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Application 
Number 

18/0092/FUL Agenda 
Item 

 

Date Received 17th January 2018 Officer Mairead 
O'Sullivan 

Target Date 14th March 2018   
Ward Arbury   
Site 16 Thirleby Close Cambridge CB4 3RS 
Proposal Residential development consisting of four 1 x 

bedroom dwellings along with car and cycle parking 
and associated landscaping following demolition of 
existing buildings on site 

Applicant Mr A De Simone 
C/O Agent 
 

SUMMARY The development accords with the 
Development Plan for the following reasons: 

- The revised design is considered to 
be acceptable 

- The revised proposal would no 
longer harm the amenity of 
surrounding occupiers 

- The units would provide a good 
standard of amenity for future 
occupiers. 

RECOMMENDATION APPROVAL 

 
1.0 SITE DESCRIPTION/AREA CONTEXT 
 
1.1 The application site is located on the south eastern side of 

Thirleby Close. This is a residential cul-de-sac to the east of 
Harding Way. The eastern part of the road is characterised by 
red brick bungalows with pitched roofs. There are a number of 
two storey dwellings on the western end of the street. The 
buildings tend to be set back from the street. Many have low 
walls with gardens to the front; some also include hardstanding 
and off-street parking. Many of the bungalows have flat roofed 
garages to the side and rear.  

 



1.2 The building on the application site is rendered and with a flat 
roof and is an anomaly in the street. The application site also 
has a longer garden than the surrounding properties on Thirleby 
Close as it appears to have bought part of the garden of 144 
Gilbert Road. The bungalow has a large red brick pitched roof 
rear extension which has a linear form and runs along the 
boundary with no 14 Thirleby Close.   

 
2.0 THE PROPOSAL 
 
2.1 The application seeks full planning permission for the demolition 

of existing buildings on site and the construction of 4 x 1 
bedroom dwellings with associated car/cycle parking and 
landscaping.  

 
2.2 The original design submitted was considered to appear 

dominant in the streetscene and to have an overbearing impact 
on the adjoining properties. The applicant has submitted revised 
plans which reduce the scale of the building to address these 
concerns. 

 
2.3 The proposal is for a building running perpendicular to the 

highway containing three 1 bedroom houses and a further 
detached 1 bedroom dwelling in the southern part of the site. 
The frontage building would be set back from the footpath, 
similar to the existing bungalow, with three off street car parking 
spaces. The front elevation has a flat roofed single storey 
element which is brick with vertical timber cladding. This 
element contains bike and bin storage. There is then a pitched 
roof 1.5 storey gable end element. The pattern of single storey 
flat roof followed by 1.5 storey pitched roof continues for the 
remaining two properties. The roof would be finished in slate 
with three rectangular dormer windows on the side elevation. 
These have oriel windows which angle views toward the street. 
There are also first floor windows serving bathrooms on this 
side elevation. These windows are to be obscure glazed and 
fixed closed.  

 
3.0 SITE HISTORY 
 

Reference Description Outcome 
C/96/0241 Extension to bungalow (single 

storey rear extension). 
Permitted  

 



4.0 PUBLICITY   
 
4.1 Advertisement:      No  
 Adjoining Owners:     Yes  
 Site Notice Displayed:     No  

 
5.0 POLICY 
 
5.1 See Appendix 1 for full details of Central Government 

Guidance, Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policies, Supplementary 
Planning Documents and Material Considerations. 

 
5.2 Relevant Development Plan policies 
 

PLAN POLICY NUMBER 

Cambridge Local 
Plan 2006 

3/1 3/4 3/7 3/11 3/12  

4/13  

5/1  

8/2 8/6  

10/1 

 
5.3 Relevant Central Government Guidance, Supplementary 

Planning Documents and Material Considerations 
 

Central 
Government 
Guidance 

National Planning Policy Framework March 
2012 

National Planning Policy Framework – 
Planning Practice Guidance March 2014 

Circular 11/95 (Annex A) 

Supplementary 
Planning 
Guidance 

Sustainable Design and Construction (May 
2007) 

 
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Waste 
Partnership (RECAP): Waste Management 
Design Guide Supplementary Planning 
Document (February 2012) 



Material 
Considerations 

City Wide Guidance 
 
Cycle Parking Guide for New Residential 
Developments (2010) 

 
5.4 Status of Proposed Submission – Cambridge Local Plan 
 

Planning applications should be determined in accordance with 
policies in the adopted Development Plan and advice set out in 
the NPPF. However, after consideration of adopted plans and 
the NPPF, policies in emerging plans can also be given some 
weight when determining applications. For Cambridge, 
therefore, the emerging revised Local Plan as published for 
consultation on 19 July 2013 can be taken into account, 
especially those policies where there are no or limited 
objections to it. However it is likely, in the vast majority of 
instances, that the adopted development plan and the NPPF 
will have considerably more weight than emerging policies in 
the revised Local Plan. 
 
