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South Petersfield Residents Association objects to the application for the redevelopment of the 

Travis Perkins site on the following grounds: 

• The provision of usable open green space is too small and cramped. 

• There needs to be more provision for visitors, deliveries and club cars. 

• The density and compactness of the dwellings is not conducive to a high quality of life. 

• The single-aspect dwellings facing north and north-of-west will receive too little direct 

sunlight, and those facing south may receive too much in the height of summer. 

With build-to-rent now becoming fashionable with investment banks and pension funds, this 

development will be a reference site. The developer has repeatedly expressed a strong desire to 

make this an exemplary site for both sustainability and quality of life. However, we believe that, 

possibly encouraged by planning officers, the plans submitted will overdevelop the site, severely 

compromising the quality-of-life residents will experience. 

We would like to see significant scaling back and redesigning of some of the blocks to create a 

larger, more attractive open green space, and to reduce overshadowing and overlooking. We 

want the applicant and local authorities to ensure the Chisholm Trail can be delivered, even 

without the full cooperation of Network Rail. We want to see improvements to residents’ cycle 

parking, and more provision for visitor cars, delivery vans, and servicing and removals vehicles. 

Abbreviations used 

DAS = Design & Access Statement 

DSR = Daylight and Sunlight Report 

LP = Cambridge Local Plan (2018) 

APSH = Annual Probable Sunlight Hours 

S106 = Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

sq.m. = square metres 
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Recommendations 

Site design 

We ask the applicant to: 

• Reduce the footprint of the built area to create more open green space; to reduce 

overshadowing of Blocks F/G by Blocks C/D and vice-versa; and to increase the privacy of 

residents in the southern ends of those blocks. 

• Increase the number of spaces for residents’ cycle parking. 

• Locate and design all cycle parking to be secure and/or well-surveilled. 

• Assign more parking spaces for visitors, and for delivery, maintenance and removals vehicles. 

Some of these could be provided within the footprint of one or more of the buildings to avoid 

taking from the open space. 

• Access to visitor bays may need to be controlled, perhaps by the on-site security team, to 

avoid unauthorised use. 

• Reconfigure dwellings to ensure that all receive direct sunlight that meet or exceed APSH 

target values. As a last resort, sun tubes could be used to bring natural light into interior 

spaces and reduce the need for artificial lighting. 

Chisholm Trail 

We urge the planning and highway authorities to engage with Network Rail, the developer of 

this site, the developer of Ironworks, and residents of Angus Close to secure three connection 

points to the land set aside for the Chisholm Trail through this development: 

• To the north via the western railway arch to Ironworks. This is key to avoiding the Mill Rd 

crossing at Kingston St/Devonshire Rd. Although this may become less critical if the Mill Rd bus 

gate is reinstated, the Chisholm Trail will still provide a less conflicted route between Hooper 

St and the station. 

• To the south, directly into the station car park. 

• To the south, directly into Angus Close. This access would be for pedestrians and cycles only.   

These connections would: 

• Ensure that the space assigned to the Chisholm Trail behind Blocks B, C, D and E is well-used as 

intended, and therefore feels safe to walk or cycle along at any time of day. 

• Provide an entry/exit point to the Chisholm Trail for people heading to/from the city centre 

(via Lyndewode Rd). 

• Provide a Plan B route to/from the station and beyond should a direct link to the station car 

park not be secured. 

• Allow people walking and cycling to avoid conflicts with motor vehicles entering and exiting 

the southern entrance to this site. 

We suggest the planning authority should be prepared to use its compulsory purchase powers 

to ensure delivery of this strategic sustainable transport link. This could be funded by S106 

contributions from the developer, combined with already-committed contributions by 

Brookgate for CB1. 
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Note that the positioning and configuration of Block E and the cycle parking to the rear will need 

to be adjusted to accommodate this link. 

