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APPLICANT’S CLOSING SUBMISSIONS



	Introduction

1. The main parties to this called-in application are Railpen, the Applicant, and Cambridge City Council (“the Council”[footnoteRef:1]) the local planning authority. As things stand at the close of the inquiry, the main parties now agree that permission should be granted for the application scheme, subject to conditions and s.106 obligations.   [1:  Cambridge City Council and South Cambridgeshire operate as a joint planning service.] 


2. That position arises as set out in the Council’s Position Statement of 25 June 2025[footnoteRef:2] and is covered in its closing submissions, but clearly it is a matter of some importance that the Council has effectively withdrawn its one putative reason for refusal (relating to residential amenity) on the basis that the matter can be covered by condition and on the basis that other harms are outweighed by scheme benefits. It also has the effect – of some relief to all concerned, no doubt – that these closing submissions are able to be relatively short and succinct. [2:  IQ 1.04] 


3. There is a main Statement of Common Ground[footnoteRef:3] as well as agreed Topic Papers on a range of matters which are all agreed between the main parties. The Applicant’s evidence was called without cross-examination by the Council on the basis that the Council considers that any remaining difference of opinion is immaterial to the overall outcome. However, the Applicant stands by all of its evidence and relies on it all including what was said by the six witnesses orally when they gave evidence. [3:  CD6.03.] 


4. Some objections from interested groups and parties (though none of them with Rule 6 status) remain; their points are picked up under the main issues later in these submissions.

5. Officers recommended that permission be refused on residential amenity terms, whilst recognising most of the benefits that the scheme would bring. The Applicant did not consider that such a refusal was well-founded at the time and sought the call-in of the application. As I have said, the Applicant fully stands by its evidence on all relevant matters, including on the question of impact on neighbouring residential occupiers.

6. The Applicant’s position is based on the very careful work it undertook over some years with the officers of the Council and other stakeholders, and the well-founded belief that the scheme would transform the Beehive Centre from underused urban PDL to a vibrant mix of uses needed locally and needed nationally. It is a high-quality proposition brought forward by a team exceptionally well versed in Cambridge and in the development sectors it is intended to serve. The provision of considerable life sciences floorspace and offices in a City location – not on the fringes of the urban area – would meet key national targets for economic growth in one of the most important places in the country. 



The application scheme and how it came about


7. The scheme is in outline. Set out in the main Statement of Common Ground[footnoteRef:4] is the description of development and the drawings to be approved at this stage. [4:  CD6.03.] 


8. From its current retail park use, the application scheme aims to transform the Site into a rich mix of R&D labs, offices and local facilities. The description is as follows:

“Outline Application (with all matters reserved) for the demolition of existing buildings and structures and redevelopment of the Site for a new local centre (E (a-f), F1(b-f), F2(b,d)), open space and employment (office and laboratory) floorspace (E(g)(i)(ii) to the ground floor and employment floorspace (office and laboratory) (E(g)(i)(ii) to the upper floors; along with supporting infrastructure, including pedestrian and cycle routes, vehicular access, car and cycle parking, servicing areas, landscaping and utilities.”

9. The drawings to be approved are listed in draft conditions and comprise the red line location drawing, five Parameter Plans (“PPs”) and Design Code.

10. There is also before the inquiry a set of drawings and images which show what tends to be called the Illustrative Scheme. This plays an important role in the Council’s revised position before the inquiry, which is based on the modelled Daylight, Sunlight and Overshadowing (“DSO”) results relating to the Illustrative Scheme; but it plays an important role in showing the likely quality of design and sense of place that the scheme will have, and also the way that it will fit into the surrounding area and Cambridge as a whole.

11. Unlike in many outline proposals, the amount of cross-cutting stipulations in the PPs and the Design Code mean that the Illustrative Scheme is, effectively, a detailed representation of the PP or outline version of the scheme. As Mr Leonard set out in his evidence, it would not be possible to bring forward a scheme at Reserved Matters (“RM”) stage which filled in the PP ‘boxes’ as the maximum volume of development permitted. That is principally because of the stipulation in the PPs that only a certain percentage of each of the ten plots may be developed (averaging around 80%, though it varies plot to plot), but also stems from the overlaid requirements for minimum distances between buildings and areas reserved for open space and circulation.

12. The upshot is that the Illustrative Scheme can be relied on in massing, height and DSO terms as tantamount to the scheme for which permission is sought in outline.

13. However, in answer to the Inspector’s question earlier in the inquiry, the controls over the outline permission would be:

(1) Condition controlling the form of the development by requiring RM to conform to the five approved PPs

(2) Condition controlling the form of the development by requiring the RMs to abide by the terms of the Design Code.

(3) The Design Code containing mandatory requirements: see lists in Mr Leonard’s Appendices, particularly his Appendix B which collates all the references in the Design Code to way that residential amenity is protected by the Code’s stipulations. 

14. There is no specific control over the balance between the amount of lab space and office space, but the PPs identify which have been designed (in outline) to cater for labs. As Mr O’Byrne said (in response to one of the Inspector’s questions on job densities associated with labs as opposed to offices), there is some porosity between the idea of lab and office because some life science and R&D research is primarily IT or AI based and wet lab space is not required; however there is a clear market demand (and premium in rent) for wet labs, and therefore office space in the traditional sense is unlikely to represent the majority of the floorspace in due course; if anything, it is likely to be predominantly labs both wet and dry and related office space.

15. Mr Kaddish sets out in his evidence[footnoteRef:5] the way that the application scheme came about. That narrative is relevant to how and why the scheme aligns with policy objectives at the local and national level. [5:  Proof pages 5-6 and in the Presentation (Day 1) CD7.10.] 


16. He recounts how Railpen purchased the Site in September 2012 as a going-concern, with the intention of operating the retail park as part of its wider property portfolio. However, things changed: there was a rapidly-changing retail market (with a reduction in retailers, retailers looking to downsize their stores and the rise of internet shopping), something about which Mr O’Byrne gives evidence[footnoteRef:6]: online retail increased from a total share of retail sales of 10% in 2013 to 25% 2023. These factors resulted in lower yields from ageing stock set against higher commercial risks.  [6:  Proof Section 3] 


17. Mr Kaddish details how this led to a portfolio review of the Site, and the identification of the opportunity to redevelop it. The Site is all under Railpen’s single freehold ownership, and is large and well allied in one of the few cities outside of London, as Mr Kaddish says, that has a strong enough context in which to have commercial confidence to redevelop at scale. 