For the application considered in this report, there are no 
policies in the emerging Local Plan that should be taken into 
account. 
 

6.0 CONSULTATIONS 
 

Cambridgeshire County Council (Highways Development 
Management) 

 
6.1 No objection: Parking is provided at less than one space per 

unit and the development may impose additional demands upon 
the on-street parking. This is unlikely to impact on highway 
safety but has the potential to impact on residential amenity. A 
number of conditions are requested restricting the use of 
unbound material, removing pd rights for gates, requiring the 
access to be unobstructed, laid out with adequate drainage and 
in line with the county council specifications, and requiring 
visibility splays to be implemented. An informative regarding 
works to the highway is also requested.  

 
 
 
 
 



Environmental Health 
 
6.2 No objection: conditions are recommended regarding 

construction hours, piling, collections during construction and 
dust. A dust informative is also requested.  

 
 Refuse and Recycling 
 
6.3 No objection. 
 

Urban Design and Conservation Team 
 
 First comment 
 
6.4 Objection: The boxy from is out of character and would 

dominate the street scene. There are concerns about car 
parking allocation and the impact of further on-street car parking 
on the streetscene. The roof terraces would be shaded most of 
the day. Removing the terraces would allow the internal layout 
to be reconfigured to provide better amenity.  The building 
would have an overbearing impact on neighbouring properties. 

 
 Second comment 
 
6.5 Concerns about scale and massing have been addressed; 

however there still remain some concerns about parking and 
outlook of units. The bin collection point compromises the front 
garden of plot 1. Detail of how the four car parking space would 
be allocated between the three units is requested.  

 
Head of Streets and Open Spaces (Tree Team) 
 

6.6 No comments received.  
 
Head of Streets and Open Spaces (Landscape Team) 

 
6.7 Objection: The quality of landscape amenity spaces is low. The 

first floor terraces would be shadowed by the parapets and the 
entrance to the front unit is compromised by the location of the 
car parking.  

 
 
 



Head of Streets and Open Spaces (Sustainable Drainage 
Officer) 

 
6.8 No objection: All new or altered external surfaces within the site 

boundary should be of permeable construction. Two conditions 
are requested regarding surface water drainage.  

 
6.9 The above responses are a summary of the comments that 

have been received.  Full details of the consultation responses 
can be inspected on the application file.   

 
7.0 REPRESENTATIONS 
 
7.1 The owners/occupiers of the following addresses have made 

representations: 
 

- 15 Brimley Road (support)  
- 144 Gilbert Road x2 
- 2 Thirleby Close 
- 8 Thirleby Close x2 
- 11 Thirleby Close 
- 13 Thirleby Close 
- 14 Thirleby Close x3 
- 15 Thirleby Close x2 
- 17 Thirleby Close x3 
- 18 Thirleby Close 
- 19 Thirleby Close x3 
- 21 Thirleby Close 
- 23 Thirleby Close 

 
7.2 The representations can be summarised as follows: 
 

- The demolition of the building will cause noise disturbance and 
disruptions. It may also result in damage to surrounding 
properties.  

- Buildings are in too close proximity to no’s 14 and 18 in terms of 
noise disturbance, loss of privacy and loss of light 

- First floor windows would overlook 144 Gilbert Road 
- Windows overlook garden of no.14 Thirleby Close 
- Loss of privacy to bedroom and sitting room of no.11 Thirleby 

Close  
- Would overshadow windows on east side of no. 14 Thirleby 

Close 
- Roof terraces will overlook garden of no.8  



- Overdevelopment  
- Incongruous in the streetscene   
- Bricks should match the surrounding properties 
- The timber cladding is out of character and will deteriorate with 

time. 
- Concerned about maintenance of timber cladding to bike and 

bin stores  
- Would destroy the quiet character of the street  
- Would have a greater height than surrounding properties. 

Should be single storey 
- The precedents stated by the developer are not relevant. 