Background 
1) This site area is given in §16.01 as 12,300 sq.m. The proposed 100 dwellings will have a 

Gross Internal Area of 9,133 sq.m; commercial space, 12,313 sq.m; and the creche, 284 

sq.m. 

2) The approximate built footprints plus private amenity space (as measured on the plan, 

rounded down to nearest 50 sq.m): 

Block A: 950 sq.m. 

Blocks B & C: 2,600 sq.m. 

Block D: 550 sq.m. 

Bock E: 150 sq.m. 

Blocks F & G: 1,750 sq.m. 

Total: 6,000 sq.m. (49% of the site area) 

3) The breakdown of dwelling types is as follows: 

Type Number People (estimate) 

Studio 7 7 

1 bed/2 people 49 98 

2 bed/3 people 26 78 

2 bed/4 people 17 68 

3 bed/5 people 1 3 

Total 100 254 

4) The LP Proposals Schedule includes this site (R9) as having the potential to provide 60 

dwellings at 35 dwellings per hectare. This presumably also envisaged car parking provision 

of up to 1 space per dwelling (LP Table L.1). 

5) Cycle parking provision for residential use is as follows: 

 Cycle parking spaces 

Block Inside Outside 

A 38 4 

D 55 8 

F 32 4 

G 32 4 

Total 157 20 

6) LP Table L.10 does not cover cycle parking provision for car-free developments. The figures 

should therefore not be used as guidance for provision of cycle parking on this site. 
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Open green space (objection) 
We believe the open green space is too small for on-site residents. There is also a risk that the 

small size, hemmed-in and closely overlooked, and away from a main thoroughfare will fail to 

make it an attractive space for on- or off-site residents. 

7) LP Table I.1 requires 2.2 hectares of informal open space. “Informal open space” includes 

“recreation grounds, parks, natural greenspaces and, in town centres or urban locations, 

usable, high quality, public hard surfaces”. Note the “usable” in reference to “public hard 

surfaces”. 

8) Petersfield is the least well provided ward in Cambridge for public open green space. 

9) By our calculation, the public realm (including access roads and the Chisholm Trail) covers 

6,300 sq.m. We understand this reduction below the 55% (6,750 sq.m.) previously proposed 

was supported by planning officers. We believe this has significantly reduced the quality of 

the proposed site. 

10) The area of usable green space that qualifies as “informal open space” (i.e. the “central 

green”) is around 2,400 sq.m. We would argue that the space between Blocks C and D 

should be subtracted, as it is too narrow, but that a small amount of the space behind Block 

B should be counted. No other parts of the public realm (see Figure 4) offer public space 

that is usable for relaxation or recreation. 

11) Based on a likely resident population of 250 people, the Local Plan requires 5,500 sq.m. of 

informal open space. That does not take into account the demand created by on-site 

workers (potentially numbering over 800 at 15 sq.m. per employee) and people visiting the 

planned community activity space. 

12) The open space is cramped and hemmed in by tall buildings on three sides. In earlier 

versions of the plan, the new houses facing Devonshire Rd were to be town houses with 

gardens to the rear (see Figure 1 and Figure 2). Although the gardens would have been 

private, the space between the building façades facing into the central green would have 

been wider, giving the public space a greater sense of openness. 

13) The proposed space is considerably smaller than the open space at Warren Close, and much 

more tightly bounded, with the buildings just 13 metres apart at the southern end. 

14) There is an object lesson in repeated failures to provide usable, lovable green spaces that 

serve the local area well, at Ravensworth Gardens, St Matthew’s Gardens, Great Northern 

Road, Warren Close and behind One Station Square. Some combination of the size, 

accessibility and design of these spaces has resulted in their being underused and unloved. 

15) Historically, under-provision of green space in new developments has been mitigated by 

S106 cash payments in lieu. If a similar arrangement is being considered here, we would 

want to see a detailed plan for the creation of additional open green space in the local area 

(within ten minutes’ walk of Devonshire Gardens – for reference, Coleridge Recreation 

Ground is about 13 minutes’ walk away). 
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Density (objection) 
We are concerned that the high density, compactness and, in many cases, single-aspect 

configuration of the dwellings will not be conducive to a high quality of life for residents. 

