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6 October 2014 

Dear Sir 

Appl Ref S/2133/14/FL 

Change of use of existing car showroom to A1 retail unit, Cambridge SAAB, 59, High Street, 

Harston, Cambridge, Cambridgeshire, CB22 7PZ  

This application includes a new Technical Note aimed at addressing some of the transport 

issues. The application relies upon the previously submitted Transport Statement and the 

Planning and Retail Statement. The relevant comments we made on these documents are 

repeated below. 

We are objecting to this planning application on the following grounds: 

1. The size and scale of the new food shop is out of keeping with the status of 

Harston as a Group Village.  

a. The size and scale of the new food shop is out of keeping with the status of 

Harston as a Group Village and therefore is not supported by Policy SF/4 

(Retailing in Villages) of the Development Control Policies DPD. It is 

understood that the Gross Floor Area of the building is approximately 363 

sq.m. The applicants have indicated that the Sales Area will be 260sq.m. 

Looking at the table at paragraph 5.22 of the applicant’s Planning and Retail 

Statement, it is clear that the proposed new store will be twice or three times 

bigger than the stores listed in those other Group Villages. 

b. Looking at other Group Villages in the district, the same pattern of smaller 

shops can be seen: 

i. Oakington Village Store/ Post Office - 41sq.m. 

ii. Over Newsagent/ Post Office – 39sq.m. 

iii. Swavesey Costcutter - 75sq.m. 

c. It is not until the Minor Rural Centres are examined that a comparable scale 

of retail unit can be seen (e.g. Cottenham Co-op – 279sq.m., Willingham Co-

op – 225sq.m.) 

d. The size of the proposed food store is based on the assumed catchment area 

population of 8120 (Planning and Retail Statement, paragraph 5.18). This is 

roughly five times the population of Harston (1770 population in 2012).  

2. A new food store of the size and scale proposed will have a detrimental effect on 

other village services.  

a. In particular the existing small food shop contains the village sub-post office. 

The existing village shop is most likely to close in the face of competition 

from a new national food retailer in the proposed new food store and 

without the premises from which to operate, the sub-post office would also 
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close. The detrimental effect of the closure of sub-post offices has been 

widely reported in the press and one need look no further than the website of the 

National Federation of SubPostmasters (http://www.nfsp.org.uk/About) to 

understand the critical nature of this issue.  

b. The Post Office is required by Government to meet ‘Access Criteria’. With the 

next nearest post office at Shelford being within 3 miles of Harston it is not 

conceivable that a new post office will open in Harston. There is no public 

transport connection between Harston and Shelford so the vast majority of 

trips to the alternative sub-Post Office will be by car. 

c. Taking into account the above, the proposed development is contrary to 

Policy SF/1 (Protection of Village Services and Facilities) of the Development 

Control Policies DPD. 

3. The parking provision indicated on the Proposed Site Plan is inadequate. 

a. 22 car parking spaces are indicated on the Proposed Site Plan. The maximum 

number of spaces for a store of 363sq.m. is 26 spaces. Bearing in mind that 

the applicant is expecting that 78% of the catchment area of the store is 

outside of Harston (a population of over 6300 people in the catchment area 

(but outside of Harston)), 22 spaces is inadequate. In the same way that the 

applicant acknowledges that the current store benefits from passing trade, 

this new store will also look to benefit from the same. This will result in car 

parking spaces being required for additional trips generated from passing 

trade outside the catchment area. We would therefore question whether 

even the maximum car parking spaces is sufficient bearing in mind the 

reliance on passing trade and the material increase in travel demand from 

outside Harston. 

b. The Transport Statement seeks to justify the level of car parking but is based 

on flawed data. The use of such flawed data simply demonstrates that the 

level of car parking is inadequate. The TRICS data in Appendix C of the 

Transport Statement is not convincing for the following reasons: 

i. The data appears to be based on an analysis of 4 stores in the List of 

Sites. Only one of these stores is comparable in size to the proposed 

development. The other three are significantly smaller. The trade 

draw of such stores and the requirement for car parking is clearly 

going to be less than the proposed store in Harston. 