18. The uses relevant to the ideas for re-development readily emerged from the commercial and policy context.   It is recognised locally and nationally that a large and resilient component of the Cambridge economy is its life science and knowledge industry sector. The Site provides the ability to shape a scheme with sufficient critical mass to create excellent facilities and amenities within a city location and thereby create what Mr Kaddish called a rare, city centre commodity within the Cambridge commercial ecosystem.

19. In taking the decision to pursue the application scheme, Railpen has the commercial understanding and confidence borne of its track-record in development delivery and management, including within Cambridge. It owns further land and property interests in the City including: Devonshire Gardens ‘Mill Yard’ (a development under construction a short walk from Cambridge Railway Station), for homes and workspace; and Botanic House (under construction for a major new office R&D building adding to the Railway Station high-tech cluster). 

20. The delivery strategy is to deliver the scheme in phases. Mr Kaddish gave evidence that allied with the Beehive Centre proposals, the opportunity arose to purchase Cambridge Retail Park (CRP), which is located north to the opposite side of Coldham’s Lane. Railpen acquired CRP in November 2020. Whilst the changing retail market cannot not support two adjacent retail parks, it could support one. So, while there is no planning policy requirement to replace the floorspace to be demolished or to relocate the retailers from the Beehive Centre, it makes sound commercial sense to relocate retailers, where possible and practical, onto Cambridge Retail Park to bolster its retail resilience and support investment into Cambridge Retail Park as a shopping destination. I shall return to this below, but the inquiry has heard evidence that discussions to relocate important existing food and non-food retailers from the Site to the CRP are well advanced.

21. Once the essential ideas behind the scheme had been identified, a very extensive programme of work, including all the usual technical assessments as well as engagement with local stakeholders, began. 

22. As Mr Kaddish set out, the process was highly collaborative until the very end when the issue of residential amenity, including the way that planning conditions and the Illustrative Scheme were viewed, led the officers to recommend refusal. However, (particularly in the light of the current Council position) it is more important to focus on the key points set out in the PPA[footnoteRef:7] which captures the essence of why the scheme brings such overall benefits; the joint agreed ‘Vision and Objectives’ as between the Applicant and the Council said this: [7:  CD1.00 and 2.00] 


“The 7.05-hectare site represents a sizeable piece of land adjacent to the city centre currently given over to large format retail units. The redevelopment of such a site provides a rare opportunity to create a new and meaningful piece of urban design with a positive contribution to the city. 

There is an identified need for high quality purpose-built technology and life science workplace buildings within Cambridge and the city centre. Located between the two railway stations and adjacent to the city centre, this site represents an ideal location to bring forward an urban scale proposal that would ensure the long-term sustainable use of the site. 

Sustainability is a key driver for the project with aspirations for the project to have exemplar environmental credentials including all buildings achieving at least BREEAM Excellent, a substantial biodiversity net-gain and the adoption of an energy strategy, that utilises a fabric first approach, to enable a holistic response to climate emergency. 

The key objectives for the site include: 

• Deliver an exemplar of sustainable development and help the City meet its climate change objectives; 
• Repair the urban fabric of this part of the City, integrate it into its surroundings; “green” the site and provide substantial areas of high quality, multifunctional public realm; 
• Deliver an accessible, exceptional quality cycle and pedestrian environment; 
• Optimise development on this brownfield site and deliver high quality buildings and spaces for the knowledge industry in a town centre environment; and 
• Enhance and diversify the range of employment opportunities on site.”

23. As the evidence before the inquiry shows, these aims and objectives are fully secured through the application scheme, which went through several key stages including a major review in 2024 leading to an amended application.

24. That was recognised by officers in the report to committee[footnoteRef:8]: [8:  CD3.01 paragraph 30.34.] 


“The applicants have taken significant strides in amending the scheme to address masterplan, massing and height issues. This has included reductions in the height and modulation of buildings, the provision of better defined and larger open spaces and improved walking and cycling routes. This would all be controlled through a well-developed Design Code that would inform and guide reserved matters. These revisions have sought to overcome/mitigate officers’ concerns regarding matters of townscape and heritage, and whilst these harms remain, it must be recognised that to accommodate the aspirations of Government policy to deliver meaningful growth, particularly in economic terms on brownfield sites such as this, that a significant degree of change and densification of the site is inevitable. To this extent, whilst special attention and great weight must be given to the preservation of the setting of the City’s heritage assets and that harm to the City’s wider townscape setting must be carefully considered, officers are of the view that the overall public benefits of the scheme outweigh the heritage and townscape harms identified.



25. In the light of those overarching matters, I turn to the detailed points under each main issue.







Issue 1: building a strong competitive economy


The position is agreed

26. The principle of development is agreed as between the main parties, which contains the following[footnoteRef:9]: “[t]he principle of development is agreed between the Applicant and the LPA, including the comprehensive redevelopment of the Site and the mix of uses set out in the Outline Scheme”. [9:  CD6.01 paragraph 7.21.] 


27. Specifically, it is agreed that the scheme complies with policies aimed at building a strong competitive economy; the parties agree[footnoteRef:10] that “the Proposals are consistent with national Government planning policies set out in NPPF Chapter 6.” [10:  Ibid paragraph 9.2(a).] 


28. That is because they would (a) meet identified needs and (b) give raise to a very substantial range of economic benefits which sound locally and nationally.



The need for the scheme 

29. There is agreement between the main parties that the scheme would meet unmet needs in Cambridge. The committee report says this (also set out in the Statement of Common Ground as embodying the agreement on this point[footnoteRef:11]): [11:  Ibid paragraph 7.20.] 


“The following statement within the Committee Report (Paragraphs 13.46-13.48) is an agreed statement:
 “13.46 Based on the latest sector evidence available, the need for additional office and lab floorspace in the City area (particularly) has been demonstrated and therefore, it is crucial that adequate supply continues to meet the evolving requirements of the life sciences and ICT sectors. The recent speech made by Rt Hon Rachel Reeves (Chancellor of the Exchequer) on 29 January 2025 in respect of ‘kickstarting economic growth’ has reaffirmed the national importance of the Oxford - Cambridge Growth Corridor and in particular the opportunity to harness the potential for growing its reputation for science and technology, research and development. 

13.47 In spatial terms, this edge of city centre site would represent a major (if not rare) opportunity to accommodate some of the sector’s identified current and long-term needs, whilst also allowing sustainable change and efficient renewal of previously developed land to be embraced”.

30. There is agreement between the main parties that the application scheme would therefore comply with the relevant policies in the development plan and in chapter 6 of the NPPF:

“The Proposed Development would create a new research and innovation employment quarter on a Site that comprises previously-developed land (PDL) in a well-located, accessible edge of centre location within the city. The Proposals would contribute towards the current identified need for employment floorspace, including wet/dry laboratories and offices. 