16) This plan proposes a 67% increase in dwellings on what the Local Plan proposed for this site 

in addition to a large volume of commercial space that would support around 800 

employees, as well as a creche. 

17) The high density is achieved at the expense of open green space and by designing the 

dwellings to be very compact, with many having only a single aspect. Single-aspect 

dwellings cannot be cross-ventilated, and therefore require energy-consuming mechanical 

ventilation. The implications for natural lighting are covered in the next section. 

18) We appreciate that maximising the residential capacity of city sites is a high priority for the 

local authority. We also appreciate that high-density development is more sustainable than 

lower densities, especially where the site can function car-free. However, due consideration 

must also be given to the comfort and mental health of the future residents of this site, and 

their need for local amenities – in particular for play, recreation and fitness – not available 

on-site. 

19) Block D is five to seven storeys high. It is more than twice the height of Block F and only a 

street’s width apart from it. As such it will be overbearing, with an unacceptable degree of 

overlooking and overshadowing, in particular of apartments near the south-west corner of 

Block F. 

Sunlight (objection) 
We are concerned that many of the dwellings will receive too little direct sunlight, with 

significant impacts on residents’ quality of life. 

20) The Daylight and Sunlight Report states, “Overall, across the whole scheme, 47 out of 97 

(48%) living rooms across the scheme meet the APSH target values for sunlight. The majority 

of living rooms which do not meet have predominantly north facing aspects. Furthermore, 

all units will have access to a balcony which provides an alternative source of amenity.” 

 

This shows that 52% of living rooms do not meet the APSH target values. We do not believe 

this is acceptable, given the strong connections between lack of exposure to daylight and 

poor mental health (such as Seasonally Affective Disorder). 

21) The least compliant dwellings all have a single aspect to the north (Block A) or north-of-

west (Blocks F & G and the central apartments in Block D). 

22) A recessed balcony does not create an additional aspect. The justification for this is even 

strong than for a bay window (“the provision of a bay window does not constitute dual 

aspect” – quoted from the London Housing Design Quality and Standards in DAS 12.10). 

23) A large number of single-aspect apartments have therefore been wrongly categorised as 

dual-aspect (see Figure 3). 
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24) The sunlight study explicitly ignores the effect of trees (DSR 2.1). This is not reasonable in 

the case of the single-aspect apartments on the west side of Blocks F & G: in summer 

months they will be heavily shaded by trees; in the winter they will receive minimal sunlight 

because their aspect is north of west. 

25) In earlier versions of the plan, the new houses facing Devonshire Rd were to be terraced 

houses with gardens to the rear. As such, they would have received eastern sunlight. 

26) The single-aspect flats on the west side of Block D will receive little direct sunlight because 

of overshadowing by Block F and being oriented close to north-west. 

Visitor parking and deliveries (objection) 
We welcome the applicant’s plan for a car-free development on this site. However, we believe 

that one car club space will be insufficient for 250 residents; there needs to be more provision 

for visitor parking; and that space needs to be demarcated for delivery vehicles (including 

removals vans) to park at both entrances without causing an obstruction. 

27) Residents will have visitors who cannot reasonably be expected to arrive by active or public 

transport. They may also require access to an EV charging point. Their only parking options 

will be in the Pay & Display bays on Devonshire Rd or the Gwydir St car park. Without on-

site provision, it is likely that people will park in ways that are obstructive or detrimental to 

the public open space on this site. 

28) Residents will be very dependent upon deliveries of groceries, homewares, etc. Therefore, 

the number of delivery vans visiting the site per day will be higher than is typical elsewhere. 