ii. None of stores in the List of Sites is in a village. They are either in a 

suburban area/ high street or in a neighbourhood centre as defined 

by PPS6. In such areas one would expect the catchment population to 

be in a significantly smaller geographical area, within a shorter 

distance from the food store where shoppers typically have the 

propensity and means to travel to the stores by a greater choice of 

transport modes other than the private motor car. 

http://www.nfsp.org.uk/About
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iii. The car ownership per household used in the Transport Statement is 

less than that found in South Cambridgeshire. Table KS404EW of the 

2011 Census confirms that the average number of cars or vans per 

household is 1.5. 

c. The Technical Note seeks to support the provision of 22 car parking spaces 

through an analysis of the duration of stay and parking provision based on 3 

stores elsewhere in the UK.  It is not clear to us exactly how Table 2.7 is 

working and what it shows. There are 3 figures for the ‘average duration of 

stay (minutes)’. The average of these is a stay of 12.71 minutes and not 9.2 

minutes. Notwithstanding our possible misunderstanding of Table 2.7, the 

approach to establishing car parking in the Technical Note fails for a similar 

same reason the car parking analysis in the Transport Statement fails. The 

Tesco stores in Horsham and Derby Road, Chesterfield are both within urban 

conurbations in towns. Such stores are serving geographical catchment areas 

that are much smaller and higher residential densities compared to Harston. 

There is no information about the proportion of visitors to these stores that 

travel by foot, bicycle, car or public transport. It is anticipated that there will 

be some better ability to choose the mode of transport to visit these stores 

and that a greater proportion of customers can walk or cycle. This will 

undoubtedly influence the use of the car park at each store. At Harston, by 

the applicant’s own admission 78% of the catchment population for the 

proposed new store will lie outside of the village. All the trips from outside of 

the village will be made by car. All the trips made to the proposed store by 

passing trade will be made by car. The circumstances are such that the 

evidence base used by the applicant is unsound. There is not enough 

information about the location of Whittington Tesco Express to establish 

where it is located. 

d. The planning application provides no indication of the number of staff that 

will be employed. This would usually be a clear benefit of new development. 

It is noted that only 1 staff car parking space is provided on-site. In reality 

there will be more than 1 staff member and the ‘Servicing Management Plan’ 

referred to in paragraph 5.36 of the Planning and Retail Statement would also 

suggest this to be the case.  Due to the infrequent bus service through 

Harston, it is most likely that those staff members will travel to work by car. 

Staff car parking would therefore displace the visitor car parking spaces that 

are proposed to be provided on site. If staff were not permitted to park on 

site this would cause parking problems on the surrounding roads.  

 

The number of staff can be estimated by reference to ‘Employment Densities 

Guide (2nd Edition 2010, Homes and Communities Agency). Using an average 

of 1 Full Time Equivalent (FTE) job per 18 square metres and equating the Net 
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Internal Area to the Retail Sales Area (of 260sq.m.), 14 FTE jobs will be 

created.  

In the appeal decision included in Appendix C of the applicant’s Technical 

Note (August 2014) that seeks to address transport issues, paragraph 30 of 

the appeal decision letter confirms that a similar sized store actually supports 

20 jobs.  

 

Clearly this does not mean that between 14 and 20 parking spaces for staff 

will need to be provided every day but a proportion certainly will need to be 

catered for. 

e. The provision of 8 cycle parking stands is welcomed. No plan has been 

submitted to demonstrate how they will be designed into the layout and we 

would request that the applicants submit this plan prior to determination of 

the planning application to confirm the layout. We would expect such a 

critical plan to be listed as an approved drawing if the planning application is 

approved, rather than submitted to discharge a subsequent planning 

condition.  