Colwyn Close is historic and part of a comprehensive 
redevelopment  

- Thirleby Close is a very narrow street and has an existing 
problem with on-street car parking and the proposed cart 
parking would be inadequate  

- Photographs submitted clearly show the parking problem on the 
street 

- Additional on-street parking would obstruct emergency vehicle 
access 

- Would increase traffic on the street 
- Request a close boarded fence is constructed on the boundary 

with no 14 as the existing hedge is not dense enough to provide 
adequate screening or security 

- An application to build an additional bungalow at no.2 was 
rejected as out of character  

- Would set a precedent  
- Detached bungalows are rare in the area and are needed for 

people with mobility issues  
- Efficient use of the site. Properties are small but well designed. 
- Reduction in height is welcomed 
- Loss of a family home 

 
7.3 Councillor Scutt has commented on the application. Her 

comment can be summarised as follows: 
 

- There are on-going issues with parking and driveways being 
blocked 

- There is an application for a Local Highway Initiative (LHI) 
- Cycle parking does not replace car parking 
- Parking on pavements occurs even with double yellow lines; 

this is a hazard for pedestrians  
- The proposed density is incompatible with the street 
- The building would be out of character  



- It is not possible to landscape the development to adequately 
mitigate for its impact  

- Demolition will cause disruptions  
 
7.4 Councillor Sheil has commented on the application. He has 

requested that it is determined at planning committee unless the 
officer recommendation is for refusal.  

 
7.5 The above representations are a summary of the comments 

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

 
8.0 ASSESSMENT 
 
8.1 From the consultation responses and representations received 

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

 
1. Principle of development 
2. Context of site, design and external spaces  
3. Residential amenity 
4. Refuse arrangements 
5. Highway safety 
6. Car and cycle parking 
7. Third party representations 
8. Planning Obligations (s106 Agreement) 

 
Principle of Development 

 
8.2 Policy 5/1 states that proposals for housing development on 

windfall sites will be permitted subject to the existing land use 
and compatibility with adjoining uses. The site is currently in 
residential use and the character of the surrounding area is 
predominantly residential. As a result the proposal accords with 
policy 5/1. 

 
Context of site, design and external spaces  

 
8.3 The original proposal was considered to be unacceptable in 

terms of design. The scale and massing combined with the 
boxy design were considered to be incongruous and would 
appear dominant in the streetscene.  

 



8.4 The applicant has revised the proposal to address concerns 
regarding the design and the impact on the adjoining occupiers. 
The revised proposal has been reduced in scale with the height 
of the revised proposal being reduced from 5.75m to 5.5m; 
approx. 0.5m higher than the existing ridge. The height adjacent 
to both boundaries has also been reduced with the eaves height 
coming down to 3.2m from 3.5m. The reduced height is only 
marginally greater than the surrounding bungalows. The pitched 
roof gable end elements also mimic the surrounding bungalows 
and appear more in keeping than the original squared off 
proposal. 

 
 8.5 The scheme has been amended to remove the dark timber clad 

first floor projecting elements. The proposal still includes an 
element of timber cladding to the ground floor stores. The 
buildings would be predominantly buff brick with slate roofs. 
Timber cladding and buff brick are not characteristic in the area 
with the majority of the properties in the vicinity being red brick. 
However, the material palette is considered acceptable in 
principle, subject to the material being high quality. The 
proposal is a modern development and although it has 
incorporated some elements of the surrounding properties such 
as the pitched roof gable end, it is a different type of 
development which is reflected in the materials. I am satisfied 
that the proposed material palette would provide a successful 
contrast with the surrounding red brick bungalows. Material 
details are recommended to be required by condition.  

 
8.6 The applicant has provided a context plans which suggests a 

number of precedents for the linear form of development 
proposed. None of these are considered to be relevant to the 
site. The development of Colwyn Close is historic and part of 
the comprehensive redevelopment of quite a large site. The 
flats at the end of Thirleby Close are not characteristic of the 
area and are set back at the end of the cul-de-sac and much 
less prominent than what is proposed. However, although 
neither of these developments are considered to be a 
precedent, the revised proposal, with its reduced height, is no 
longer considered harmful to the character of the area. The 
reduction in scale results in a less dominant form of 
development. The pitched roof element has a similar height and 
pitch to the surrounding and is no longer considered to appear 
incongruous.  

 



8.7 In my opinion the proposal is compliant with Cambridge Local 
Plan (2006) policies 3/4, 3/7, 3/11 and 3/12.  

 
Residential Amenity 
 
Impact on amenity of neighbouring occupiers 
 

8.8 The original proposal was considered to have an overbearing 
impact on both adjoining properties. The application has been 
revised and the scale and massing reduced to overcome this 
concern. 