7.13 The Greater Cambridge area is a strategic location for life science and technology research sectors, in both national and international terms. 

7.14 The Proposed Development is compliant with Local Plan Policy 2 (Spatial strategy of the location of employment development) and Policy 40 (Development and expansion of business space). It also accords with the objectives of NPPF Chapter 6 (Building a strong, competitive economy), the Proposed Development, particularly: 

● Paragraph 86 part (c): “pay particular regard to facilitating development to meet the needs of a modern economy, including by identifying suitable locations for uses such as laboratories, gigafactories, data centres, digital infrastructure, freight and logistics”; and 

● Paragraph 87 part (a): “clusters or networks of knowledge and data-driven, creative or high technology industries; and for new, expanded or upgraded facilities and infrastructure that are needed to support the growth of these industries (including data centres and grid connections)”


31. Before leaving the issue of need, I note that the weighting of benefits as between the planning witnesses for the Applicant and Council is organised differently. Not much may turn on it, but as set out in the Applicant’s Rebuttal document[footnoteRef:12], there is no specific ascription of weight by Mr Martin to the way that the scheme would meet unmet needs, whereas Mr Kaddish accords that great weight. [12:  CD 7.21, page 17.] 


32. Some weight – a matter for the Inspector and the Secretary of State in the end – surely should be accorded to the fact that the scheme is targeted at, and would meet, specific identified needs in Cambridge. Mr Martin’s position may reflect the minor difference of opinion about the quantitative need for offices and labs that one finds when comparing the way the two witnesses refer to the recent Iceni reports in Cambridge.

33. Mr O’Byrne explained why he considers that the Iceni report is probably over-conservative when assessing how much quantitative need for offices and labs there is. I summary, his points (set out again in evidence in chief) are:

(1) Iceni predicts[footnoteRef:13] office need to 2041 at 289,700 sq m, R&D at 600,000 sq m and industrial/warehousing at 200,000 sq m. [13:  CD9.12.] 


(2) This does not account for the scale of the Government’s ambitions, referable over the same period, for growth in these sectors in Cambridge.

(3) The underlying job forecast (which is a major driver of the floorspace estimates) appear conservative. The Cambridge and Peterborough Independent Economic Review was for growth of 115,500 jobs over the period 2021-2041; but Iceni only expect 63,800 ( number that the University of Cambridge’s Futures Modelling team felt to be “modest”[footnoteRef:14]. [14:  See Mr O’Byrne paragraph 5.24 page 24.] 


(4) The higher prediction is corroborated by the University’s Centre for Business Research which indicates an annual job growth rate of 4% between 2018 and 2024, significantly higher than the 1.5% prediction by ONS, on whose work Iceni relies, since it forms a key calibrating input into the Cambridge Econometrics work Iceni uses[footnoteRef:15]. [15:  Ibid paragraph 5.26.] 


(5) The Iceni work does not account for suppressed demand. That there is such demand is undisputable on the data[footnoteRef:16]. [16:  Ibid paragraph 5.29] 


(6) The need to replace stock is not taken into account to the extent that would properly reflect the need to incorporate a replacement allowance[footnoteRef:17]. [17:  Ibid paragraph 5.32 and Table 5.] 


(7) On the supply side, the pipeline is overstated because the numbers relied on by Iceni[footnoteRef:18] do not adequately consider practical delivery challenges. The data shows a large gap between permissions and sites which are being built out. Of the space with full RM consent, only 19% was under construction in March 2024; over-reliance on consented floorspace is even more precarious, Mr O’Byrne argues, when the pipeline contains so many very large sites.  [18:  Ibid Table 5.2 page 28] 


34. Mr O’Byrne’s approach to the quantitative need for the scheme should be preferred to the figures from Iceni that are quoted by Mr Martin. Indeed, the overall point made by Mr O’Byrne is entirely consistent with the following summary in the officers’ report to committee:

“…there is also a shared understanding in that there are (and will continue to be) significant challenges in achieving a balance between the needs of the life science and ICT sectors and the relative availability of suitable sites that can be delivered across the Cambridge region. Therefore, adopting a flexible approach to decision making (on a case-by-case) basis will be necessary so that a resilient and flexible supply pipeline can be provided throughout the different economic cycles. 

In the instance of this planning application, it is considered that the proposals would assist in meeting some of the anticipated (and growing) needs that are currently being identified, and especially for the following reasons: 

• Demand for high quality office space is likely to outstrip short-term supply in the City; 
• Lab space availability is currently underprovided in the City; and 
• Start-up and scale-up space remains acutely underprovided across the Cambridge region. 

The current outline planning application through its scale, design and edge of centre location, provides an important opportunity to secure an identified need for office and lab floorspace in the City. Supporting the proposals in this instance recognises the inherent challenges in delivering physically available and viable floorspace in the short to medium including the contribution it can make in order to maintain the Cambridge region as a national and global destination for life sciences and ICT research in the much longer term.”


Economic Benefits

35. There is very little if any difference between the main parties on the extensive benefits that the scheme would bring in economic terms. Mr O’Byrne’s evidence is a reliable summary. He sees the scheme as:

· Securing investment and talent – providing high quality, well located R&D spaces ensures Cambridge continues to attract global businesses, supporting local and national economic growth. 

· Supporting jobs and skills – the Proposed Development will deliver around 7,130 net additional jobs[footnoteRef:19], including opportunities in emerging technologies and life sciences. The dedicated Employment and Skills Strategy, featuring a dedicated STEM educational space, proactive local outreach, Real Living Wage commitments where practicable, and an Employment and Skills Coordinator, will significantly enhance local employment and training, especially benefiting disadvantaged residents.  [19:  For the detailed breakdown, see Mr O’Byrne pages 11-15.] 


· Addressing unmet needs – directly meets unmet need for office and R&D in an excellent, accessible location. It broadens genuine market choice and explicitly supports start-ups and scale-ups, aligning with NPPF priorities for knowledge-intensive sectors. 

· Injecting competition and optionality into the Cambridge market – by adding a highly accessible, mixed-use R&D hub that aligns more closely with the qualitative demand than many pipeline schemes, the Proposed Development offers a preferable and deliverable choice for occupiers. This competition between locations keeps the market fluid, accelerates delivery and reduces the risk that foot-loose firms divert investment overseas. Accordingly, the quantitative targets and Iceni analysis should be viewed not as caps but as reference points within a dynamic economy, where a diversity of site, location and offer combinations is essential to satisfy demand and maximise job creation. 

· Strengthening the Cambridge Cluster – continued investment in high-quality wet lab, dry lab, and office capacity reinforces Cambridge’s status as a globally significant innovation ecosystem, directly enhancing productivity through network effects and knowledge spillovers. It secures investment and global talent that would otherwise be attracted to international competitors such as Boston and the Bay Area, fully supporting the government’s ambition for growth in the Oxford–Cambridge innovation corridor. 

