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INTRODUCTION 

 

This document concerns the planning application to demolish the Edwardian detached house at 291 Hills Road, Cambridge, and in 

its place construct a modern development with 15 flats (Reference 17/1732/FUL).  

 

Cambridge City Council has to date recorded 150 objections from members of the public and various organisations (including 86 

public comments and 64 third party comments). This is an exceptionally large response to a planning application, which indicates 

the strength of feeling locally.  

 

The Hills Road Area Residents Association (HRARA) and the Queen Edith’s Way Residents Association (QEWRA) submitted 

detailed reports dated 3rd October and 27th November 2017 to the Planning Committee of Cambridge City Council, representing the 

views of residents. 

 

The developer has now submitted an amended application. We acknowledge that there have been some positive changes, 

including: 

 the complex roofscape, with conventional pitched roofs 

 the formal path moved to the front of the development 

 some efforts to relate to context within the Hills Road Character Area 

 some reduction in overlooking from roof terraces, balconies and windows onto the immediate neighbours 

 the reduction in hard landscaping 

 the green roof canopy added to the basement car park entrance   

 the bin storage moved to a less obtrusive location 

 and provision for cycle parking improved  

However, the application is still unacceptable and should be refused, for the reasons given in this report.  
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SUMMARY OF OBJECTIONS 

 

1 - In recent years, a number of similar planning applications in the Hills Road area calling for the demolition of period detached 

properties and their replacement with flats or other forms of over-development have been rejected by the Planning Committee. 

Instead properties have been refurbished, extended, or replaced with sympathetic moderately sized houses.  

 

2 – The application is to knock down a perfectly good dwelling with many original features, which was specifically designed for a 

corner plot on this key Cambridge approach. There is no good reason to demolish the house, which has been standing for well 

over a century, with a large new structure which would not fit in with its neighbours. 

  

3 – The proposal is out of character with the area. Properties are usually large detached or semi-detached villas dating from the 

early decades of the 20th century. The application for a large block of flats will signal a substantial change to the character of Hills 

Road and a significant over-development of the site. 

 

4 - An adverse impact on the amenities of neighbouring properties, including overbearing, overlooking, the construction of a 

basement and light pollution from the glazed link. 

 

5 - Multiple concerns about trees, and in particular the lack of a detailed plan for replacement trees.  

 

6 – Adverse impact on traffic congestion, accidents, noise and air pollution right next to a busy junction which already suffers 

from traffic-related problems.  

 

7 – No provision for affordable housing, despite major demand from key workers. 
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1 - RECENT PLANNING APPLICATIONS IN THE HILLS ROAD AREA 

 

In recent years, a number of planning applications in the Hills Road area calling for the demolition of period detached properties 

and their replacement with flats or other forms of over-development have been rejected by the Planning Committee. Instead 

properties have been refurbished, extended, or replaced with sympathetic moderately sized houses.  

 

All the following houses have mature trees and hedges obscuring at least part of the house from the road, but photographs have 

mostly been taken to show the houses themselves. For example, the photographs below show the EF Language School both from the 

road and of the property itself. 

 

EF 

School view from Hills Road  EF School view from behind trees 

 

The map overleaf provides 9 examples where the Planning Committee has prevented over-development, allowing the street scene 

to be maintained and the beauty of Cambridge to be preserved. Further detail on each property is given after the map.  
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(1) 185/187/189 Hills Road – C/00/1225 Dec 2000; C/01/0058 Jan 2001; C/01/0797 Jul 2001 

 

In 2000, there was a proposal to demolish 185 and 187 Hills Road, a semi-detached pair of houses, and 189 Hills Road, a detached 

house on the corner of Hartington Grove, and build blocks of flats on both sites. There was considerable resistance to the proposal 

and in the end it was dropped. One of the main reasons the objections were upheld was that the proposed building would not be in 

keeping with other properties in the area and that it would change the character of Hills Road.  

 

The final outcome was that the exterior of 189 Hills Road was maintained and is now a Hall of Residence. 185 and 187 Hills Road 

were substantially unchanged in character with hanging tiles used on an upper storey to mimic existing tiles. Internal 

modifications produced 10 flats with parking in front of and behind the building. In general, local residents were satisfied with the 

outcome as it maintained the Street Scene. 

 

(2) EF Language School, Hills Road/Cavendish Avenue junction – 12/0616/FUL 

Rejected August 2012, resubmitted and approved May 2013 

 

The original application in June 2012 was to demolish the old building and replace it with a huge new building incorporating 

accommodation for 90. In July the planning officer recommended that this application be withdrawn, citing the following reasons 

amongst others: 

 

“loss of privacy for neighbours, overbearing impact, problems with waste disposal, inadequate cycle storage facilities, the architecture in 

context, the likely detrimental impact to the trees, lack of drainage”  

 

In August 2012 the original planning permission was refused, and subsequently a far more sympathetic proposal was put 

forwards, which preserved the original building and simply extended it. These new proposals were accepted in May 2013 and the 

building was completed in November 2014. NRAP Architects was awarded two RIBA Regional Awards plus the Cambridge 

Design and Construction Award in the category of Conservation, Alteration or Extension of an Existing Building in recognition of 

their contribution to the buildings and townscape of the City of Cambridge. 
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Urban Design point out that: 

 

“The EF International Language Campus provides a good example where an existing building was retained with a contemporary extension 

added.” 

 

(3) 2/2a/2b Cavendish Avenue 

 

The former no 2 Cavendish Avenue had three applications between 2005 and 2009, which were all determined at the South Area 

Committee in the days when such applications were dealt with locally. The first two applications were for terraces of six houses 

(2005) and five houses (2006/7), both of which were turned down. Amanda Taylor, who was then a City Councillor, writes: 

 

“I regard it as a classic case of developers starting with an outrageous opening bid before being beaten down to something more reasonable.” 

 

The present development of three large detached houses is specifically mentioned in the Cambridge Suburbs and Approaches 

report: 

 

“The three new houses on the junction with Cavendish Avenue have more in common with the prevailing character of the Hills Road” 
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(4) 109 Glebe Road - 10/0418/FUL rejected September 2010;  

Resubmitted as 11/0656/FUL (2 family homes) approved 

 

The original application for 109 Glebe Road (opposite the Pelican school) involved demolishing the existing property, building 10 

apartments in a large block and two detached dwellings at the rear of the site. The Planning Committee turned this down on 20 

October 2010, based on the recommendations of the Planning Officer, whose reasons included the following: 

 “The combination of breadth, depth and height of the proposed apartment block creates a building whose scale and mass are inappropriate 

to the site. The building fails to respond appropriately to the character of the area close to the site, and would be poorly integrated with 

the locality. The design is inappropriate in the context, and fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character and 

quality of the area. 

 Because of the opportunities it provides for overlooking the private gardens of the two neighbouring properties … the proposed apartment 

building would result in an unacceptable loss of privacy to those occupiers. 

 The proposed apartment block, cycle store, car parking area and access drive would threaten the health and welfare of protected trees.  

 The proposed development does not make appropriate provision for public open space, community development facilities, education 

facilities, transport mitigation measures, public art, waste storage or monitoring.” 

A subsequent application for two large family homes was approved. 

 

(5) 281 Hills Road (05/0491/FUL) July 2005 

 

The application to demolish the house and build 14 flats was rejected. Instead the house was refurbished. 
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(6) 283 Hills Road (C/0514/91) rejected July 1991 

 

283 Hills Road is located on a corner plot by the junction with Holbrook Road. The application to demolish the house and build 16 

flats is very similar to the current application for 291 Hills Road, which is only 120 metres away. The application was refused for 

the following reasons: 

 “The proposed development would be out of character with the area by reason of its size, bulk, massing and use of inappropriate 

materials. 

 The physical form of that proposed and its proposed siting will result in an overly dominant and visually intrusive form on this 

prominent site, to the detriment of the visual quality of the locality; the alien siting of the building and its proximity to Holbrook Road 

demonstrates that the proposal constitutes overdevelopment of the site. 

 The proposal represents an overdevelopment of the site by reason of an inadequate provision of private amenity space and inadequate 

parking. 

 The proposal would have an adverse effect on the neighbouring properties by reason of loss of privacy and increased noise and 

disturbance. 

 The materials indicated on the application would be inappropriate and out of character in this location. 

 The City Council would favour the retention of the existing house on the site and do not wish to see the demolition of this building.” 