4. Other highway issues 

a. Bearing in mind point 3a above, car parking will spill over into The Limes 

opposite. This is a residential street where all homes have wide drives with 

direct frontage onto the street. In the vicinity of the A10 junction where most 

visitors to the new shop will want to park, the proposed development will 

result in inconsiderate parking and will adversely affect the amenity of 

residents. 

b. Because there is insufficient parking associated with the proposed 

development, this will also result in vehicles stopping on the A10 and 

presumably mounting the footpath in an attempt to park and avoid blocking 

other vehicles on the A10.  

c. The current village shop does benefit from lay-bys on both sides of the road 

so that passing trade to this shop does have somewhere to park. This is not 

the case with the proposed development. 

d. The existing access to the proposed development is opposite The Limes. In 

the morning peak in particular, northbound turning movements out of The 

Limes are already hampered by the queuing traffic on the A10. Introducing 

additional left turn and right turn car movements associated with the 

proposed development in this particular location will cause additional 

congestion. Although the pedestrian islands on the A10 will assist with trips 

made by foot to the proposed new shop, they will act to concentrate visits 

made by all forms of transport into a very small area of the highway. 

e. The vehicle circulation space allowed for within the proposed site boundary 

looks to be inadequate. It is catering for the movements of cars, including 



Page 5 of 6 
 

those queuing up to find or wait for a parking space, deliveries by an 8.4m 

rigid vehicle in the car park, pedestrians and cyclists. Parking issues are dealt 

with in section 3 above. 

f. It is useful to see a draft ‘Parking, Access and Delivery Management Plan’ in 

Appendix E of the applicant’s Technical Note. We have the following 

comments: 

i. It is understood from the previous submissions that deliveries will be 

up to 3 times per day. We would suggest that deliveries are not 

allowed during the morning and afternoon peaks to help mitigate 

impacts on the road network.  

ii. Paragraph 2.10 of the applicant’s Technical Note confirms that the 

Melton Road site, Leicester has the benefit of both a Parking 

Management Plan and a Travel Plan. The key point is that whilst the 

applicant is seeking to deal with on-site issues at Harston, there are 

no proposals in a Travel Plan to deal with some of the off-site issues 

typically addressed in such a document and noted in this letter and in 

Appendix D of the applicant’s Technical Note: 

1. A system for monitoring overspill parking with a jacketed team 

member diverting any further traffic impact 

2. Irresponsible off-site parking 

3. Encouraging sustainable travel including for staff 

4. Provision of staff car parking, potentially in another location 

off-site. 

g. For pedestrians accessing the proposed shop front, a safe route or routes 

through or beside the car parking area is not clearly shown on the proposed 

layout. 1. Paragraph 1.7 of the Transport Statement appears to be confirming 

that pedestrian access will be directly from the footway on the High Street 

through the car park. This is consistent with the Proposed Site Plan that 

shows no footpath connection to the front of the store. This will encourage 

dangerous conflicts between pedestrians, cyclists, cars and the delivery 

vehicle. It would seem sensible to have at least 1no. 2.1m footpath 

connecting the footpath alongside the A10 to the front of the store. This 

should be protected by suitable railings or bollards from the bumpers of cars 

encroaching on this route. 

h. In conclusion, the Access Statement in the previously submitted Planning and 

Retail Statement is inadequate. It only deals poorly with matters inside the 

red line boundary. The Transport Statement does not address the other 

issues noted above outside of the red line. The Technical Note is helpful in 

part.  
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5. We remain of the view that the proposed development provides insufficient space 

for car parking on-site. The proposal is not supported by Policy TR/1 (1) of the 

Development Control Policies DPD and only partly supported by part (2) of the same 

policy. The proposal is not supported by Policy TR/2(1). The proposal is not 

supported by Policy TR(3). The application fails to address the highway and access 

issues in Policy DP/2 (Design of New Development) in the Development Control 

Policies DPD. 

We would be grateful if you could keep us informed of the progress of this planning 

application and the outcome of the Council’s deliberations. 

 

Yours Sincerely 

 

 

Anna Mitchell and Andy Lawson 

 

 

 