 
8.9 The frontage building would be in close proximity to the 

boundary with no.14. The existing bungalow has a very large 
extension which runs adjacent to this boundary. The current 
situation is not ideal and does cause some enclosure to the 
garden of no.14. The revised proposal is to be a similar height 
to the existing extension; it would be approx. 0.5m higher but 
with the ridge located 1m further away from the boundary than 
the ridge of the existing extension. The massing is also broken 
down further and would no longer be a continuous mass of 
building. The building is broken down into pitched roof elements 
separated by single storey flat roof elements. This helps to 
break down the overall massing adjacent to the boundary. In my 
view the combination of the broken up massing and the similar 
height to the existing arrangement would not result in any 
further enclosure to the neighbour at no.14. In terms of loss of 
light to no.14, the proposed building is only marginally higher 
than existing and this mass is broken up, as a result I do not 
consider it would have any significant impact in terms of 
additional loss of light to no.14.  

 
8.10 The reduction in the height of the building has also reduced 

enclosure to the neighbour to the east at no.18. The impact in 
terms of enclosure to no.18 is less than that to no. 14 as the 
proposed building would be set off the boundary with this 
occupier. Similar to the impact on no. 14 in terms of loss of light, 
as the height difference is marginal and the mass of the new 
building is broken down, I am satisfied that there would be no 
significant increase to overshadowing of the garden no.18.  

 
8.11 The proposal has a number of first floor bedroom windows 

which face number 18. These are shown to be obscure glazed 
and fixed shut. A condition is recommended to ensure these are 



maintained in perpetuity. A condition is also recommended 
removing permitted development rights for any additional first 
floor windows to protect the amenity of surrounding occupiers. 
There are rooflights facing towards no.14 Thirleby Close but 
these are high level and would not result in any overlooking.  

 
8.12 The application site is longer than the adjoining rear gardens 

and includes an area which would have historically been part of 
the end of the garden of 144 Gilbert Road. Plot 4, the detached 
unit is located in this part of the site. There are no first floor 
windows in the end wall of this unit which would overlook the 
garden of 144. The building is significantly set away from the 
house at 144 and would have no impact on the amenity of 144 
Gilbert Road in terms of enclosure or overshadowing.  

 
8.13 A number of representations raise concern about noise and 

disturbance from the additional dwellings on site. I do not 
consider that four small dwellings in place of one large dwelling 
would result in any significant increase to noise and 
disturbance. The pedestrian access to the houses runs in close 
proximity to the boundary with no. 18. However, I am satisfied 
that subject to an adequate boundary treatment, details of 
which are recommended to be submitted by condition, there 
would be no significant noise disturbance from comings and 
goings given the small number of units.  

 
8.14 A number of representations raise concerns regarding 

disturbance during demolition and construction. The 
Environmental Health Officer has recommended conditions 
regarding working hours, piling and dust. I am satisfied that 
subject to these conditions, the proposal would not have any 
significant adverse impact on the amenity of surrounding 
occupiers.     

 
8.15 In my opinion the proposal adequately respects the residential 

amenity of its neighbours and the constraints of the site and I 
consider that it is compliant with Cambridge Local Plan (2006) 
policies 3/4 and 3/7. 

 
Amenity for future occupiers of the site 

 
8.16 The applicant has confirmed that the units provide 53sqm of 

internal floorspace. There were some concerns about the 
ceiling heights as the first floor room is contained in the roof 



spaces. The applicant has confirmed that 78% of the internal 
space would have a floor to ceiling height of at least 2.3m; this 
meets with the space standard requirements. The units do not 
have any rear private garden space. The three frontage units 
have small amounts of space by the front door but this is not 
considered to be a garden. Given that the units provide one 
bedroom and are only going to be occupied by an individual or 
a couple, the lack of garden is considered to be acceptable.  

 
8.17 The Urban Design Officer has raised concerns regarding the 

location of the bin collection point due to its proximity to the 
front garden space of plot 1. The bins would only be in this 
location for a limited time on collection day and I am satisfied 
that this would not have any significant adverse impact on the 
amenity of the occupier of this unit. 

 
8.18 In my opinion the proposal provides a high-quality living 

environment and an appropriate standard of residential amenity 
for future occupiers, and I consider that in this respect it is 
compliant with Cambridge Local Plan (2006) policies 3/7 and 
3/12.  