(7) 285/287 Hills Road (C/02/0706) July 2002 

 

The two houses owned by Emmanuel College accommodate 29 students and are used by clinical medical students working on the 

Addenbrookes site and PGCE students based at the Faculty of Education. The houses were recently extended to provide additional 

rooms, replicate the existing buildings and preserve amenity.  
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(8) 291 Hills Road (C90/0371) April 1990 

This application was to change the use of 291 Hills Road (the location of the current application) from residential dwelling house 

(C3) to guest house (C1). The application was refused on the grounds that the increased traffic so close to a busy intersection was 

not acceptable. Given the development of the Biomedical Campus, and a general increase in traffic volumes, today’s traffic levels 

must be much higher than 27 years ago. 

 

(9) 2/2a/2b Long Road (07/0884/REM) Applications between 2006-2009  

 

This site is on the same crossroads as the application for 291 Hills Road. 

 

The original applications in 2006 and 2007 were to demolish the bungalow at 2 Long Road and build flats. Following a successful 

local campaign, the planning applications were refused. Subsequently, a completely revised application to build three 5-bedroom 

houses was approved in 2009. 
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2 - NO JUSTIFICATION FOR DEMOLITION 

 

 

 ‘Raylands’ 291 Hills Road 
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1) A brief history  

In 1910, 291 Hills Road, then known as “Raylands”, stood right on the edge of Cambridge. Only the Research Hospital stood 

between it and Gog Magogs. The first resident was Fred Hiam, farmer and potato merchant. Fred was brought up on a 300-acre 

farm near Ely. Aged 20, he moved to London and successfully marketed farmers' goods through the Covent Garden and 

Spittalfields wholesale markets. He became a successful produce marketer and in 1910 he and his wife Charlotte and daughter Ida 

moved to 291 Hills Road. His interests were intensive cropping of the land and rearing and breaking heavy horses, which were no 

longer capable of coping with the hard London roads. He was made Honorary Director of Vegetable Supplies during the First 

World War and was knighted in 1924. 

After Fred died in 1938, “Raylands” became the home of Winton-Smith, the famous sausage maker with a factory on East Road, 

just behind where the Fire Station is now. After that, the house belonged to Mr Harper of King & Harper, automobile engineers and 

accessories dealers, who had premises on Thompsons Lane, 6/7 Bridge Street (the after-sales workshop) and filling stations on 

Milton Road and Hills Road. 

Since then the house has been continuously occupied as a family home. 
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2) A description of the property 

‘Raylands’ was specifically designed for a corner plot, which enhances the street scene. There are large corner towers to two sides 

of the house, with bay windows. There is much fine architectural detail inside and outside. The windows are original, with six 

panels at the top, and one panel at the bottom. The entrance is to the west side of the house, down a long driveway. This 

arrangement is particularly elegant. The garden is very large for an urban garden and is mainly on the western and southern sides 

of the house, facing onto Hills Road and Queen Edith’s Way. The original front door matches the one next door, at 289. In fact, the 

two houses were built at the same time, forming a small estate 

We have contacted a number of people who know the house, which is packed with Arts and Crafts architectural details. It is built 

around a grand central staircase, with original finials, and a landing, creating a pleasant flow.  Of particular note are: a tiled hall 

with original wood panelling; elegant reception rooms; wooden floors throughout; wood panelling on the walls; cornices on the 

ceilings; and arches to create separate spaces within the towers. Also of interest are: a lovely wrought iron balcony to a south facing 

bathroom; a servant back staircase; a cellar; and a very high loft with potential for conversion. 

The house is comfortably habitable and this is not questioned in any of the application documents. The house has not been 

marketed, but is a property that, following refurbishment, could take pride of place amongst the best houses in Cambridge. It 

would be attractive to many buyers looking for an unspoilt Arts and Crafts period property with a host of original features.  
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3) David Jones  

David Jones (author of “Hideous Cambridge, A city mutilated”) reacts:  

“While there is something to be said for replacing clapped out, inconvenient, and badly insulated houses with better ones, it is a different 

matter when the density of occupation changes and an agreeable leafy suburb becomes a densely urbanised area of high-rise apartments. It is a 

change of such magnitude that it should not be countenanced without popular support. It is currently happening barely noticed, by 

increments.” 

4) Cambridge Past, Present & Future  

Cambridge PP&F comments are: 

“This is an unfortunate proposal that seeks to take a lovely large and historic residential building within a large plot, demolish it and 

overdevelop the site to hold numerous apartments. However, it is a proposal we are seeing over and over again. The argument for it by the 

agents is the same tired argument that many are touting as justification.  

The age, size and architecture of the building raises sufficient questions that it would have been useful to have at least something written 

about its significance. In addition, the building is demonstrative of the character and architecture typical of the area. 

There is also no justification included in the application as to why the building is not capable of being retained and reused. The wholesale 

demolition of a viable building is not only wasteful, but is a poor use of embodied energy and resources. If this trend of demolition and 

replacement with numerous buildings/flats continues, there will no longer be any large family homes with substantial gardens.” 
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5) Cambridge City Council Urban Design  

Urban Design views are as follows: 

“The existing building is … a substantial building of character with some architectural merit. It has a vertical emphasis and pitched roof form 

which responds well to surrounding Arts and Craft styles and should be used to inform a more appropriate design response on this site. 

As such, it is unclear from the submitted Design and Access statement whether options were explored to retain, convert and extend the 

existing building. The EF International Language Campus at 221 Hills Road provides a good example of where an existing building was 

retained with a contemporary extension added.” 

6) John Preston  

John Preston, who commissioned the Cambridge Suburbs and Approaches report, has visited the property and his comments 

include the following: 

“291 was clearly sited on its plot to make the most of the garden and outlook to the south and west, and the principal ground floor rooms 

facing in these directions may be its best features.  The original windows in the bays are attractive (notably the curved glass), as is the tile 

hanging to the first floor. Given that it is set back behind trees and high hedges, I can appreciate why it was overlooked in the Suburbs and 

Approaches study. 291 evidently was, and in other circumstances could have the potential to be, an endearing and very pleasant family 

home.” 
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7) Professor Deborah Howard 

Professor Deborah Howard (Professor Emerita of Architectural History, University of Cambridge and Fellow of St John's College, 

Cambridge) writes: 

“The house itself could be restored (and if necessary divided into several dwellings). The houses on the corner of Holbrook/Hills Road have 

been subject to requests for demolition in recent years, but were eventually reprieved and restored.  The fact that no. 291 has been neglected is 

not a case for demolition when the building is more than a century old and lies on a prominent corner site.  Ideally we should press for the 

retention and restoration of what is already there.  The house turns the corner elegantly with its corner tower, has a varied roofline that looks 

picturesque among the trees, and harmonises with the other Victorian houses nearby.  Its scale and character are appropriate, and there is a 

demand for dignified family houses in Cambridge.  This site is one of the entry points into the city and we need to try to keep Hills Road as an 

attractive street with mature trees and historic properties.” 

8) Conclusion 

The application is to demolish a perfectly good dwelling with many original features, which was specifically designed for a corner 

plot on this key Cambridge approach, to be a “good neighbour” and to enhance the street scene. The architect must have relished 

designing for this corner plot, as this is reflected in careful Arts and Crafts detailing throughout the interior, to match the windows. 

We argue that there is no good reason to demolish the house, which has been standing for well over a century, with a large new 

structure which would not fit in with its neighbours.  
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3 – OUT OF CHARACTER WITH THE AREA 

 

1) Planning policies 

 

Cambridge Local Plan 2006 Policy 3/3 - Safeguarding Environmental Character 

 

“Development will be permitted if it respects and enhances the distinctive character and quality of areas identified in the Cambridge Landscape 

Character Assessment. The historic evolution and character of Cambridge should help inform, and provide inspiration for, the form of new 

development. Reference should be made to the Historic Landscape Characterisation by Cambridgeshire County Council and the Cambridge 

Landscape Character Assessment so that they respond to their context and the key characteristics of their surroundings.”  

 

Cambridge Local Plan 2006 Policy 3/4 - Responding to Context: 

 

“Developments will be permitted which demonstrate that they have responded to their context and drawn inspiration from the key 

characteristics of their surroundings to create distinctive places. Such developments will:  

 

a. identify and respond positively to existing features of natural, historic or local character on and close to the proposed development site;  

b. be well connected to, and integrated with, the immediate locality and the wider City; and  

c. have used the characteristics of the locality to help inform the siting, massing, design and materials of the proposed development. 

 

A development which responds positively to its context is one which will either enhance areas of existing high quality, or will seek to introduce a 

new and distinctive character to areas of weaker character.” 
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Cambridge Local Plan 2006 Policy 3/12 - The Design of New Buildings: 

“New buildings will be permitted where it can be demonstrated that they have a positive impact on their setting in terms of location on the site, 

height, scale and form, materials, detailing, wider townscape and landscape impacts and available views. 