· Economic and fiscal benefits – delivering approximately £600 million annually in additional GVA and £180m–£240m in tax revenue. 

· Capturing strategic opportunities – life science and technology sectors are key priorities identified in the Government’s 2024 Industrial Strategy. The Proposed Development strengthens the UK’s position at the forefront of these critical, high-growth industries, which not only creates immediate economic impacts but supports long-term innovation capacity and global competitiveness. 

· Delivering social value – the local community will benefit from substantial social infrastructure improvements, including youth facilities, inclusive open spaces, active community hubs, and initiatives designed with local stakeholders such as Abbey People and Make Space for Girls, enhancing social cohesion.

36. These points all affect the local area first and should be given substantial weight overall[footnoteRef:20].  [20:  See the Applicant’s Rebuttal, page 17.] 


37. However, they secondly sound in terms of national planning and the achievement of wider NPPF goals. That is because, as Mr O’Byrne observed, Cambridge is one of the few places in the Uk which is net positive in GVA terms – contributing £1B more than it absorbs per year. 

38. This is important because as Mr O’Byrne stressed, the UK has struggled with poor productivity growth since the 2008 financial crisis. While this was true for most countries, the impact on the UK has been particularly severe. The Resolution Foundation found that in the 12 years following the crisis, labour productivity grew by just 0.4% per year in the UK, less than half the average rate of 0.9% in the richest OECD countries. The productivity gap between the UK and France, Germany and the US has doubled since 2008, reaching 18%, costing the UK £3,400 in lost output per person annually[footnoteRef:21]. [21:  See Mr O’Byrne’s proof page 6.] 


39. Productivity growth is identified in Mr O’Byrne’s evidence as key because it is a primary driver of long-term economic growth and improvements in living standards.  As productivity increases, society can produce more goods and services with the same amount of work, leading to higher incomes and enhanced quality of life. It is no surprise therefore that economic growth is the number one mission of the Labour government[footnoteRef:22]. 4 The government is aiming for the highest sustained growth in the G7, supporting more people in good jobs, higher living standards and driving productivity growth in every part of the UK. [22:  CD9.29.] 


40. Investing in economic growth in Cambridge is therefore likely to maximise the chances of successful economic outcomes. Greater Cambridge is one of the UK’s most vital economic assets, home to the largest life sciences cluster in Europe, world-class research institutions, and emerging sectors like AI, genomics, and semiconductor design[footnoteRef:23]. The Greater Cambridge economy generates over £50bn annually, represents Europe’s fastest-growing technology sector, and supports vital enabling industries, including manufacturing, data storage, and logistics. The economy is a net contributor of £1bn to the Treasury, making it a global hub of innovation and a cornerstone of the UK’s growth strategy[footnoteRef:24] . [23:  CD9.14.]  [24:  CD9.30.] 


41. The Government reaffirmed on 28 August 2024 that Greater Cambridge has a vital role to play in this Government’s mission to kickstart economic growth. The Cambridge Growth Company (CGC) has been tasked with identifying the growth capacity of the city region[footnoteRef:25] . [25:  CD9.19.] 


42. Mr O’Byrne covered the issue of residential uses and provision in this context. He (and Mr Kaddish) identified that there is no policy basis for requiring residential development on the Site but also that given the very substantial residential growth being planned for around Cambridge both in the emerging plan and the CGC direction of travel, there is no economic or planning issue relating to the jobs that would be created by the application scheme detrimentally affecting the City or region’s housing targets or provision.

43. For these reasons, the scheme represents a clear, substantial positive contribution to the local and national economy in line with chapter 6 of the NPPF.







Issue 2: ensuring the vitality of town centres


44. Paragraph 9.2(b) of the Statement of Common Ground records the agreement of the main parties on this point: “[i]t is agreed between the parties that the Proposals are consistent with national Government planning policies set out in NPPF Chapter 7.”

45. The Site is not the subject of protective retail or town centre policies in the adopted plan, and therefore the loss of the retail provision from the site gives rise to no concerns in policy terms. The Statement of Common Ground puts it this way[footnoteRef:26]: [26:  CD6.03 paragraph 7.15-16.] 


“7.15  The Proposed Development will result in a move from large-format retail units to smaller units within a local centre. The Cambridge Local Plan does not include the Beehive Centre within the existing hierarchy of shopping centres and it does not provide policy protection for the retail quantum or type/mix of spaces. There is no restriction on the current use of the Site under Class E. 

7.16 Retail and town centre policies have been considered by the LPA and the Applicant with respect to the Proposed Development. The following statement from the Committee Report (Paragraph 13.42) is an agreed statement: “In summary the supporting retail statement(s) has adequately demonstrated that the proposed development passes the sequential and retail impact tests and would not give rise to any unacceptable impacts on local centres or the city centre. Accordingly, the proposed quantum and (potential) mix of retail and town centres uses would be acceptable having regard to the nature of the development, including its out of centre location and the potential for it to impact upon other local centres, including town centre Beehive Centre vitality and viability, in accordance with the requirements of Policy 6 of the CLP and the relevant aims and objectives contained within the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)”


46. Mr O’Byrne has taken into account the other retail matters. He analyses the employment losses from the existing occupiers on the Site including the ongoing work of relocating and possible additional floorspace at the CRP[footnoteRef:27].  He indicated in answer to of the Inspector’s questions that the CRP is not at capacity as retailers are looking for less space when their rental terns come to an end; the likely way forward is a combination of sub-division, refurbishment and some potential new space at CRP, some elements of which would need planning permission in due course. [27:  Table 3.2, page 12 and 3.17 referring to relocations.] 


47. I deal here with the point on loss of local facilities under NPPF paragraph 98(c). Mr O’Byrne said this:

(1) Insofar as food retailing is concerned, the scheme will bring with it multiple options for food retailing, including small convenience shopping. But there is no reason as things stand to conclude that major convenience shopping would not be retained (ie, relocated to CRP); even if that were not to happen, there is a substantial range of food retailing (including discounters Aldi and Lidl as well as Tesco’s superstore) within easy travel distance from the residential areas around the site. There is therefore no evidential basis for concluding that the scheme will leave local people without food shopping resources close at hand.

(2) Insofar as the pool is concerned, it is not a public pool, in the sense that it is accessible only to those with membership of the gym in which it lies. There are public pools in this part of Cambridge including that at Parkers Piece, as Mr Kaddish set out. The Council do not object to the loss of the pool and there is a financial contribution in the s.106 obligation, reflective of additional potential upkeep of alternative pools in the area.