 
Refuse Arrangements 

 
8.19 Bins are to be provided within the flat roof elements to the front 

of each of the frontage units (plots 1-3). Bins are provided to the 
side of plot 4.  The refuse officer is satisfied that the proposed 
bin arrangements are acceptable. There are no elevations for 
the bike and bin store for plot 4; these are required by condition.   

 
8.20  In my opinion the proposal is compliant with Cambridge Local 

Plan (2006) policy 3/12. 
 

Highway Safety 
 
8.21 The Highway Authority has not raised any concerns regarding 

highway safety subject to condition. I share this view.  
 
8.22  In my opinion the proposal is compliant with Cambridge Local 

Plan (2006) policy 8/2. 
 
 
 
 



Car and Cycle Parking 
 
8.23 Cycle parking is contained within the single storey flat roofed 

elements to the front of plots 1-3. Bike storage is to the side of 
plot 4. This arrangement is considered to be acceptable. As 
noted above, there are no elevations for the store for plot 4; this 
is required by condition.  

 
8.24 Three off-street car parking spaces are to be provided. I note 

the large number of objections regarding car parking and traffic 
generation however the number of spaces is compliant with 
policy. The site is located within a sustainable location within 
close proximity to public transport links and cycle infrastructure 
so the 3 space provided is considered to be acceptable. I note 
the Urban Design Officer’s request for information regarding car 
park allocation but I do not consider this to be necessary. 

 
8.25 In my opinion the proposal is compliant with Cambridge Local 

Plan (2006) policies 8/6 and 8/10.  
 

Third Party Representations 
 
8.26 I have addressed the majority of the issues raised by the third 

party representations within the body of my report. I will 
consider any outstanding matters in the below table: 

  

Representation  Response  

The demolition of the building will 
cause noise disturbance and 
disruptions. It may also result in 
damage to surrounding 
properties.  

See paragraph 8.14. Damage to 
other properties is a civil matter.  

Buildings are in too close 
proximity to no’s 14 and 18 in 
terms of noise disturbance, loss 
of privacy and loss of light 

See paragraphs 8.9-8.11 & 8.13 

First floor windows would 
overlook 144 Gilbert Road 

See paragraph 8.12 

Windows overlook garden of 
no.14 Thirleby Close 

There are only rooflights which 
would face the garden on no. 14. 
These would be high level and 
would not result in any 
overlooking. 
 



Loss of privacy to bedroom and 
sitting room of no.11 Thirleby 
Close  

There is a significant distance 
between the site and no. 11 
which is at the other side of the 
road. I am satisfied that there 
would be no significant impact to 
the privacy of this occupier  

Would overshadow windows on 
east side of no. 14 Thirleby Close 

See paragraph 8.9 

Roof terraces will overlook garden 
of no.8  

The roof terraces have been 
removed.  

Overdevelopment  The proposal is considered to be 
of an appropriate scale for the 
plot and is considered to provide 
a high quality living environment 
to future occupiers. 

Incongruous in the streetscene   See paragraphs 8.4 & 8.5  

Bricks should match the 
surrounding properties 

In my view the buff brick and 
timber would successful contrast 
with the surrounding red brick. 
Details are required by condition.  

The timber cladding is out of 
character and will deteriorate with 
time. 

I am satisfied that high quality 
timber cladding can be used 
which would successful contrast 
with the surrounding materials 

Concerned about maintenance of 
timber cladding to bike and bin 
stores  

Subject to the use of high quality 
materials, I am satisfied that there 
would be no maintenance issues. 
Details are requested by 
condition 

Would destroy the quiet character 
of the street  

I am satisfied that the revised 
proposal would no longer be 
harmful to the character of the 
area 

Would have a greater height than 
surrounding properties. Should be 
single storey 

The building would be marginally 
taller than the surrounding 
bungalows. However I am 
satisfied that it would no longer 
appear dominant in the 
streetscene nor would it be 
harmful to the character of the 
area. 
 
 



The precedents stated by the 
developer are not relevant. 
Colwyn Close is historic and part 
of a comprehensive 
redevelopment 

I share this view but consider the 
development to be acceptable in 
terms of design and streetscene 
impact. See paragraph 8.6 

Thirleby Close is a very narrow 
street and has an existing 
problem with on-street car parking 
and the proposed cart parking 
would be inadequate; 
photographs submitted clearly 
show the parking problem on the 
street 

The parking issues are noted. 
The proposal provides 3 off street 
car parking spaces for 4 units. 
This is considered to be an 
acceptable provision given the 
sustainable location of the site 

Additional on-street parking would 
could emergency vehicle access 

The highway authority has not 
raised concerns regarding 
emergency vehicle access 

Would increase traffic on the 
street 

I do not consider that 4 dwellings 
in place of one dwelling would 
significantly increase traffic in the 
area.  