The building should contribute to the sense of place from the day it is built and as it ages. This can be achieved in a number of ways including 

closely following historic precedents in the locality, by building a contemporary design using traditional materials or in more diverse contexts by 

providing a clearly contrasting style.” 

 

2) The Hills Road Character Area 

The Cambridge Suburbs and Approaches report on Hills Road prepared by Beacon Planning Ltd for Cambridge City Council in 

March 2012 highlights the special “bosky” character of the section of Hills Road between Long Road and Rathmore Road: 

 

“Properties are usually large detached or semi-detached villas dating from the early decades of the 20th century with some later infilling or 

redevelopment, notably on the northeast side. Building styles and materials vary considerably although render and brown/red brick with a 

tiled roof is perhaps the most common combination, but used in a variety of architectural approaches from more historical styles to Arts and 

Crafts. Timber framing (mock or real) is a common detail and some examples of gault brick and slate are also found, often indicating the 

earliest development in the area.” 
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The report identifies many buildings and houses of character and local interest, including Homerton College (formerly Cavendish 

College 1876), St John the Evangelist church (1891) and many houses of character and local interest.  

 

      
 

 Homerton College, Hills Road St John the Evangelist Church, Hills Road 
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On this short stretch, the Character Assessment Maps mark 5 “Buildings of Local Interest” and  

47 “Buildings Important to the Character”. 

 

 
 Houses of character, Hills Road 
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There are only 2 “Buildings which Detract” and both are flats: Alliance Court and 273 Hills Road.  In addition, the report notes that: 

 

“The northeast side of the road has suffered more from later 20th century redevelopment with a number of blocks of flats constructed,                  

including Homerton Court and Alliance Court.” 

There is strong consensus on the qualities of the Hills Road Character Area, as follows: 

 The Cambridge Landscape Character Assessment (2003) 

 The Cambridge Suburbs and Approaches report (2012) 

 Pre-application discussions (2017) 

The Cambridge Landscape Character Assessment (2003) defines the Character Type of “Villas and Modern Movement”, with many 

examples on Hills Road. The Assessment notes that:  

 this Character Type makes a “substantial contribution to the character of Cambridge” 

 has important features of “large plots, with typically mature trees and shrubs, and individual designed houses”  

 is under “pressure of development, with pressure to sub-divide large plots and houses”. 

The Cambridge Suburbs and Approaches report (2012) concludes that: 

“Properties are usually large detached or semi-detached villas dating from the early decades of the 20th century”.   

In pre-application discussions with Carter Jonas, officers at Cambridge City Council reported that: 

 

“The area is considered to comprise mainly domestic size properties of a two-storey detached design with some examples of single storey 

properties situated within generous plots.” 
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3) Key objections: at odds with the character of the area 

 

Our key objections to the amended application are summarised in the visual overleaf, and are as follows: 

 

Over-development and massing (height, scale and form) 

There are a number of clear indicators of over-development. The proposal is obviously one very large building rather than “two 

modern villas”, as claimed by NP Architects 

 

Balcony balustrades 

The inappropriate use of glazed balustrades 

 

Bricks 

Brownish-grey brick not in harmony with the warm red brick of its neighbours 

 

Window frames 

The use of aluminium window frames rather than white painted frames 
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4) Massing (height, scale and form) 

There are a number of clear indicators of over-development: 

 The building footprint is as large as physically possible within the constraints of the tree canopy. 

 43% of the site will be covered by impermeable surfaces (i.e. the building footprint, the ramp, driveway, surface parking and 

paths). 

 The developer is aiming for the maximum number of dwellings (15) without providing any affordable units 

 The plan is to provide the maximum number of car parking spaces permitted by the Cambridge Local Plan 2006 

 Because the building is so large, there is limited space for surface parking, which necessitates the construction of a huge 

basement. 

The development is obviously one very large building rather than “two modern villas”, as claimed by NP Architects. To have a 

building of this scale and mass will signal a substantial change to the character of the road and a significant over-development of 

the site. Many residents have objected to the size of the proposed block of flats, and their views are endorsed by a range of experts:  

 

Cambridge City Council Officers in pre-application discussions with Carter Jonas 

“At odds with the character of the area in this location due to its scale and massing. The area is considered to comprise mainly domestic size 

properties of a two-storey detached design with some examples of single storey properties situated within generous plots. The proposal is 

awkward in its composition and does not respect or respond to the suburban location. The suggestion was made for a property that replicates the 

appearance of two dwellings would be more appropriate.”  

 

Urban Design 

“The proposal does not respond positively to the local character. It has not used the characteristics of the locality to help inform the massing, 

design and materials. The proposal … has a large footprint with a bulky form which creates an appearance of horizontal massing. The horizontal 

form and the glazing elements create an institutional appearance rather than a domestic one.” 
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Charlotte Burton, Senior Planning Officer 

“Concerns still remain over the massing.” (24 January 2018) 

 

Cambridge Past Present & Future  

“Even if the principle of demolition of the existing building was supported, the replacement structure does nothing to enhance the 

neighbourhood area in regards to design, scale or massing. In the pre-application discussions between the applicant and the Council, concerns 

were raised about the lack of context and relationship the new design has with its surroundings. The design may sit well within another part of 

town, but in this particular location it is alien and does nothing to enhance the area.” 

 

Birketts LLP 

“Character and appearance:  The nature of existing development in the locality is typical of this part of Hills Road, consisting primarily of large 

family homes of traditional design in large plots, or development which in terms of its built form is redolent of that. The introduction of a high 

density urban development of unsympathetic contemporary design would be totally out of character, and would cause unacceptable and 

permanent harm to the character and appearance of the area.” 
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5) Inappropriate use of glazed balustrades 

The introduction of balconies with glass balustrades is at odds with the character of the area. Given high levels of noise and air 

pollution, it is unlikely that residents would choose to sit on these balconies in any case.  

Urban Design 

“The glass balustrades to the recessed balconies and on the second floor are out of character with the area. Metal would be more suited to a 

scheme in this location” 

Professor Deborah Howard (Professor Emerita of Architectural History, University of Cambridge, and Fellow of St John's College, 

Cambridge)  

“The balconies, which are said to provide private outdoor space for the residents, are not private at all, as they are visible from the street. The 

design with a projecting screen wall means that the windows are deeply recessed and therefore the rooms will be very dark. The designers have 

not learned from the existing house on the site about the pleasure of bay windows for providing light in the room and views over the garden. This 

is the very reverse of what they are proposing.” 

 

Charlotte Burton, Senior Planning Officer 

“There were concerns previously about the glazing elements of the scheme. Although there has been a significant reduction in large 

glazed areas, the use of glazed balustrades remains an issue. Metal balustrades with the fenestration colour would be more suited to the 

proposal as it would minimise the potential glare from traffic, add more privacy to the units and it would better reflect the character of 

the area. Concerns were previously raised about glare and noise from traffic to the ground floor units. It must be demonstrated that the 

units have sufficient privacy from the busy junction” 24 January 2018) 
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6) Bricks not in harmony with the warm red brick of its neighbours 

 

291 Hills Road sits in delightful harmony with the warm, red brick period style of its four neighbours: 285, 287, 287A and 289. It 

reflects not just the architectural character of the area's residential buildings but of the road's civic buildings too, such as the former 

Cambridgeshire County School for Boys (Hills Road) and Homerton College on the west side and St John's Church on the east. 

These plans completely ignore the unity provided by the 5 red brick period houses. Professor Deborah Howard points out that: 

 

“The brownish-grey brick is not Cambridge buff-coloured stock brick nor is it red brick, as in the nearby houses.  It is a dour-looking 

material that has nothing to do with the area at all.” 

 

7) Window frames 

The architect has selected dark aluminium frames, which adds to the gloomy appearance of the brownish-grey brick. Deborah 

Howard notes that:  

“The Velfac aluminium window frames are also inappropriate in an area where most of the windows have white painted wooden frames.” 
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8) Conclusion: objection from David Jones (author of ‘Hideous Cambridge’) 

 

“The revised plan will still produce an undesirable result. 

