


PROPOSED RE-DEVELOPMENT OF THE BEEHIVE CENTRE
DAYLIGHT/SUNLIGHT ISSUES


ADVICE NOTE



1. This Note addresses certain points made about the possible daylight/sunlight effects of the proposed re-development of the Beehive Centre, Coldhams Lane, Cambridge (“the Site”), pursuant to application reference 23/03204/OUT (“the Application”). 

2. The Application is in outline form and proposes the re-development of the Site to provide a new local centre, labs, offices, car parking, some commercial uses and public space (“the Scheme”). It is due to be considered by the relevant committee of Cambridge City Council (“the Council”) on Wednesday 12 February 2025. The Scheme has been reported to the Council by the case officer with a recommendation for refusal, on the basis of objections relating to the daylight, sunlight and ‘enclosure’ effects.

3. I have seen the relevant daylight, sunlight and planning/design assessments presented as part of the Application, and the daylight/sunlight assessment prepared by Schroeders Begg on behalf of the Council. 

4. I have also seen a letter from Toby Williams, the case officer for the Application, dated 31 January 2025. This Note focuses on the contents of that letter, as well as commenting on the technical work submitted; I have also seen and agree with the contents of a note from Mr Jonathan Lonergan of ed7 (daylight/sunlight experts), commenting on the report to committee in this regard.

5. The Scheme is in outline and is accompanied by Parameter Plans, which are intended to be conditioned into the grant of planning permission. There is also an Illustrative Scheme, which gives an illustration of the way that the Parameter Plans might look and enables certain judgements to be made. It is clear that the Illustrative Scheme itself would not form part of the planning permission.

6. However, the Illustrative Scheme has been created consistent with the Parameter Plans and its effects are verifiable through the CAD modelling system – illustrative images can be made of it, to put flesh on the bones of the Parameter Plans, and precise measurements can be taken from it to enable a study of its effects on access to the daylight and sunlight enjoyed by neighbours. In other words, although the Illustrative Scheme lacks formal status as part of the Application, it is an important and objectively-measurable aspect of the evidence submitted with the Application. 

7. Turning to the work submitted on daylight/sunlight, I note that the primary exercise undertaken by Mr Lonergan has been to assess the effects of the Parameter Plan ‘boxes’ on neighbours. That is in line with best practice as a starting point. As I say above, I entirely agree with Mr Lonergan’s views about the correct approach to the assessment of the results of that exercise, looking first at the BRE guidance, then reaching a judgement about acceptability. That second-stage judgement must, in my opinion, examine the nature of the Site as it exists today, and the planning status for its re-development. The context for making the best use of scarce urban PDL is that one should be flexible about the use of guidance like the BRE and give careful consideration to whether alternative targets should be adopted to guide the judgement. In a case like this, it would plainly be inappropriate to adopt the basic BRE numerical guidelines, as Mr Lonergan says. 

8. Bearing those points in mind, the correct analysis of the effects of the Scheme (seen in terms of its Parameter Plans) on the daylight/sunlight of neighbouring occupiers seems to be some way from the assessment carried out in the Report to Committee. Mr Lonergan says more about that in his note. 

9. However, if the Council wished to limit the Scheme’s daylight/sunlight effects yet further, it would be possible to bind the detailed scheme (which would follow the grant of outline planning permission) by reference to the effects of the Illustrative Scheme, through the imposition of a planning condition like the one submitted to the Council. I have seen the comments on this topic by Mr Williams in the 31 January 2025 letter and I disagree with them, for the following reasons.

10. First, tying the detailed scheme to the results of the Illustrative Scheme by condition would neither ‘elevate the status’ of the latter, nor risk any confusion with the Scheme. The Illustrative Scheme remains just that, but given that is has been accurately modelled, the daylight/sunlight results can plainly be used (if the decision-maker wished) to set a benchmark minimum standard for daylight and sunlight. There would clearly be no ‘confusion’ because the detailed scheme, like the Illustrative Scheme, is a version of, and consistent with, the Scheme (as defined by the description and the Parameter Plans). There is no legal problem with that approach at all.

11. Second, the Illustrative Scheme results are all set out, window by window, in the eb7 report. The draft condition proposed to the Council makes it clear that the benchmark to be applied is the set of effects which relate to that Illustrative Scheme. In respect of each window, any detailed scheme could be tested when the RMA is submitted and it would be an easy job to show (and check) whether the value attributed to that window was met by the detailed scheme. I do not accept therefore that the officer is justified in his view that a condition as proposed would be imprecise or unenforceable. Testing against previously-assessed values (in terms of daylight/sunlight just as much as for noise, for instance) is very common. 

12. Third, the Illustrative Scheme is part of the Application evidence, as is the eb7 assessment of its effects. There would be no need in terms of fairness or transparency to reconsult on the imposition of such a condition, though of course the Council is free to if it wishes. 

13. Fourth, the Officer suggests that to require that the detailed scheme does not cause any greater daylight/sunlight effect than the Illustrative Scheme would constitute a ‘significant change’ in the Application necessitating a fresh application for permission. I consider that to be entirely unwarranted: the suggested condition merely restricts the effects on daylight/sunlight to those caused by a version of the Scheme (ie, the Illustrative Scheme).

14. In summary, I cannot see any legal or practical justification for the Council to reject such a condition, if it felt it appropriate to limit the effects of the Scheme in daylight/sunlight terms to below those caused by the Parameter Plans. 





RUPERT WARREN K.C.

Landmark Chambers
180 Fleet St
London EC4A 2HG

10 February 2025
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