Request a close boarded fence is 
constructed on the boundary with 
no 14 as the existing hedge is not 
dense enough to provide 
adequate screening or security 

A boundary treatment is 
recommended to ensure that an 
adequate boundary for screening 
and privacy is provided prior to 
occupation 

An application to build an 
additional bungalow at no.2 was 
rejected as out of character  

I note the planning history at no.2 
but each application is assessed 
on its own merits  

Would set a precedent  Each application is assessed on 
its own merits 

Detached bungalows are rare in 
the area and are needed for 
people with mobility issues  

This type of dwelling is not 
protected by policy and there is 
no reason to reject its loss.  

Wish to speak at planning 
committee 

Those who have objected will be 
informed about how to register to 
speak at committee  

Loss of a family home The proposal does not result in 
the loss of housing but results in 
an increase to the number of 
residential units on site. It is 
therefore compliant with policy.  
 
 



Councillor Scutt comments 

There are on-going issues with 
parking and driveways being 
blocked 

Noted but the current application 
is not considered to have any 
significant adverse impact on car 
parking 

There is an application for a Local 
Highway Initiative (LHI) 

Noted but the proposal is not 
considered to impact on the 
application 

Cycle parking does not replace 
car parking 

The proposal is policy compliant 
in regard to both car and cycle 
parking provision  

Parking on pavements occurs 
even with double yellow lines; this 
is a hazard for pedestrians  

The proposal is not considered to 
have any significant impact on 
the existing on-street parking 
issue 

The proposed density is 
incompatible with the street  

The proposal is considered to be 
of an appropriate scale for the 
site 

The building would be out of 
character 

See paragraphs 8.4 and 8.5   

It is not possible to landscape the 
development to adequately 
mitigate for its impact  

I am satisfied that adequate 
landscaping can be achieved on 
site subject to conditions 
regarding boundary treatment 
and hard and soft landscape 
details  

Demolition will cause disruptions See paragraph 8.14 

 
 Planning Obligations (s106 Agreement) 
 
8.27  National Planning Practice Guidance Paragraph 031 ID: 23b- 

031-20160519 sets out specific circumstances where 
contributions for affordable housing and tariff style planning 
obligations (section 106 planning obligations) should not be 
sought from small scale and self-build development. This 
follows the order of the Court of Appeal dated 13 May 2016, 
which gives legal effect to the policy set out in the Written 
Ministerial Statement of 28 November 2014 and should be 
taken into account. 

 
8.28  The guidance states that contributions should not be sought 

from developments of 10-units or fewer, and which have a 
maximum combined gross floorspace of no more than 



1000sqm. The proposal represents a small scale development 
and as such no tariff style planning obligation is considered 
necessary. 

 
9.0 CONCLUSION 
 
9.1 The revised proposal is considered to be acceptable in terms of 

design and would no longer appear dominant in the 
streetscene. The revised proposal would no longer have an 
overbearing impact on the amenity of the adjoining occupiers. 
The units would provide a high standard of living 
accommodation for future occupiers.  

 
10.0 RECOMMENDATION 

 
APPROVE subject to the following conditions 

 
1. The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the 

expiration of three years from the date of this permission. 
   
 Reason: In accordance with the requirements of section 51 of 

the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 
 
2. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in 

accordance with the approved plans as listed on this decision 
notice. 

  
 Reason:  In the interests of good planning, for the avoidance of 

doubt and to facilitate any future application to the Local 
Planning Authority under Section 73 of the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990. 

 
3. No development shall take place until samples of the materials 

to be used in the construction of the external surfaces of the 
development hereby permitted have been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the local planning authority.  
Development shall be carried out in accordance with the 
approved details. 

  
 Reason: To ensure that the appearance of the external surfaces 

is appropriate. (Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policies 3/4, 3/12 
and 3/14) 

 



4. No development shall take place until there has been submitted 
to and approved in writing by the local planning authority a plan 
indicating the positions, design, materials and type of boundary 
treatment to be erected.  The boundary treatment shall be 
completed before the building(s) is/are occupied and retained 
thereafter unless any variation is agreed in writing by the local 
planning authority.  Development shall be carried out in 
accordance with the approved details. 