  

1. The demolition of the house. 

2. The loss of more than half the trees 

3. The potential addition to traffic congestion. 

4. The disregard for the local context. 

  

Point 4 is particularly significant. The Queen Edith’s area is a particularly attractive suburb, but it is being altered – degraded even – by the 

demolition of perfectly good family homes in order to build blocks of flats. Trees and gardens are lost, motor traffic increases, and remaining 

houses are threatened. The feel of the area changes from leafy suburb to hard-edged urbanisation, made all the more apparent by the incongruous 

styles of modern apartment blocks. We are witnessing the thin end of a very damaging wedge which in my view should be firmly resisted. [See 

3/3, 3/4, 3/12 CLP 2006] 

  

One of the most depressing features of all this is that the styles of such new buildings are so clichéd, and unsuitable to the areas they are 

invading. The scale and materials of so much modern building are positively inhuman, and most emphatically out of place in English suburbia. 

  

Finally, it is noteworthy that the architects of the proposed development in Hills Road only made changes when opposed. They did not see 

anything wrong in their original scheme – the flat roofs, inharmonious materials, the overlooking of neighbours, etc.  And even the revised 

scheme is still overbearing, in the wrong coloured brick and with a feeble attempt to pretend to be two ‘villas’. It looks more like a college 

residence than a private home.  Developers need to be ‘encouraged’ to take much more seriously the responsibility to produce buildings that fit in 

harmoniously and do not depress the spirits. With ‘Raylands’ there is the chance to send a firm message to them. Enough damage has already 

been done to Cambridge by crude developments. It is not too late to make a stand.” 
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4 - IMPACT ON THE AMENITIES OF NEIGHBOURING PROPERTIES 

1) Planning Policies 

Cambridge Local Plan 2006  

Policy 3/10 on Sub-Division of Existing Plots states that: 

“Residential development within the garden area or curtilage of existing properties will not be permitted if it will have a significant adverse 

impact on the amenities of neighbouring properties through loss of privacy, loss of light, an overbearing sense of enclosure and the generation 

of unreasonable levels of traffic or noise nuisance.  

The provision of new dwellings within the curtilage of existing properties provides opportunities for additional homes in the City. While new 

residential accommodation is welcomed, the development of existing gardens or curtilages needs to be handled carefully in order to avoid 

creating new developments, which adversely affect the amenities of local residents or the character of the area.” 

National Planning Policy Framework  

Acting for the neighbours at 289 Hills Road, Philip Kratz of Birketts LLP, concluded that: 

“The proposed development fails to comply with the National Planning Policy Framework, and is contrary to Local Plan Policy 3/10, by 

having a significant adverse impact on the amenities of neighbouring properties through loss of privacy, loss of light, an overbearing sense of 

enclosure and the generation of unreasonable levels of traffic, detracting from the prevailing character and appearance of the area, and by 

adversely affecting trees and wildlife features located within the site.” 
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2) Summary of objections to the amended application 

The key objections, as presented in the diagram overleaf, are: 

 Inaccurate plans 

 Massing and overbearing 

 Lack of a detailed proposal for the treed boundary 

 Overlooking from windows  

 Overlooking from the balcony of flat 12 

 The construction of a basement 

 Light pollution from the glazed link 
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3) Inaccurate plans 

The developers’ plans are inaccurate and misleading, in that they: 

 Omit the very large conservatory which forms the main living space on the ground floor of 289 Hills Road 

and which will be directly overlooked by the proposed development.    

 Exaggerate the number of trees and the length of the hedge in the garden of 289.  

 Categorise the second property in the grounds of 289 Hills Road as an “outbuilding” when it is a separate 

council-tax-paying dwelling with its own postal address. This dwelling is only 6 metres from the proposed 

development.  

4) Massing and overbearing 

In pre-application discussions with Carter Jonas, Cambridge City Council officers expressed the concern that:  

 

“Overlooking from a number of the bedrooms on the block furthest from Hills Road would impact upon the neighbouring residents. The 

block is also located too close to the adjacent rear boundary which may result in significant harm by means of overbearing.” 

 

These concerns remain.  

 

“Concerns still remain over the massing, in particular the boundary with 289 Hills Road.” (Charlotte Burton, 24 January).  

 

Birketts LLP refer to: 

“Domineering impact, with an unacceptable sense of enclosure, on my clients’ home, including loss of light to the windows in a number of 

habitable rooms at ground, first and second floors.” 

It is claimed that the plans “present the appearance of two modern villas” (DAS Addendum, page 5). But the proposal still looks like 

one large building. 
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5) Lack of a detailed proposal for the treed boundary 

 

Urban Design note that:  

 

“This massing in relationship to the property at No 289 Hills Road is dependent on the retention of the treed boundary, to mitigate any 

overbearing impact.” 

 

As recently as 24 January, Charlotte Burton pointed out that: 

 

“The treed boundary between the adjoining properties should be maintained and enhanced”  

 

The DAS addendum (pages 7 and 10) shows extensive tree cover on all four sides of the site, but not on the crucial section 

overlooking the garden of 289. There is no plan for replacing the trees and vegetation which are targeted for removal. 

 

In conclusion, we need to see a detailed proposal for replacement tree planting, showing location and type of trees.   

 

6) Overlooking from windows 

 

Birketts LLP, representing the neighbours at 289 Hills Road, expressed objections to: 

“Overlooking, and the perception of overlooking, arising from the built form with windows being imposed so close to my clients’ pre-existing 

home. 

The general loss of privacy (not just overlooking) caused to long-standing existing residents, which is especially unreasonable in the context 

of the existing character and appearance of the locality.” 
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There are 8 windows on the first and second floors overlooking 289 Hills Road, as follows: 

 

Flat 7  1 window 

Flat 9  3 windows 

Flat 12 2 windows 

Flat 15 1 window 

Flat 14 1 window 

 

All these windows should be obscure, but the drawings and statements are contradictory: 

 NP Architects Elevations 02 show only 2 windows as obscure (Flat 12) 

 NP Architects Proposed Plans mark 3 windows as obscure (Flat 12 - 2, Flat 15 -1) 

 Carter Jonas letter of 5 February 2018 notes: “It is proposed that the three windows present within the northern elevation of Flat 9 

will be obscure glazed for the bottom 1.7m and this will ensure that no views towards No. 289 will result.” 

In summary, we require confirmation that all 8 windows will be obscure. 

7) Overlooking from the balcony of Flat 12 

 

Urban Design state that: 

 

“Views from Flat 12 have the potential to compromise the privacy of garden at No. 289 Hills Road.” 

 

Plans for balconies in other flats within the development have been modified to reduce overlooking onto neighbouring properties, 

but the view from the balcony of Flat 12 still looks over 289 Hills Road. 
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8) The construction of a basement 

 

The resident of 1A Queen Edith’s Way (immediate neighbour) commented that: 

 

“I have serious reservations about the proposal for an underground car park. Has a Geological Survey been carried out to confirm the 

viability of such a car park with reference to the water table, and the stability of the ground with reference to any movement to the 

neighbouring properties?  There was a major subsidence problem at No. 291 some years ago to the extent that the then owners had to move 

out of the property for some months while underpinning was carried out.” 

 

A review by a chartered building surveyor concluded that:  

 

“Creating the basement will damage tree routes, lower the water table, may well result in cracking of the ground on a site where subsidence 

has been a problem in the past, and could have a lateral impact on both 289 Hills Road and 1A Queen Edith’s Way.” 

 

A recent request to construct a basement at 292 Hills Road, which is only 50 metres away from this development, was turned 

down. We urge that this plan for a basement should be rejected too. 

 

9) Light pollution from the glazed link 

 

Charlotte Burton pointed out (on 24 January) that: 

 

“We are concerned about the glazed link’s impact on the neighbouring amenity space at 289 Hills Road”  

 

This is a major issue, since light from the three-storey atrium could stream over 289 Hills Road 7 days a week, 24 hours a day. 

Obscure glazing on the northern side of the glazed link would confer no benefits for the residents of the proposed development, 

but would represent massive light pollution for 289. The side of the glazed link facing 289 Hills Road should be covered in bricks 

and a wire grid for planting. 
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5 – CONCERNS ABOUT TREES 

 

1) Planning policies 

 

Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policy 3/3 - Safeguarding Environmental Character 

“Development will be permitted if it respects and enhances the distinctive character and quality of areas identified in the Cambridge Landscape 

Character Assessment.” 

 

Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policy 4/4 – Trees 

“Development will not be permitted which would involve the felling, significant surgery (Either now or in the foreseeable future) or potential 

root damage to trees of amenity or other value unless there are demonstrable public benefits accruing from the proposal which outweigh the 

current and future amenity value of the trees. When felling is permitted, appropriate replacement planting will be sought wherever possible. 