29) The walking distance from the only designated visitor space (see Figure 5) to the southern 

end of Blocks D and F is too far to make deliveries efficiently. Therefore, delivery vehicles 

will stop in the south entrance or on the edges of the central park. 

30) There is no specific provision for vehicles connected to servicing the offices: cleaning, 

security, supplies, maintenance, etc. Nor is there provision for vehicles connected with 

maintaining the buildings, which may need to be parked for whole days. 

31) With nowhere else convenient to park without causing an obstruction, these vehicles will 

park on the edges of the central park. 

32) It will be far easier to install electric charging points in the new development than on 

Devonshire Rd. We therefore suggest that this development should provide at least three 

car club spaces with electric charge points. These would then serve residents of Devonshire 

Gardens, Devonshire Road, Devonshire Mews and Angus Close. 

33) A reconfiguration of the space at the south-west corner of the site could potentially 

accommodate more club and visitor parking spaces (see Figure 6). 

34) There needs to be a loading bay marked out in both entrance areas so that large delivery, 

furniture removals and building maintenance vehicles can park for an extended duration 

without obstructing other vehicles needing to access the site at the same time. 
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Cycle parking (objection) 
As this development is the first large development to be car-free, this will be an important 

reference site for the quantity, usability and security of the cycle parking. The currently 

proposed level of provision for residents is very likely to be inadequate in terms of quantity of 

spaces, provision for off-gauge cycles and security. 

35) Although the total quantity of cycle parking on the site appears generous, only 157 spaces 

are provided in secure rooms for the use of residents. 

36) Almost all residents will require a cycle as they will not own a car. Therefore at least 250 

spaces should be provided – for residents and overnight visitors. 

37) A significant proportion of residents will want to own a cargo bike in place of a car, to 

transport young children and shopping. Therefore, a 5% provision for off-gauge cycles (such 

as cargo bikes and tricycles) will be inadequate, especially for dwellings designed for 

families with children. 

38) Many developments in Cambridge have been targeted frequently by thieves, who have 

easily overcome inadequate and poorly designed security. 

39) Cycles will be the main mode of transport for most residents, and therefore they are likely 

to own relatively valuable cycles, which will be targeted by thieves. Therefore, it is of 

paramount importance that residents’ cycle parking is robustly secure by design. 

40) We recommend that access to cycle parking be via building entrance lobbies in order to 

provide two levels of security and greater informal surveillance. This will need to be 

designed so that automatic doors can be operated whilst wheeling a bike in or out of the 

building. 

Chisholm Trail (objection) 
We are concerned that the land behind Blocks B & C, intended for the Chisholm Trail, could 

become a redundant, neglected and unsafe space. 

41) DAS 11.06 states, “The buildings have been set back 5m from the site boundary which 

means that the proposals can accommodate the future Chisholm Trail within the site.” 

42) There is no detail provided on how the Chisholm Trail will connect at the northern end of 

the site, both from the railway cottages access road and from the planned route 

underneath Mill Rd bridge. There is also no direct connection from the Chisholm Trail to the 

station car park. We understand that this is owing to Network Rail being unwilling to grant 

access. 

43) We are concerned that the route between the Ironworks development and the southern 

end of Block C (commercial use) will have a poor level of informal surveillance, especially in 

the evenings and at weekends. This is likely to make the space feel isolated and unsafe to 

use after dusk. The planning and highway authorities need to work with Network Rail and 

the respective site developers to address this. 
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44) Detail is lacking on the design and materials for the Chisholm Trail which, if it is connected 

at the north and south ends, will become a very busy walking and cycling route. 

45) It is likely that Network Rail will want the connection with the station car park to be at the 

southernmost end of the site, potentially creating a conflict point around the cycle parking 

proposed to be placed at the back of Block E. 

46) We urged the applicant to secure pedestrian/cycle access to the site via Angus Close as an 

alternative to a direct connection into the northern part of the station car park. We are 

disappointed that this has not been achieved, as it greatly reduces the likelihood that 

people will use this section of the Chisholm Trail. However, we appreciate that it required 

purchase of land, properties or a wayleave, which existing landowners were unwilling to 

agree to. 