  
 Reason: To ensure an appropriate boundary treatment is 

implemented. (Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policies 3/4, 3/11 
and 3/12) 

 
5. No development shall take place until full details of both hard 

and soft landscape works have been submitted to and approved 
in writing by the local planning authority and these works shall 
be carried out as approved.  These details shall include 
proposed finished levels or contours; means of enclosure; car 
parking layouts, other vehicle and pedestrian access and 
circulation areas; hard surfacing materials; minor artefacts and 
structures (eg furniture, play equipment, refuse or other storage 
units, signs, lighting); proposed and existing functional services 
above and below ground (eg drainage, power, communications 
cables, pipelines indicating lines, manholes, supports); retained 
historic landscape features and proposals for restoration, where 
relevant. Soft Landscape works shall include planting plans; 
written specifications (including cultivation and other operations 
associated with plant and grass establishment); schedules of 
plants, noting species, plant sizes and proposed 
numbers/densities where appropriate and an implementation 
programme. 

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

suitable hard and soft landscape is provided as part of the 
development. (Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policies 3/4, 3/11 
and 3/12) 

 
6. Prior to the occupation of the units, details of the bike and bin 

store for plot 4 shall be submitted to and approved in writing by 
the Local Planning Authority. The store shall be installed in 
accordance with the approved details and retained thereafter. 

  
 Reason: To ensure adequate and secure bin and bike storage 

for future occupiers. 



7. The windows in the east elevation at first floor level shall be 
obscure glazed to a minimum level of obscurity to conform to 
Pilkington Glass level 3 or equivalent prior to occupation of the 
units and shall have restrictors to ensure that the window 
cannot be opened more than 45 degrees beyond the plane of 
the adjacent wall. All of the rooflights shall be constructed a 
minimum of 1.7m above the finished floor level. The rooflights 
and obscure glazed windows shall be retained as such 
thereafter.  

  
 Reason: In the interests of residential amenity. (Cambridge 

Local Plan 2006 policies 3/4 and 3/12) 
 
8. Notwithstanding the provisions of Schedule 2, Part 1, Class A of 

the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted 
Development) Order 2015 (or any Order revoking and re-
enacting that order with or without modification), no new first 
floor windows (other than those expressly authorised by this 
permission), shall be constructed without the granting of specific 
planning permission.  

  
 Reason: To protect the amenity of adjoining properties. 

(Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policies 3/4 and 3/12) 
 
9. No construction work or demolition work shall be carried out or 

plant operated other than between the following hours: 0800 
hours and 1800 hours on Monday to Friday, 0800 hours and 
1300 hours on Saturday and at no time on Sundays, Bank or 
Public Holidays. 

  
 Reason: To protect the amenity of the adjoining properties. 

(Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policy 4/13) 
 
10. There should be no collections from or deliveries to the site 

during the demolition and construction stages outside the hours 
of 0800 hours and 1800 hours on Monday to Friday, 0800 hours 
to 1300 hours on Saturday and at no time on Sundays, Bank or 
Public Holidays. 

  
 Reason: To protect the amenity of the adjoining properties. 

(Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policy 4/13)  
 



11. In the event of the foundations for the proposed development 
requiring piling, prior to the development taking place the 
applicant shall provide the local authority with a report / method 
statement for approval detailing the type of piling and mitigation 
measures to be taken to protect local residents from noise 
and/or vibration. Potential noise and vibration levels at the 
nearest noise sensitive locations shall be predicted in 
accordance with the provisions of BS 5228-1&2:2009 Code of 
Practice for noise and vibration control on construction and 
open sites.  Development shall be carried out in accordance 
with the approved details.   

  
 Due to the proximity of this site to existing residential premises 

and other noise sensitive premises, impact pile driving is not 
recommended.  

  
 Reason: To protect the amenity of the adjoining properties. 

(Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policy 4/13) 
 
12. No development shall commence until a programme of 

measures to minimise the spread of airborne dust from the site 
during the demolition / construction period has been submitted 
to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The 
development shall be implemented in accordance with the 
approved scheme.  

  
 Reason: To protect the amenity of nearby properties. 

(Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policy 4/13) 
 
13. No building hereby permitted shall be occupied until details of 

surface water drainage works have been submitted to and 
agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Surface water 
drainage will be implemented in accordance with these agreed 
details and timescales. 