 

When assessing development close to trees, not only the current but also the likely future effect on the health of the trees will be important. For 

example, providing habitable rooms close to maturing trees may result in a need for significant surgery to the trees in the future which would 

have been obviated if the building had been located to give the tree room to grow at the outset. 

 

There are occasions where felling, or significant surgery to trees, is acceptable. In such cases the amenity value of the tree, its condition and 

potential life will be weighed against the safety from its removal, the protection of other important site features or any more general benefits of a 

new development. When felling is approved, the replanting of an appropriate tree species in the vicinity will normally be required unless this is 

impractical due for example to the restricted nature of a site.” 
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Cambridge Local Plan Update (RD/MC/060) 

The Cambridge City and South Cambridgeshire Sites Assessment Pro forma (Cambridge Local Plan Update RD/MC/060) seeks a 

‘net gain’ in biodiversity, both within the city and its immediate hinterland, including the extent and quality of priority habitats 

and populations of priority species. The objectives relating to trees include: increasing the area of native woodland and scrub 

habitats within Cambridge, increasing the length of hedgerow within the City, and identifying and protecting all veteran trees. The 

update states that: 

“Trees are an important facet of the townscape and landscape and the maintenance of a healthy and species diverse tree cover brings a range 

of health, social, biodiversity and microclimate benefits. Cambridge has in excess of 500 TPOs in force. When considering sites that include 

trees covered by TPOs, the felling, significant surgery or potential root damage to such trees should be avoided unless there are demonstrable 

public benefits accruing from the development that outweigh the current and future amenity value of trees”. 

 

The City Council’s Tree Policies 

Large trees can be defined as those that grow to over 15 metres. They typically:  

 Create more shade per tree due to a larger and wider canopy spread.  

 Create better shade to buildings as they are taller and can cast shadow over roofs and walls of buildings.  

 Intercept larger amounts of particulate pollutant and rainfall due to significantly larger leaf areas.  

 Absorb more gaseous pollutants 

The Council’s tree strategy (Adas, 2013, Analysis and Interpretation of Tree Audit Data for Cambridge City Council page 79) notes 

that Ash, when mature, provides more benefit to the urban environment due to its larger mature size and dense canopies. It cites 

Beech, Sycamore and Horsechestnut as large trees able to contribute most to reducing the detrimental effects of climate change, 

pollution and flooding in the urban environment and in sustaining valuable ecosystems.  
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Council Tree Policy E1 states that: 

 

‘The Council will encourage and continue to seek new opportunities for the planting of large canopy trees in appropriate locations’ (page 41) 

 

Tree Policy E 4 states that: 

 

“The Council will seek to quantify the benefits of Cambridge’s urban forest, whilst creating real opportunities for community participation in 

the process of valuation” (page 43). 

 

The landscape plan for 291 Hills Road includes suggestions for wild cherry, birch and hornbeam. These are large trees. Birch trees 

do not prune that well and this may be an issue for any site location that needs careful management of tree canopy. The City 

Council’s tree strategy points out: 

 

“Silver birch, in an urban setting, are relatively short lived with light canopies. A lighter canopy provides less benefit to the urban 

environment in the context of climate change.” (page 78 analysis and audit report) 

 

“Inadequate replacement of the large dominant tree species that are proven adept in the older age classes is a more certain threat to 

maintaining the future landscape character of Cambridge than is species diversity.” (page 41)  
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2) Cambridge Suburbs and Approaches report 

 

The Cambridge Suburbs and Approaches Report (2012) records that, after the Long Road junction, substantial plots with generous 

planting and landscaping, together with grass verges along the roadside, create a bosky character with many of the larger trees 

specimens (of a variety of species) the subject of Tree Preservation Orders. The vegetation along the length of the approach into the 

City is important as it changes with the seasons and is a foil for the traffic noise.  

 

 
 

Beech tree on Hills Road 

 

The report notes (on page 20) that ‘softly landscaped’ boundary landscaping, hedges and greenery complement the period 

architecture, which is set back behind strong lines of mature tree. Like 285, 287, 289 and 291, Hills Road, Homerton College is set 

back behind a ‘strong line of mature trees’ that ‘allows only glimpses of the predominantly red brick buildings’. 
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3) Peter Studdert’s description of the amenity value of the trees on Hills Road 

In March 1994, Peter Studdert, then Cambridge's Director of Planning, described the amenity value of the trees on Hills Road 

 “they are in scale with the properties and the highway…  

 their physical presence does much to enhance the quality of life for residents and those using Hills Road.  Their shape, form, changes 

through the seasons contribute greatly to the mental well-being of those who see them.  These trees give the carriageway a pleasing 

appearance. 

 Hills Road is the main route into the city from the South-east. A road of such dimensions and importance should be embellished with 

trees whose size and physical form complement the scale of the townscape. Small ornamental trees are appropriate for small town 

gardens. Here trees of this size and stature are important. 

 It is important for any city but particularly one as eminent as Cambridge, to which visitors flock, that its approach roads are memorable. 

This is best done where trees flank the carriageway”. 

 

     
 Hills Road trees and hedges 
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4) The value of trees in an urban setting 

The value of street trees in storing carbon and absorbing pollution 

 

Torbay council in Devon discovered its trees stored 98,000 tonnes of carbon and removed 50 tonnes of air pollution each year - the 

equivalent of taking 52,000 family cars off the road. Torbay’s trees’ carbon storage was worth £1.5m and their pollution removal 

£1.3m. The cost to replace them would be £280m.   

 

The health and amenity value of street trees 

 

In Toronto, researchers recently found that people living on tree-lined streets reported health benefits equivalent to being seven 

years younger or receiving a $10,000 salary rise. As well as studies revealing wide-ranging benefits - from improved mental health 

to reduced asthma - US scientists have identified a correlation between an increase in tree-canopy cover and fewer low-weight 

births. Economic studies of street trees in Portland, Oregon show they yield an increase in house prices of $1.35bn, potentially 

increasing annual property tax revenues by $15.3m 

 

The importance of tree canopy cover in mitigating climate change 

 

Canopy cover plays a large part in providing the majority of benefits for climate change adaptation in an urban setting, particularly 

reducing the heat island effect, intercepting precipitation and removing urban pollutant’. Maximising the canopy cover is a key 

element of the City Council’s tree strategy. 
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5) Recent cases involving tree protection and preservation on Hills Road 

The Cambridge Design and Conservation Panel Meeting Report on the proposal to demolish 221 Hills Road and level the site for 

the EF Language School concluded it must be demonstrated without doubt that a building of the scale and footprint proposed 

could be constructed without adverse or lasting impact on existing trees. Enhancement and extension of the existing building 

instead won two RIBA Awards, one of them for Conservation (2012). 

SP Landscapes advised Cambridgeshire County Council excavation of the rooting area so close to the base of 5 mature trees and 

yew hedge at 269 Hills Road for the cycleway footway would cause significant root damage likely to affect the trees’ health and 

stability. Using the CAVAT assessment developed by the London Tree Officers Association they recorded amenity replacement 

value as £98,452. The footway plans were revised. (October, 2015) 

In April 2017, the Planning Services Enforcement team and the City Landscape Architect required Emmanuel College (the owners 

of 285/287 Hills Road) to plant a suitable replacement hedge to replace the 50-metre frontage of mature hedge lost. This was  

“In the interests of visual amenity to Hills Road (Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policies 3/4 and 3/11).” 

Council tree officers in line with the City Council’s Tree strategy are currently working with residents and County transport 

officers on a street tree plan for Hills Road aimed at increasing tree canopy and encouraging and incentivising community 

planting.  
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6) Expert advice on the application for 291 Hills Road 

In pre-application discussions with Carter Jonas, City Council officers were concerned about  

 

“Potential loss of boundary trees which presently contribute to the setting and amenity of the area. The Council would not support the loss 

or any proposal that would potentially lead to the future pressures on the loss of the trees. The proposal should not fall within the root 

protection areas of the trees to ensure that there is no resultant harm.”  

 

However, the proposed basement and SUDS drainage system will damage tree roots and the development will lead to future 

pressures on the loss of trees. 

 

Streets and Open Spaces were not able to fully support the application, for the following reasons: 

 

“The proposed building is considerably larger than the existing family dwelling, I have concerns that the proximity of the proposed building 

to large trees will result in future pressure to manage/remove trees to improve light and reduce leaf litter etc. I also have concerns that there is 

a lack of space for construction without materially impacting on trees' above and below ground constraints. There are significant level 

changes within the site and although the arb submission details no dig surfacing, it is not clear how this will be achieved without existing and 

proposed levels.  