48. For these reasons, the application scheme would fully accord with the policies for retail and town centres in the NPPF and would accord with related policies in the local plan.  






Issue 3: well designed places


49. I include in this main issue the following: (1) general design including making best use of PDL, (2) townscape effects, (3) heritage effects, and (4) the issue of neighbouring living conditions.  The Statement of Common Ground[footnoteRef:28] recorded the agreement just before the inquiry began: “[a]side from the disagreement between the parties on the extent of the proposed development’s consistency with paragraph 135 (c) and (f) of the NPPF, it is agreed that the Proposals are consistent with the remaining policies contained in Chapter 12 of the NPPF.” [28:  CD6.03 paragraph 9.2(c).] 


50. Obviously at the close of the inquiry the position is different and the Council acknowledges that paragraphs 135(c) and (f) of the NPPF – those dealing with living conditions and residual townscape effects – are adequately met (as they see it, based on the Illustrative Scheme condition). So the up to date position is again one of unanimity in relation to main issue 3.  There remain between the parties issues over the extent of harm based on the PPs (in relation to living conditions) and townscape (though the Council have never claimed that the residual townscape effects as they saw them were sufficient for permission to be refused[footnoteRef:29]) to which I will come. [29:  See for instance the way the point is put in the Council’s Opening Submissions at the inquiry, CD IQ1 paragraph 2.] 




Design in general 


51. The current Beehive Centre is a series of utilitarian retail sheds fringing a large car park. As Mr Martin puts it,[footnoteRef:30] “[t]he overall vision of transforming an underutilised, car park dominated retail park into an accessible, inclusive, place-based innovation cluster, which incorporates a network of public open spaces and connectivity routes is positive and supportable.” The caveats one finds in his proof of evidence on behalf of the Council on design are very largely related to the objection on residential amenity grounds which he would no longer maintain if the condition (as discussed at the inquiry) was imposed.  [30:  CD7.02 paragraph 4.165.] 


52. Mr Leonard’s design would achieve a transformational change in placemaking on the Site:

(1) There would be a very significant change in quality at the Coldham’s Lane entrance to the Site, where a new, pedestrian and cycle friendly roundabout junction would replace the rather unpleasant ands expedient junction that occupies that space at the moment. There would be well designed buildings on Plots 1 and 2 – with a large space heavily planted with trees entirely changing the experience of entering the Site for the better.

(2) At ground floor, the public realm would be interesting, varied, much greener, and with active frontages along each building. Even the mobility hub would offer a range of visual and function interaction with the public realm, due to the space reserved there for community uses. The larger spaces, Hive Park and Maple Square would become genuine city spaces, with shops and other ground floor uses around attractive civic spaces for those in the wider locality to use and enjoy.  Threading through these spaces would be routes for pedestrians and cyclists which would all comply with guidance on separation, safety and useability.

(3) The buildings themselves, whilst larger and more imposing than the sheds of the current Beehive, would be of exemplary quality due to the requirements of the Design Code – the Illustrative Scheme gives an accurate impression of the kind of environment that would be created. It would achieve the full set of design policy requirements set out in NPPF paragraph 135.


53. It is perhaps worth dwelling on paragraph 135(e) which requires decisions to ensure that developments “optimise the potential of the site to accommodate and sustain an appropriate amount and mix of development (including green and other public space) and support local facilities and transport networks”. The idea of optimisation has a particular force when sustainable, previously-developed land is the subject of consideration. There is a direct connection between paragraph 135(e) and the new (December 2024) paragraph 125(c), which provides (in relevant part) that decisions should “give substantial weight to the value of using suitable brownfield land within settlements for homes and other identified needs, proposals for which should be approved unless substantial harm would be caused.”

54. Mr Martin clarified that the Council’s change of position on overall planning balance included his judgement that (with the DSO condition in place) the scheme would meet paragraph 125(c) because there would not be, in the Council’s judgement, “substantial harm”. That was an important clarification because it explains why the Council considers that permission should be granted. 

55. It also explains why the Council considers that (again, subject to the DSO condition in their view), the scheme would optimise the re-use of the Site. Mr Martin was very clear that once (as the Council saw it) the DSO objection was removed through the imposition of the condition, his concerns about the additional sense of enclosure or over-dominance that residents might experience in their gardens, do not amount (on Mr Martin’s assessment) to sufficiently negative effects to alter the overall view that permission should be granted. That was another important clarification and puts the strength of those views or objections into context. 

56. Mr Leonard’s evidence shows that the scheme would strike a balance between the buildings and the spaces between them, and also between the proposed buildings and existing neighbours. A great deal of work has gone in to calibrating that balance between best use of the Site and sufficient distances, intervening planting and angles.  The Illustrative Scheme is, as Mr Leonard made clear, tantamount to the fullest manifestation of the scheme in any event, and there is no residual point to be made under the heading of general design by way of distinction between the PP scheme and the Illustrative Scheme.  It would be a very high-quality new piece of townscape in Cambridge.


Townscape


57. To some extent, the only really meaningful point of difference here between the Council and the Applicant (before the Council’s overall position changed) was whether the townscape change played a role in the effect on residential amenity. Wider townscape changes had not been seen as giving rise to objections in principle (see the quotation above in paragraph [21] from the officers’ report).

58. Mr Maquire’s evidence reviewed the submitted assessment work and essentially endorsed its findings, though he took a more unitary view of the effects rather than breaking them up into ‘unmitigated’ (ie the PP ‘boxes’) and mitigated (ie the likely effect of the scheme when it came forward at RM stage). His approach is as logical and is clear to follow. 

59. He finds only a couple of instances of relatively minor townscape harm[footnoteRef:31]: (1) for those who for a short passage are crossing the middle of Coldham’s Common looking towards the City, and (2) for nearby residents. As he explained in answer to one of the Inspector’s questions, the basis for this harm was the additional mass and height – causing a slightly more urban experience from the middle of Coldham’s Common and a slightly more intense form of urban scene for those living in the nearby housing. [31:  See Mr Maquire’s proof summary table AM7 page 45.] 


60. Given that the Site is generally recognised to constitute poor townscape at the moment, and the additional mass or height would be perceived as part of the layered townscape of the City’s urban area, one can perhaps see why Mr Maquire only judges the harm to be ‘minor’. The layered effect of smaller two storey housing on the edge of Coldham’s Common with the more urban part of the City lying behind and above that housing might equally be thought appropriate to a compact city as sought by the Council in its vision for Cambridge in the adopted plan. 