47) The planning and highway authorities need to work with the applicant to develop a viable 

Plan B alternative to having direct access to the station car park. This would also serve 

people travelling to the city centre via the designated low-traffic route (Devonshire Rd – 

Lyndewode Rd – Gresham Rd – Regent Tce). 

Blocks F & G (comment) 
We are unclear about the visual impact of these three-storey buildings.  

48) Blocks F & G are described inaccurately in DAS 11.21 as follows: ‘The scale and massing of 

the buildings facing Devonshire Road have been designed as 2.5 storey dwellings with a 

second floor “room in the roof living”, where set back mansard roofs help to reduce the 

scale of the building when viewed from the street.’ However, the drawings clearly show 

these as three-storey buildings with shallow-pitched rooves. 

49) F & G are well set back from Devonshire Rd, behind a screen of trees, so we do not 

anticipate a significantly negative impact on residents on the west side of Devonshire Rd. 

However, it would be helpful, in particular for residents of those homes, to see 

visualisations that illustrate clearly what the visual impact will be. 

50) Of greater concern is the massing of the buildings on the east side, facing the central park 

(see point 12) above), and how they will look relative to the much taller buildings opposite 

(Blocks C & D). 

Community spaces (comment) 
51) LP Table I.1 requires 0.3 hectares of equipped children’s play area per 1,000 people. Where 

(on- or off-site) will new play space be provided? The surrounding area is fairly well 

provided with play areas for young children, but poorly provided with sporting and 

recreation facilities for older children. 

52) LP Table I.1 requires 0.4 hectares of allotments per 1,000 people. Where (off-site) will these 

be provided? 
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Security (comment) 
We are concerned that poorly surveilled “corners” will attract rather than deter antisocial 

behaviour and petty crime. 

53) Antisocial behaviour and petty crime is commonplace in the area, including drug dealing, 

congregation of street drinkers, alcohol- and drug-induced aggression, bike thefts, graffiti 

and petty vandalism. Drug dealing is frequently observed in Devonshire Rd and in the access 

road behind the railway cottages. 

54) Natural surveillance is critical to combatting antisocial behaviour and petty crime. 

55) A number of areas in the proposed plan are not well surveilled, including behind (east of) 

Blocks B, C and E, and north of Block B. This would deter people, in particular women and 

girls, from using the Chisholm Trail or accessing the cycle parks in Block B & C from the 

railway side. 

56) We would strongly resist any suggestion of gating the development as a way to improve 

security. It would not create a well-integrated community; it would make the public space 

less attractive as a recreational space for non-residents; and the Chisholm Trail would 

become a no-go area after dark. 

Drainage (comment) 
We are concerned that the additional inflow to the sewer under Devonshire Rd could cause 

problems, especially in combination with more frequent and intense rainstorms in future. 

57) Although we understand Anglian Water has indicated the capacity of the Devonshire Rd 

sewer is adequate to accept the outflow generated by the additional resident and working 

population, we would like to see this confirmed definitively. The sewer carries surface 

water and has flooded in the past during violent rainstorms, which are likely to become 

more common. Anecdotally, there have also been blockages, though it is unclear whether 

these were in the main sewer or connecting feeds. 

58) We encourage the developer to implement recycling of greywater where feasible in any or 

all of the blocks. 
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Figure 1: Early schematic of the site configuration 

 
Figure 2: Early sketch of the site design 
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Figure 3: Indication of whether units have a single or dual aspect. Access to a balcony is wrongly counted as an additional 
aspect. 

 
Figure 4: Designation of public spaces on the site 
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Figure 5: Designated spaces for visitor parking and deliveries 

 
Figure 6: Space at the southern end of the site that could be reconfigured to provide visitor parking, additional club car 
spaces and a loading bay 

 