 

Drainage proposals currently show surface water drainage within the RPA of the large Copper Beech. It is not clear if the basement can be 

excavated and walled without impacting on the canopy of neighbouring trees. Its needs to be shown that the proposed landscaping and tree 

planting can be achieved with the constraints services and drainage will have of potential planting sites.” 
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Urban Design pointed out that: 

“The site will become much more visible due to the removal of a number of boundary trees. This would open up views of the proposal from the 

busy junction on Hills Road/Queen Edith Way/Long Road and significantly change the existing street scene. 

Birketts LLP stressed that: 

“The threat to the long-term future of the trees on the application site; even if they might be retained, avoiding root protection zones is only 

part of the picture – such development in close proximity to trees is likely to give rise to constant requests to lop, top, trim and fell the trees 

because their impact on the living conditions on the residents of the new development. The site is dominated by semi-natural broad-leaved 

trees which are likely to have nature conservation and biodiversity interest, with mature trees within the site with the potential to support 

fauna, including not only roosting bats, but also of value to (amongst others) foraging bats and breeding birds. That being so, it is plain that 

the proposal would cause significant and demonstrable harm to these interests.” 

A chartered building surveyor advised us that: 

 The planned SUDS drainage system would be located under the surface car park, would be 2 metres deep and would touch 

the tree canopy. This would damage tree roots. 

 The excavation of the basement would lower the water table and damage tree roots.  

 The use of heavy earth moving equipment on a confined site would inevitably cause some damage to the trees which are 

scheduled to remain. 
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7) Lesley Dickinson’s unsatisfactory response to the Tree Officer’s comments 

 

We are not convinced or reassured by Lesley Dickinson’s February 2008 response. In particular, the response does not provide a 

satisfactory answer to concerns about: 

 

 The close proximity of the development to the tree canopy 

 Future pressure to manage trees 

 The impact of the huge basement and SUDS drainage system on tree roots 

 The lack of space for construction 

 

8) Residents’ concerns about the landscape plan for 291 Hills Road 

 

The landscape plan for 291 Hills Road involves the retention of 12 trees out of a total of 29 trees listed in the Tree and Impact 

Survey and a replacement plan for Wild Cherry, Hornbeam and Birch. The specification involves felling large trees and the loss of 

hedges (H1 and H2) and street frontage and shrubs to the front and boundary trees.  

 

Six Ash are to be felled (1-2, 9-11, 23, plus one that is unnumbered on the plan). Two Sycamores (8, 18), two Thuya, (15 and 16), a 

Robinia (18) and a Weeping Elm (21) are also to be felled. The three Horsechestnuts are to have canopies cut back (3, 4, 5) and 

another (17) on the corner of the plot is to be felled, though the plan notes it could be pollarded. A Pine (6) and a Seqoia (7) are to be 

deadwooded.  

 

The following trees are to be retained: three Horse Chestnut (3, 4, 5), a Pine (6), a Sequoia (7), two Yew (12, 20), three Beech (13, 14, 

9), a Copper Beech (22) and a Laburnum (26). Tree Officers have up-dated protection orders on trees on the site that are to be 

retained. 
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Our concerns about this plan include the following:| 

 

 The scale and proportions of the site raise serious concerns about the tree plan. The canopy of both the retained trees and the 

new planting is likely to be affected by the much tighter site requirements and by the issues posed by the infrastructure 

needed for the basement.  

 This impacts both the trees retained and the long-term health of replacement trees.  

 Even if a five-year replacement scheme is in place, trees on the site have to thrive after long after the developer has long 

gone. 

 The siting of windows and balconies will affect trees that are being retained and the roots and canopies of the replacement 

trees as these grow and reach maturity.  

 The replacement trees chosen are shorter lived and also fast growing. The tree planting plan is likely to lead to conflict as 

residents call for trees impacting on their light, balconies and gardens to be cut back.  

 In short, the development is likely to have a significant adverse impact on the protected trees which are being retained, 

which cannot be appropriately mitigated, and on the replacement trees that the developer has chosen for replacement.  

 

A more targeted approach towards re-planting should also be considered, reflecting the City Council’s policy of valuing both trees 

of stature and hedges as a city amenity, so as to replace their real asset value to the community. The plan should also specify the 

canopy spread of all trees’ final growth. 
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9) Lack of detail about replacement trees 

 

In her email of 24 January to Peter McKeown, Charlotte Burton wrote: “The treed boundary between the adjoining properties should be 

maintained and enhanced”    

 

We have a number of concerns about the documents circulated with the amended proposal 

 The tree protection plan has been recirculated but not updated. 

 The tree impact survey has been recirculated but not updated.  

 The revised landscape masterplan is schematic, and does not accurately show the position of trees to be retained. 

 The tree removal plan has not been recirculated, and so we assume has not been updated. 

 There is no plan for replacement trees.  

 

The revised landscape masterplan overleaf has been marked up, to give a general indication of the trees to be retained. This shows 

21 new trees, including: 

 

 5 on the Hills Road frontage 

 5 on the Queen Edith’s Way frontage 

 8 on the boundary with 1A Queen Edith’s Way 

 3 on the boundary with 289 Hills Road 

 

With no specific plans either for replacement or consultation with the Hills Road Area and Queen Edith’s Way Residents 

Associations, people are understandably concerned that the plans will not safeguard the local environmental character. We need to 

see a detailed and accurate proposal for replacement tree planting, showing location and type of trees, and the canopy spread of all 

trees’ final growth. 
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50 | P a g e  
 

6 – IMPACT ON TRAFFIC CONGESTION, ACCIDENTS, NOISE AND AIR POLLUTION 

1) Planning policies  

The National Planning Policy Framework (section 109) 

“The planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by…preventing both new and existing 

development from contributing to or being put at unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by, unacceptable levels of…noise 

pollution.” 

 

The Cambridge Local Plan 2006 (Pollution and Amenity, section 4/13): 

“Development will only be permitted which:  

a. does not lead to significant adverse effects on health, the environment and amenity from pollution; or  

b. which can minimise any significant adverse effects through the use of appropriate reduction or mitigation measures. 

Proposals that are sensitive to pollution, and located close to existing pollution sources, will be permitted only where adequate pollution 

mitigation measures are provided as part of the development package. 

Pollution can arise from many sources and activities including traffic and transport. This policy relates to pollution from all potential 

sources, and in any potential form, and protects amenity, particularly in residential areas. Proposals that are sensitive to pollution, and 

located close to existing pollution sources, will be permitted only where adequate pollution mitigation measures are provided as part of the 

development package.”  

The Cambridge Local Plan 2006 (Chapter 8, policies relating to transport) lists the following objectives (inter alia):  

 

“1. To minimise the distances people need to travel, particularly by car.  

2. To maximise accessibility for everyone, particularly to jobs and essential services.  

3. To minimise adverse effects of transport on people and the environment.”  
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The Cambridge Local Plan 2006 (Transport Impact, section 8/2): 

 

“Developments will only be permitted where they do not have an unacceptable transport impact. In areas of the City where traffic congestion 

is particularly high, the Council may seek a zero increase or reduction in car traffic generation through any proposed redevelopment.” 

2) Key objections 

Our key objections (summarised in the diagram overleaf) concern: 

 A previous planning application for this property was refused on traffic grounds 

 Higher traffic congestion 

 No attempt to minimise adverse effects of transport on people and the environment.”  

 Increase in noise pollution 

 Health risks from air pollution 

 More accidents 

 Delivery and collection difficulties 

3) Previous planning application for this property refused on traffic grounds 

An application was made in 1990 to change the use of 291 Hills Road from residential dwelling house (C3) to guest house (C1). The 

application was refused on the grounds that the increased traffic so close to a busy intersection was not acceptable. Given the 

development of the Biomedical Campus, and a general increase in traffic volumes, today’s traffic levels are much higher than 27 

years ago. 
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4) Higher traffic congestion 

Cambridgeshire County Council traffic data reveal that, not surprisingly, Hills Road carries the highest traffic volumes in the 

south-east sector of Cambridge, with 15,726 average passenger car units daily in 2014. Moreover, traffic volumes are forecast to 

increase by 19% in 2019.  

