ
A

B
E

T
H

 W
A

Y
 

   

Page 16



A
pr

il 
20

10
 

 
 

B
B

S/
09

32
7/

R
B

B
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
5 

M
IL

T
O

N
 R

O
A

D
 

   

Page 17



A
pr

il 
20

10
 

 
 

B
B

S/
09

32
7/

R
B

B
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
6 

C
H

E
S

T
E

R
T

O
N

 R
O

A
D

 
   

Page 18



A
pr

il 
20

10
 

 
 

B
B

S/
09

32
7/

R
B

B
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
7 

C
H

E
S

T
E

R
T

O
N

 R
O

A
D

 
   

Page 19



A
pr

il 
20

10
 

 
 

B
B

S/
09

32
7/

R
B

B
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
8 

C
H

E
S

T
E

R
T

O
N

 R
O

A
D

 
   

Page 20



A
pr

il 
20

10
 

 
 

B
B

S/
09

32
7/

R
B

B
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
9 

C
H

E
S

T
E

R
T

O
N

 R
O

A
D

 
   

  
 Page 21



Page 22

This page is intentionally left blank



APPLICATION NO: 10/0050/FUL 
 

56, HAWTHORN WAY, CAMBRIDGE, CAMBRIDGESHIRE 
 
 
COMMENTS IN RESPECT OF ATTACHED PHOTOGRAPHS 1-9 INCLUSIVE 
 
 
Photograph 1 
 
The current development at 56 Hawthorn Way, at the junction with Elizabeth Way.  This is 
cited as an example, contrary to report comments 8.8, that it does not act as a full stop to the 
perceived open space at the south east.  Indeed the gap resulting from Hawthorn Way up to 75 
Elizabeth Way visually reads as a much more substantial impression of open space than the 
rear garden plot to No. 56 Hawthorn Way. 
 
The photograph also demonstrates that contrary to report para. 8.1.13, the eaves height of the 
proposal matches that of No. 56 Hawthorn Way, which in turn is identical to the original 
properties in this road. 
 
 
Photograph 2 
 
Example of a development in Elizabeth Way, which is significantly larger than the 
surrounding properties and is not in keeping with the established character of the original 
terraced properties.  The development is also a counter to the report findings in that the 
elevation is virtually founded on the rear pavement line. 
 
 
Photograph 3 
 
As number 2, taken from a different angle, further showing the unbalanced relationship with 
neighbouring properties.  There is also a clear use of the head of Montague Road for on street 
parking, identical with the provisions of Hawthorn Way. 
 
 
Photograph 4 
 
Further modern development in Elizabeth Way which is not integrated with the existing 
houses and contrary to the character of the existing street scene.  It is more substantial and 
significantly different in design to any other properties in Elizabeth Way. 
 
This development serves to counter the argument that typically sections of Elizabeth Way can 
be identified by their original character and development type. 
 
 
Photographs 5, 7, 8 & 9 
 
These demonstrate how Local and Central Government Planning Policies have previously 
been interpreted to allow uncharacteristic developments in the immediate local, which is at 
odds with Planning Report paras. 8.7, 8.8 and 8.10.  In addition, the conclusion paras. 1 and 2. 
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Photograph 6 
 
This shows that under current Planning Policies, the continuing change of street scene is 
permitted, even where such resulting development is uncharacteristic of the area.  Chesterton 
Road is of course in close proximity to the review proposal. 
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