61. Certainly, there is no harm to the townscape of wider Cambridge. Visibility does not amount to harm. The amended scheme as it emerged in mid-2024 made a concerted effort to modulate overall heights and to create a composition which gathered perceptible height in the centre of the site and avoided an unrelieved flat topped mass. The visualisations from Castle Hill Mound, from Redmeadow Hill and from Lime Kiln Road all show the same effect – an additional feature, on the periphery of urban Cambridge, which in some views would be seen to break the skyline but which would hardly stand alone in doing so. 

62. The Cambridge skyline is a slightly slippery creature, albeit one which policy seeks to safeguard. It only really manifests itself (the towers and spires projecting above trees) from those same three viewpoints, one of which (Redmeadow Hill) is a very long way away; the application scheme would not dominate the view from those locations, or occupy anything more than a clear position on the periphery of the City where new development is already clearly perceived.

63. Of huge importance is the quality and distinctiveness of what would be seen. Here the Design Code is critical, and the way that the flues are grouped and designed. They are the marker of the Life Sciences nature of the scheme, and of 21st Century Cambridge – several notable examples already exist in Cambridge, as Mr Maquire observed, and to the extent that the scheme would be perceived in those wider views, the flues and the massing of the buildings will clearly announce the nature of the scheme, reinforcing legibility of the City and its special identity (and value to the country). It is a good example of why visibility of new development is not always to be treated as an adverse impact, as the Institute’s guidance itself makes clear, even where there is a change to existing character[footnoteRef:32] - here, it is not the case that Life Sciences buildings with larger mass and a characteristic skyline would be new and alien to Cambridge – they are already part of its character. [32:  See paragraph 5.37 of GLVIA3 as set out in Mr Maquire’s paragraph 3.2.11 page 11. ] 


64. Putting those key summary points in context, the scheme would in Mr Maquire’s judgement comply with paragraph 135 of the NPPF[footnoteRef:33], which requires development to be “sympathetic to local character and history, including the surrounding built environment and landscape setting, while not preventing or discouraging appropriate innovation or change (such as increased densities)”.   [33:  See his summary Table AM4, pages 36-37.] 


65. He also consequently finds that the proposals would accord with Policy 57 of the adopted Local Plan[footnoteRef:34], since the scheme would have an overwhelmingly positive effect on its setting in terms of height, scale and form, materials and detailing, ground floor activity and wider townscape and landscape impacts. He finds that Policy 60 of the adopted plan would be met[footnoteRef:35]. [34:  Ibid, page 38 at paragraphs 5.3.1-2.]  [35:  Ibid, Table AM5, beginning on page 38. He also finds that Policy 67 (cited in the putative reason for refusal) doesn’t really apply at all: see his page 42.] 




Heritage


66. Turning to the effect of the application proposals on designated and other heritage assets, Mr Handforth’s assessment was very similar to that of Mr Maquire, in that he found a set of very low Less than Substantial Harms[footnoteRef:36] to be caused by the application proposals, to six assets.  [36:  See his summary table, Table 6, page 31 of his proof.] 


67. The reason for the harm was very similar – it relates to the intrusion of the scheme into views in which the asset in question also appears, and to some very limited extent distracts from it. The only near-at-hand heritage impact is the one Mr Handforth finds to the Mill Road Conservation Area, as seen from the junction of York Street and Ainsworth Street[footnoteRef:37]. Two, perhaps three, of the proposed buildings would be seen in this one view (they would be very largely invisible from the majority of the CA[footnoteRef:38]); they would not overtop the roofs of the housing but would occupy an area which, if hardly beneficial currently to the CA, is relatively recessive as thing stand. Again, one can see why Mr Handforth only finds the very lowest level of Less than Substantial harm. [37:  See Mr Handforth’s Figure 8 in Appendix 3.]  [38:  Mr Handforth identifies a distant view looking from the edge of the CA over the top of St Matthews’ Gardens housing (which is not in the CA): Figure 9 Appendix 3, but this rather makes the point.] 


68. The other five instances of very low or negligible Less than Substantial Harm are all from Castle Hill Mound (the individual assets are only really seen along with the scheme in this view). As Mr Handforth said, and will have been appreciable on site, the view from Castle Hill Mound is a large panorama in which the majority of the assets lie straight ahead in the view, whilst the scheme lies to the left, in a peripheral position. It would be clearly distinct from those assets, and also clearly legible as a piece of 21st Century Cambridge, and therefore if there is harm as Mr Handforth finds, it is at the very lowest end of the spectrum, hardly interfering in any perceptible way with what is of value, or significance, in those assets.

69. The Council’s evidence, though not capable (even if the Council had maintained an overall objection) of being tested through cross-examination, suggests that (a) some more assets would be harmed by the scheme, (b) that the degree of harm to the six identified assets would be slightly greater than the Applicant maintains, and (c) that there would be something referred to as ‘cumulative’ harm. 

70. None of those points is tenable as Mr Handforth points out in his evidence[footnoteRef:39]. [39:  See for (a) his Table 5 beginning on page 27, for (b) his reasoning in Table 3 beginning on page 23, and for (c) his rebuttal of the idea of cumulative heritage impact in a case like this at his paragraph 5.23 page 27.] 


71. Therefore whilst the conservation of the significance of these highly-graded designated assets is something to which great weight should be given, the degree of harm here would be at worst very low indeed in the Less than Substantial Harm spectrum. It is agreed between the parties that it would be outweighed by the scheme’s public benefits[footnoteRef:40]. [40:  Paragraph 7.39, CD6.03.] 


72. There is no Non Designated Heritage Asset identified by the Council in any list or even as a matter of judgement through the process of this application. The Porcelanosa building, whilst having a certain idiosyncratic charm, is a recent commercial building without identifiable design or heritage significance (ie there nothing to set it apart in terms of architectural quality, history, materials or technique). Mr Kaddish did not think that it was a NDHA[footnoteRef:41]. [41:  But even if were to be so treated, its loss would go into the overall balance and would not affect its overall outcome.] 




DSO and outlook 


73.  Obviously the terms of the debate on this point have radically altered since the Council’s position statement of 25 June. 

74. It is agreed that the effects of the Illustrative Scheme on neighbours in DSO terms would be acceptable – agreed in the sense that the Applicant has always held that view and the Council have now accepted it. 

75. Mr Lonergan, who carried out the modelling of the effects (all now agreed in terms of numerical values), has throughout the process been of the view that the Illustrative Scheme effects in DSO terms are acceptable.  The vast majority of windows, rooms and gardens tested do not give rise to effects which go beyond the BRE default values (and therefore by definition would not require further examination, let alone justification)[footnoteRef:42].  [42:  Mr Lonergan, summary paragraph 16.1.38-40, page 73. The tabulated results are set out earlier in the proof next to those for the PP scheme.] 