  

The Hills Road/Long Road/Queen Edith’s way junction is forecast to be oversaturated at the morning peak in 2019, with long 

queues from the south, west and east.  As a result, any additional traffic will simply add to congestion and lengthen the queues:  

  

Arm   Degree of saturation Mean maximum queue 

(passenger car units) 

Long Road  107% 51 

Queen Edith’s Way  104% 33 

33 Hills Road  104% 36 

 

 
Traffic queues from the south Traffic queues from the west 
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At present, there is space for 4 cars to park in the grounds of 291 Hills Road. The plans for the proposed development allow for 16 

motor vehicles and 34 cycles. This would greatly increase vehicle movement in and around the Hills Road/Long Road/Queen 

Edith’s Way junction. The approved development at Numbers 3 and 5 Queen Edith’s Way (2 houses away from 291 Hills Road) 

allows for 12 vehicles and 24 cycles. Again, another large increase in vehicle movement by replacing 2 dwellings with 6 in this 

small and extremely busy area. All vehicles in Numbers 3 and 5 will use one gateway, as the developer is removing the second.  

Both developments will exit onto a part of Queen Edith’s Road where there are three lanes of traffic: 2 moving west towards Hills 

Road traffic lights and 1 moving east towards the Fendon Road roundabout. There is also a dental practice with a large car park 

accommodating up to 30 vehicles, which exits onto Queen Edith’s Way opposite the proposed gateway to 291. In total, these two 

developments could be introducing 28 more cars and 58 more cycles in close proximity to two extremely busy junctions at peak 

times, namely the crossroads at Hills Road, Long Road and Queen Edith’s Way and the roundabout at the junction of Queen 

Edith’s Way, Mowbray Road and Fendon Road. 

 

The proposed access point on Queen Edith’s Way will be only 60 metres from 3 and 5 Queen Edith’s Way, where the volume of 

incoming and exiting vehicles will have already increased. Vehicles attempting to turn right out of the proposed development at 

291 will be blocked by two lanes of queuing traffic at the lights and fast-moving vehicles travelling east from the Hills Road 

junction, together with other vehicles trying to exit and enter the new development at 3 and 5 Queen Edith’s Way and the dental 

practice opposite. 

 

The access point for vehicles is a mere 45 metres from the stop line of the traffic signals at the busy junction of Hills Road, Long 

Road and Queen Edith’s Way. Traffic congestion and pollution levels are particularly high, since there are queues of traffic in all 

directions throughout the day. The property at 291 Hills Road has been occupied for many years by a single family, and the 

provision for 16 cars and34 cycles is bound to have a significant impact on the transport network.  This development would 

increase traffic from individual cars and deliveries which will increase congestion and further increase noise and air pollution 

caused by stationary vehicles at the busy Hills Road/Queen Edith’s Way/Long Road junction. 

 

During the excavation of the basement and the construction of the proposed development, there will be major congestion with  

construction vehicles, excavators and earth moving equipment entering and leaving the site.   
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5) No attempt to minimise adverse effects of transport on people and the environment.”  

 

Chapter 8 of the Cambridge Local Plan 2006 contains the City Council’s policies relating to transport and lists the following 

objectives (inter alia): 

 

“1. To minimise the distances people need to travel, particularly by car. 2. To maximise accessibility for everyone, particularly to jobs and 

essential services. 3. To minimise adverse effects of transport on people and the environment.”  

 

This development does not minimise the adverse effects of transport on people and the environment, since it provides the 

maximum number of car parking spaces permitted by the City Council. 

 

The SLR Transport Statement concludes that:   

 “On the basis of this appraisal, it may be concluded that future residents have the following options in terms of travel:  

 There is a range of services and facilities located within an easy walking distance of the site;  

 The development site is well served by public transport for journeys into the city centre;  

 Secure cycle parking provision will be provided within each dwelling’s curtilage which will enable future residents and visitors to 

arrive or travel around the area by cycle;  

 For those who undertake limited mileage per annum, it may well prove to be cheaper to hire a car for weekends rather than own and 

keep a car locally;     

 Residential Travel Packs will promote non-car modes of transport.”  

Given these conclusions, there is a strong case for reducing the number of car parking spaces.  

 

  



 

56 | P a g e  
 

6) Increase in noise pollution 

Cass Allen have only carried out an estimated noise survey, which was apparently due to road works on Hills Road at the time of 

the noise assessment. The traffic data they used for Hills Road was from 2014 and for Queen Edith’s Way was ongoing estimated 

data from 2000. Traffic along Hills Road and Queen Edith’s Road has increased considerably in the intervening years. BS8233 

recommended noise levels in external amenity areas should ideally not exceed 50-55 dB LAF10. However, the assessment shows 

noise levels already well in excess of BS8233 recommendations, both on Hills Road and Queen Edith’s Way: 

 

“Basic noise level from estimated 18-hrs traffic flows:  - Hills Road:  69.1 dB LAF10, 18-hrs   - Queen Edith’s Way: 65.5 dB LAF10,18-hrs”. 

 

By 2019, based on County Council traffic forecasts, traffic noise will be at least 19% higher than these figures. The noise pollution 

will also intensify with the increased movement of vehicles from the proposed block of flats. The assessment recognises the 

problem:  

 

“Based on the noise predictions, noise levels on balconies are expected to exceed BS8233 recommended levels.” 
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7) Health risks from air pollution 

 

England’s chief medical officer’s annual report of 2 March 2018 

 

In her annual report Dame Sally Davies called on the government to do more to reduce air pollution by introducing stringent new 

national standards to reduce the threat to human health. Air pollution is thought to cause and contribute to as many as 40,000 

deaths a year in the UK. She said pollution should be recognised for what it is – a significant cause of non-communicable diseases 

like cardiovascular disease, cancer and asthma. She pointed out that: 

 

“Instead of being seen as a health issue, pollution is often seen primarily as an environmental problem. This needs to change. As a society, we 

need to regain a focus on pollution as a threat to human health.” 

 

The Cambridge City Council 2017 Air Quality Annual Status Report states that:  

 

“Air pollution is associated with a number of adverse public health impacts. It is recognised as a contributory factor in the onset of heart 

disease and cancer. Additionally, air pollution particularly affects the most vulnerable in society: children and older people, and those with 

heart and lung conditions.”   

 

This is a serious problem because:  

 

“Public Health data attributed 257 deaths in Cambridgeshire in 2010 to Particulate Air Pollution, compared with 34 from Road Traffic 

Accidents.”   

 

  

https://www.theguardian.com/environment/air-pollution
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The diagram shows that most air pollution is generated by road traffic and there is a marked concentration near the Hills 

Road/Queen Edith’s Way intersection:  
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The City Council monitors air quality at 65 locations across Cambridge. The planning application does not include data on air 

quality, and there isn’t a monitoring site at the Hills Road/Queen Edith’s Way/Long Road junction. However, there is one at the 

Long Road/Trumpington Road junction, which is similarly situated at a key junction with a main radial route into the city. In 2006, 

the mean annual concentration of nitrogen dioxide in micrograms per cubic metre at the Long Road site was 45, which was the 

worst across all 65 locations, and one of only two in the city to exceed the air quality objective level of 40. Whilst air quality has 

generally improved across the city, nitrogen dioxide levels on Long Road have worsened from 41 in 2013 to 45 in 2016.  

Therefore, residents sitting on the proposed balconies could be exposed to high levels of both noise and nitrogen dioxide.  

 

8) More accidents 

The proposed access point is only 45 metres from the stop line of the traffic signals at the busy junction of Hills Road, Long Road 

and Queen Edith’s Way. There is no pedestrian crossing on Queen Edith’s Way, and therefore a risk to pedestrians on the short 

section between the traffic lights and the proposed entrance to this development. 

 

  
Traffic on Queen Edith’s Way, waiting to cross the Hills Road junction, and 

stretching most of the way to the Fendon Way roundabout. No pedestrian crossing.  
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There will be dangerous and difficult manoeuvres for cars and delivery vehicles leaving the site. Vehicles coming out of 291 hoping 

to turn right onto Queen Edith’s Way will straddle the road, waiting for the queuing traffic heading towards Long Road to let them 

in. In so doing, they will block the way of vehicles coming from the traffic lights at Hills Road. At peak times, whilst waiting for the 

lights at Hills Road, the traffic already queues for some distance beyond the proposed development.   

 

There is already an accident cluster at the Hills Road/Long Road/Queen Edith’s Way junction, with 10 accidents over the 5-year 

period 2011 to 2015. If this development goes ahead, we can anticipate more accidents.  

 

Given the additional volume of traffic entering Queen Edith’s Way near the Hills Road junction, we raised the possibility of an 

additional pedestrian crossing with Mike Davies (Team Leader - Cycling Projects for Cambridgeshire County Council) and his 

response was:  

 

“Introducing a pedestrian crossing on the Queen Edith’s Way arm of the junction would have a negative impact on traffic capacity which 

would lead to longer queues and would impact on bus journey times. To maintain as much capacity as possible the right turn into QEW has 

already been removed.” 
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9) Delivery and collection difficulties 

With 15 homes at the proposed development instead of the present single dwelling, there will be many more deliveries. However, 

the site is visually confusing. Will the new property be on Hills Road or Queen Edith’s Way? If the address remains 291 Hills Road, 

delivery drivers will be perplexed, because the entrance for vehicles will be on Queen Edith’s Way, and one can imagine dangerous 

manoeuvres near a busy junction.   