  
 Reason: To ensure the development will not increase flood risk 

in the area in accordance with the National Planning Policy 
Framework (2012). 

 
14. No unbound material shall be used in the surface finish of the 

driveway within 6 metres of the highway boundary of the site. 
  



 Reason: To avoid displacement of loose material onto the 
highway in the interests of highway safety in accordance with 
policy 8/2 of the Cambridge Local Plan (2006). 

 
15. Notwithstanding the provision of Class A of Schedule 2, Part 2 

of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted 
Development) Order 1995, (or any order revoking, amending or 
re-enacting that order) no gates shall be erected across the 
approved vehicular access unless details have first been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. 

  
 Reason: In the interests of highway safety in accordance with 

policy 8/2 of the Cambridge Local Plan (2006). 
 
16. The access shall be constructed with adequate drainage 

measures to prevent surface water run-off onto the adjacent 
public highway. 

  
 Reason: To prevent surface water discharging to the highway in 

accordance with policy 8/2 of the Cambridge Local Plan (2006). 
  
17. Two 2.0 x 2.0 metres visibility splays shall be provided as 

shown on the drawings. The splays are to be included within the 
curtilage of the site. One visibility splay is required on each side 
of the access, measured to either side of the access, with a set-
back of two metres from the highway boundary along each side 
of the access. This area shall be kept clear of all planting, 
fencing, walls and the like exceeding 600mm high. 

  
 Reason: In the interests of highway safety in accordance with 

policy 8/2 of the Cambridge Local Plan (2006). 
 
18. Prior to the first occupation of the development hereby 

permitted, the access shall be provided as shown on the 
approved drawings and shall be retained free of obstruction 
thereafter. 

  
 Reason: In the interests of highway safety in accordance with 

policy 8/2 of the Cambridge Local Plan (2006). 
 



 INFORMATIVE: Before the details of the surface water 
drainage are submitted, an assessment shall be carried out of 
the potential for disposing of surface water by means of a 
sustainable drainage system in accordance with the principles 
set out in The National Planning Policy Framework and 
associated Guidance, and the results of the assessment 
provided to the local planning authority. The system should be 
designed such that there is no surcharging for a 1 in 30 year 
event and no internal property flooding for a 1 in 100 year event 
+ 40% an allowance for climate change. The submitted details 
shall: 

 i. provide information about the design storm period and 
intensity, the method employed to delay and control the surface 
water discharged from the site and the measures taken to 
prevent pollution of the receiving groundwater and/or surface 
waters; and 

 ii. provide a management and maintenance plan for the lifetime 
of the development. 

 iii. The surface water drainage scheme shall be managed and 
maintained thereafter in accordance with the agreed details and 
management and maintenance plan. 

 
 INFORMATIVE: Dust condition informative 
  
 To satisfy the condition requiring the submission of a program 

of measures to control airborne dust above, the applicant 
should have regard to:  

  
 -Council's Supplementary Planning Document - "Sustainable 

Design and Construction 2007":  
 http://www.cambridge.gov.uk/public/docs/sustainable-design-

and-construction-spd.pdf  
  
 -Guidance on the assessment of dust from demolition and 

construction 
  http://iaqm.co.uk/wp-

content/uploads/guidance/iaqm_guidance_report_draft1.4.pdf 
  
 - Air Quality Monitoring in the Vicinity of Demolition and 

Construction Sites 2012 
 http://www.iaqm.co.uk/wp-

content/uploads/guidance/monitoring_construction_sites_2012.
pdf 

  



 -Control of dust and emissions during construction and 
demolition - supplementary planning guidance 

 https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/Dust%20and%20E
missions%20SPG%208%20July%202014_0.pdf 

 
 INFORMATIVE: This development involves work to the public 

highway that will require the approval of the County Council as 
Highway Authority. It is an OFFENCE to carry out any works 
within the public highway, which includes a public right of way, 
without the permission of the Highway Authority. Please note 
that it is the applicant's responsibility to ensure that, in addition 
to planning permission, any necessary consents or approvals 
under the Highways Act 1980 and the New Roads and Street 
Works Act 1991 are also obtained from the County Council.     

 No part of any structure may overhang or encroach under or 
upon the public highway unless licensed by the Highway 
Authority and no gate / door / ground floor window shall open 
outwards over the public highway. 

  
 Public Utility apparatus may be affected by this proposal. 

Contact the appropriate utility service to reach agreement on 
any necessary alterations, the cost of which must be borne by 
the applicant. 