76. When one looks at the low number of results (in the Illustrative Scheme modelling) that would fall below the BRE figure, it is no surprise that the Council now take the view that they would be acceptable.  At the very least, the DSO condition simply removes this issue as one going to whether permission should be granted for the scheme.

77. However, whilst recognising the pragmatism with which the Council has now acted in relation to what had hitherto been a “decisive” objection[footnoteRef:43], it would not be fair to the Applicant to glide over the change in position without reflecting on it even for a minute.   [43:  Mr Martin’s expression, in the summary and conclusions to his proof.] 


78. After all, the Council’s acceptance of the DSO condition at the inquiry did not proceed from any change to the evidence which the Council had when it wrote its proofs of evidence five or so weeks ago, as Mr Martin clarified. It seems to have been prompted by the entirely unsurprising question that was put by the Inspector to the planning committee Councillor who spoke on day 1. No, she confirmed, the Councillors had not looked at the merits of the scheme in the light of the Illustrative Scheme DSO results, because they believed the DSO scheme not to be that to which permission would attach. I return to that in a moment. But the first point I make here is that the Council wrote its evidence on the basis of Mr Dias’ judgement that nothing less than a default compliance with the BRE 27% retained VSC would be acceptable.

79. The second point is that the Council rejected the idea of a condition based on Illustrative Scheme modelled effects because they said those effects were still unacceptable[footnoteRef:44]. In order to find them unacceptable one assumes that the officers felt that they could understand them.  Mr Dias was presumably not involved in that exercise as he tells the inquiry in his proof that he has not assessed the acceptability of the Illustrative Scheme – so it appears to have been an officer view which now, at the inquiry, the Council finds that it cannot defend. [44:  See the next footnote.] 


80. As Mr Lonergan’s evidence shows, there are a number of instances where the retained VSC in the Illustrative Scheme results falls below the default BRE value of 27%, calling into question the rather dogmatic view that Mr Dias appears to have taken (and which the officers had taken in early 2025 when rejecting the idea of a compromise condition based on the Illustrative Scheme modelling[footnoteRef:45]). It is absolutely obvious that the modelled results of the Illustrative Scheme would be acceptable in residential amenity terms and has been since before the committee. [45:  See CD 11.02, page 2, first bullet point: “The illustrative scheme still results in harm to residential amenity that officers cannot support. There would be moderate and major reductions in daylight to properties within St Matthew’s Gardens and Silverwood Close, with many anticipated to experience very low retained levels. Even some minor reductions would lead to low retained levels of daylight to some properties that either experience a good or already constrained standard of amenity, neither of which is any less important to protect. Additionally, one property, No. 38 Silverwood Close, would experience a significant increase in overshadowing to their garden. The overall illustrative harm to residential amenity is unacceptable.”] 


81. So the position now adopted by the Council is not consistent with Mr Dias’ written evidence, but appears to reflect a more realistic approach to overall optimisation of the Site; (2) that change of position – to be clear – came about at the inquiry but could have come about some weeks before (by which time the Council had the model, it had the weighted VSC values, etc, which it claimed had prevented the offer of a DSO condition being accepted when the Applicant made it before the committee date in February 2025).

82. Third point: the Applicant has made it clear, and I underline here, that it does not intend to seek any form of costs award against the Council, either on DSO evidence or overall in terms of inquiry preparation. Railpen is a long term owner and stakeholder in Cambridge and values its working relationship with the City Council and the joint planning service. But clearly what has happened with the Council’s case here could have called the matter of costs into question – after all, the Council has withdrawn its DSO case and its entire objection to the scheme on the basis of a condition which, in essence, is exactly the same as the one which the Applicant proposed to it before the committee in January 2025[footnoteRef:46]. [46:  See page 2 of CD11.01, which contains the course of correspondence at that time between the Applicant team and the officers. Of particular note is the email response by the Council on 31 January 2025, CD11.02, which contains a list of reasons for rejecting the mooted condition, none of which are cogent reasons for rejecting it and which are all now cast aside by the Council.] 


83. The points raised by the Council in its 31 January 2025 rejection of the mooted condition were all quite wrong, was pointed out to the Council in the correspondence which followed, including a legal note written by me pointing out the evident errors in the Council’s stated position. None of those points have, rightly, stood in the way of the Council’s change of position at the inquiry. What is regrettable is that they stood in the way in January and early February 2025. 

84. But there we are. Some clearer thinking would probably be better in future cases involving this topic. For present purposes, there is no DSO objection from the Council if the condition is imposed. 

85. Nor, in fact, is there a DSO objection even without the condition, because Mr Lonergan is clear right about the approach that should be taken to a reasonable alternative target when dealing with Site. The Applicant relies on the evidence that he gave in writing and spoke to at the inquiry, and simply notes for emphasis the following:

(1) The Site is agreed to be a site which should be optimised for re-development. That is a crucial aspect of context for the DSO judgement – it is simply not reasonable to treat the Site as part of a suburban area where a mirror massing exercise with two to two-and-a-half storey housing is the correct comparator. The character work adopted by the Council does not treat the relevant area of St Matthews Gardens or Silverwood Close as “suburban” areas – indeed, it changed its character work from such a label to “railway corridor”. 

(2) It is also not reasonable to reject the examples given by Mr Lonergan of retained VSC values in areas of the City where optimised relationships between buildings have been achieved.  That leads to the quite untenable judgement by Mr Dias that for the most part (except where the unit or window in question is so sunken in the ground as to make it absurd) one should apply to this site, in urban Cambridge, the default BRE figure of 27% VSC as the indicator of acceptability. 

(3) Mr Lonergan’s approach is in line with some recent considerations of this issue (including Harleyford Road, where the benchmarks of 16% VSC for a bedroom and 18% for a LKD were approved and where Mr Dias gave evidence). It shows through the detailed tabulated results for each affected window that against those benchmarks the vast majority passed, and the handful that did not were subject to particular constraints. That is a result which should come as no surprise whatever in an urban context.


86. Mr Lonergan’s approach should be adopted and a finding made that the PP scheme effects are in any event acceptable. How the Secretary of State judges the condition on DSO which the Applicant has commented on without prejudice to its case is a matter for her.

87. The site visit will have informed the judgement about sunlight in the gardens, though again, against the BRE guidance Mr Lonergan’s evidence shows that the effects (of both the PP scheme and the Illustrative Scheme) would be acceptable. 