 

The refuse collection point is only 25 metres from the crossroads and refuse lorries will block the traffic for much longer than at 

present, due to the significant increase in the number and volume of bins. 

 

Birketts LLP point out that: 

“Highway safety:  It is unacceptable to have this many new homes served by such an access, with inherent difficulties for delivery services 

and refuse collection (and an inability to meet RECAP standards). It would appear impossible to meet current standards and there would be 

significant ongoing highway safety issues.”  

 

Finally, every time the residents of the 15 flats move in or out, we can expect massive congestion as large removal vans are parked 

all day on double yellow lines next to the traffic lights.  
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7 - MEETING HOUSING NEEDS 

 

1) Planning policies 

The Cambridge Local Plan 2006 Policy 5/5 (Meeting Housing Needs) is as follows: 

“Housing developments on sites of 0.5 hectares or more and all developments including an element of housing which have 15 or more dwellings 

will only be permitted if they provide an agreed mix of affordable housing types to meet housing needs. The Council will seek as affordable 

housing 40% or more of the dwellings or an equivalent site area.  

 

The availability of housing that is affordable and accessible to those in housing need is a major and growing problem in Cambridge and the 

Cambridge Sub-region. The Cambridge Housing Needs Survey 2002 … advises that the Government best practice guide methodology suggests 

a target for affordable housing of 80% of all new dwellings (assuming no minimum site size threshold). However, it recommends that taking 

into account custom and practice, a target of 50% would be justifiable in Cambridge. Additional evidence relating to the needs of key workers in 

the Cambridge Sub-Region Key Worker Housing Research Report 2003 shows a yearly key worker housing demand in Cambridge of 295 units 

of which 247 are related to Addenbrookes Hospital. A target of "40% or more", which would reflect the requirements of the Structure Plan, is 

considered to be a more realistic and achievable target to include in the Policy than that recommended by the Housing Needs Survey.” 

 

Cambridge City Council Draft Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document (June 2014) rules in para 3.21 that:  

“Sites with capacity for 15 dwellings or more will be required to provide a minimum of 40 per cent affordable housing on-site.”  
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The Cambridge Local Plan 2014 draft submission policy 45 (Affordable Housing and Dwelling Mix) states that: 

“Planning permission will only be granted for residential development on sites with capacity for between 10 and 14 dwellings or on sites of 

between 0.3 and 0.49 hectares, if provision is made for a minimum of 25 per cent affordable housing on-site.  

 

Furthermore, planning permission will only be granted for residential development on sites with capacity for 15 dwellings or more or on sites of 

0.5 hectares or more, if provision is made for a minimum of 40 per cent affordable housing on-site.” 

 

2) No provision for affordable housing in this application 

The amended planning application for 15 units makes absolutely no provision for 40% affordable housing (6 units) as required in 

the three planning documents quoted above. 

 

However, Carter Jonas (the developer’s agent) argues that: 

 

“The scheme will deliver a net increase of 14 dwellings, and there is therefore no requirement for affordable housing to be provided.” 

 

In other words, the developer is planning the largest possible number of flats without having to provide any affordable housing. 

This is a cynical approach to maximising profit, whilst side-stepping the City Council’s objectives, in area where there is a crying 

need for accommodation for teachers, nurses and other key workers. 

 

We would urge that the Planning Committee insist on 40% affordable housing (for 15 units), or at least 25% affordable housing (for 

the increase of 14 units). 

 

Failing that, we recommend that any consent should be subject to a condition to provide social benefit in the form of a contribution 

to "offsite" social housing. 
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3) No provision for affordable housing in other developments nearby 

 

The 1/3 of a mile stretch of Queen Edith’s Way from the junction with Hills Road (the site of this application) to the Mowbray 

Road/Fendon Road roundabout hosts 6 blocks of flats (Wessex Court, King Edward Court, Regency Gate, Tamara House, 

Mulgrave Court and Editha House). Each block was built after the demolition of large family houses. These 6 blocks, taken 

together, contain 66 units, a mixture of 1 and 2 bed flats. Only one block, Editha House, contains fewer than 10 flats. Indeed, 

Wessex Court, like this application, contains 15 flats. Not one of these blocks included any affordable housing units. 

 

4) Building homes to live in or creating property investment portfolios? 

 

An examination of the Electoral Register shows that about 40% of the flats in the developments listed above do not have any 

registered voters. We could reasonably surmise that many of these flats are unoccupied, occupied only rarely, occupied solely by 

non-EC citizens, or used as Airbnb investment businesses. The high rate of non-registration (as compared with houses locally) 

would certainly point to these existing properties contributing little to alleviating any of the real housing need in Cambridge. 

 

 
 

Bidwells sign outside 33 Queen Edith’s Way 
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A search of Airbnb on 15th September 2017 brought up over 300 properties in Cambridge available for sole use, for 2 people, for 

the end of November. A scan of the listings shows flats in Accordia, The Marque, The Belvedere, Pym Court, Watson House, Great 

Knighton, NOVO, Bishop’s Court, Marlowe House, etc. Some are described as ‘brand new’; most are described as ‘luxury’. The fact 

that these apartments are listed as ‘sole use’ shows that these are very much businesses, not hard pressed locals renting out the 

occasional spare room to tourists. In fact, two ‘hosts’ on the site (‘Guy’ and ‘Cherie’) offer multiple properties. 

5) Meeting Real Local Housing Need 

 

The quotes below are all from official City Council documents. They make an obvious case for the need for more family homes in 

Cambridge. Certainly, in the area under question (Hills Road and Queen Edith’s Way) a substantial proportion of recent 

development has been in the form of 1 and 2-bedroom, high specification, apartments. While families could live in 2 bed 

apartments, the specification of those built locally makes them very unsuitable for families with energetic children, due to lack of 

outdoor space for play or clothes drying and lack of storage space for prams and tricycles.  

 

“Affordable housing and dwelling mix of the Local Plan states that it is vital to provide an appropriate mix of housing types and sizes to 

meet the projected and current needs of different households and the wider community”  

 

The proposed development addresses the needs of a very small section of Cambridge households: professional, high income, 

childless households. 

 

“The greatest projected need across all tenures in Cambridge is for homes with three bedrooms or more.” (Strategic Housing Market 

Assessment, Chapter 14) 

 

The proposed development does not address the need for family homes with three or more bedrooms. In fact, it proposes the 

demolition of one such home, thus exacerbating the problem.  
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As a result, large family homes are in great demand and sell quickly. Local residents recently received a letter from Bidwells saying 

they had 21 potential buyers looking for a large house, while a search on Rightmove found only 24 houses with 5 or more 

bedrooms for sale in Cambridge, but more than 250 flats.  

 

“The number of single person households in the city is projected to decrease slightly up to 2021. (SHMA Chapter 3) 

 

Yet, more and more of the developments in the City are aimed at single, or at least childless, households.  

 

“The existing pressures on the housing market in Cambridge can lead to employers facing difficulties with the recruitment and retention of 

staff. Due to Cambridge’s high house prices and levels of housing need, it is important to allow the possibility of employers providing 

housing specifically for their employees, as part of schemes for employment development” (Appendix 1, Local Plan Policy)  

 

Any existing housing need in Cambridge for one-person or two-person households would not be addressed by this development. 

There are plenty of similar properties, currently available to buy, at prices which are out of reach for local key workers, no matter 

how well paid.  

 

 

  



 

67 | P a g e  
 

6) Doctors, nurses, teachers, key workers 

 

 
 Emmanuel College student hostel, 285/287 Hills Road 

 

This site is a few hundred yards from Addenbrooke’s and the Cambridge Biomedical Campus. There are a number of schools in 

the area. Young, newly qualified doctors, nurses, teachers and other key workers cannot afford to buy property in Cambridge. This 

property, suitably refurbished, would make an ideal collection of bed-sits and one bedroom rental units, owned and managed by a 

local employer or housing association. This is perfectly feasible. A few doors away the two houses at 285 and 287 Hills Road are 

owned by Emmanuel College and accommodate 29 students, including clinical medical students at Addenbrooke’s and PGCE 

students based at the Faculty of Education, both within a short walking distance.  
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