88. Outlook is not maintained as a reason for dismissing the appeal but the Inspector has detailed information about the changes to the views from rear gardens as well as having been to some of them on the site visit. The buildings would be clearly visible but over a significant distance, with stepping at the higher levels controlling the way that the height would be perceived (ie as recessive) and a good degree of existing tree screening (some within the control of the neighbours themselves) and the ability through the RM landscape details to add more. The effect would be more urban, certainly, and there would be a reduction in what at the moment in some cases is a relatively unobstructed outlook; but it would not be over-dominant, or unacceptable in an urban area. As the report to committee[footnoteRef:47] said: “it must be recognised that to accommodate the aspirations of Government policy to deliver meaningful growth, particularly in economic terms on brownfield sites such as this, that a significant degree of change and densification of the site is inevitable.” [47:  CD3.01 paragraph 30.34.] 


89. For these reasons the NPPF policy on residential living conditions[footnoteRef:48] would be complied with, as would the relevant adopted local plan policies; Mr Kaddish says that the residual outcome overall, bearing in mind the fact that the living conditions of those nearby would be enhanced in real terms by the proximity of the facilities and amenities of the scheme, would be at the lower end of limited harm[footnoteRef:49]. [48:  NPPF paragraph 135(f) in particular.]  [49:  Mr Kaddish paragraph 7.19 page 47; he notes a degree of inconsistency with the policy wording of Policy 60 of the adopted plan, but only because it refers to ‘no adverse impact’ (by contrast with the more NPPF-reflective wording of the Appendix which fleshes out the policy).] 


90. The overall conclusion on this main issue is that the Government’s policy on placemaking and design would be met by the application scheme.




Issue 4: development plan


91. It is now agreed that the development plan is complied with. The only caveat before[footnoteRef:50] related to the key issue of DSO impact and outlook, but the Council now takes the view that, if the DSO condition is imposed, the development plan would be complied with. The Applicant’s view remains that the PP scheme also complies with the development plan. [50:  See CD6.03 section on outstanding issues.] 


92. There are no particular thorny issues between the parties in terms of interpretation or application of the development plan. The plan is generally up to date. The full list of relevant policies is in the Statement of Common Ground[footnoteRef:51]; Mr Kaddish identified the plan’s Vision, and Policies 2, 40, and 55, 56, 57 and 60 as the ones he considered most important in the context of this scheme. Each one would be complied with for the reasons he gave[footnoteRef:52]. [51:  Ibid paragraph 6.3.]  [52:  And subject again to the point about “no adverse impact” in Policy 60.] 











Other issues


Sustainable transport

93. In closing the first of two issues I cover under this head is that of sustainable travel. Mr Kaddish identified several key points here which I summarise briefly:

94. First, the effect on private car use stemming from the use of the car would be hugely positive. The Transport Assessment shows that on a weekday, the flows to the Site would fall by over 10,000, and over 12,000 on a Saturday. 

95. Second, there would by contrast be enhanced pedestrian and cycle connectivity through the site and the site is already well-connected to the central station and to the City Centre by those means. 

96. Third, there would be enhanced bus provision which would run into and through the Site itself and which would be secured through the s.106 obligation. 

97. All this is agreed with the Council who have always acknowledged the sustainable credentials of the Site, and by relevant statutory consultees. Full detail is to be found in Mr Kaddish’s evidence and in the references he includes[footnoteRef:53]. [53:  See Mr Kaddish pages 23-24 and cross-references to other inquiry documents therein.] 




Opportunities for the community


98. The second issue I touch upon under this head is the way that the scheme has been designed not just to attract world-leading life science occupiers and practitioners, but to provide real benefits to those who live in the area already. Cambridge has areas of real deprivation as well as its global University and life sciences developments; Mr O’Byrne set out in some detail how discussions with stakeholders in the area had informed certain aspects of the scheme – the STEM facility, community space, skateable route, better pedestrian and cycle route in the Beehive greenway, as well as the detailed provisions of the s106 on skills and job opportunities, which go as far as Railpen reasonably can to ensure that the scheme brings opportunity throughout its life and not just at the beginning.

99. Those who might be described as suffering from socio-economic disadvantages will be benefitted by the scheme, as will those with mobility issues (the scheme makes movement through the areas easier and safer, and will not make life for the mobility impaired in any way more difficult – the Site will be much safer, better designed for the elderly, women and girls, those with mobility or disability issues and the neurodivergent. As Councillor Bennett said, the arrival of many more jobs on a well-connected urban site near the City centre, rather than on a fringe site near the edges of the City is also a powerful aid to better and more sustainable living for those seeking work.

100. Other points are not identified as main issues but are covered in the evidence: water (dealt with efficiently, no objection from the water companies or the EA), BNG (a benefit as well beyond the 10% - non statutory in this case – likely to be 20% minimum but up to 100%), 



Conditions and s.106


101. The conditions have been discussed at the inquiry, as has the s.106 obligation. There are no areas of disagreement on those matters as between the Council and the Applicant. 




Conclusions


102. It is agreed that:

(1) NPPF paragraph 125(c) is engaged and the harm caused by the scheme would not be “substantial” therefore it is agreed that the Government policy is that permission should be granted.

(2) No other identified harm (townscape, heritage, outlook) would be such as to prevent (either individually or cumulatively) permission being granted.

(3) With the condition on DSO (draft condition 4) in place, the parties agree that there is no DSO objection to the grant of permission.

(4) On that basis the parties agree that the scheme complies with the development plan and the NPPF.

103. Even without the DSO condition, the evidence is very clear that permission should be granted. The townscape and heritage harms were never said by the Council to amount to objections in themselves to the grant of permission, and it is clear that the issue of outlook also fell into that category.

104. The DSO objection to the PP version of the scheme is weak because it is based on a very difficult proposition: that an urban PDL site recognised as a key opportunity to optimise a sustainable site for uses which would inevitably have the effect of reducing daylight levels below BRE default guidance to some extent (all agreed) should be judged by reference largely to the default 27% VSC, as if it was a suburban site where only other suburban housing was appropriate. The last 10 years of DSO policy and decisions appears simply to have been forgotten on the basis that this is Cambridge and not London. But the principles apply – indeed must apply, given the huge importance of this location nationally – to sustainable PDL sites in Cambridge. To find that only 27% VSC or something very close to it is acceptable on sites in Cambridge would be wrong, as well as sending a dubious message to policy makers and decision takers in this critical place. 

105. Mr Lonergan is right in his evidence and the PP scheme would have an acceptable effect on residential amenity, bearing in mind the context. The scheme as a whole has been designed and amended with great care and significant engagement with local stakeholders and would create a wonderful new piece of Cambridge. It would (including in its PP form) comply with the adopted plan and the NPPF and would represent another tangible step toward the growth in Cambridge that the Government wishes to see. 

106. For these reasons, subject to the conditions and section 106 obligation, the Applicant asks for the application to be approved.
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