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C/6/9/1A – HISTON AND IMPINGTON 
Discharge of Planning Conditions 3 (a) (v), 4 & 8 - Design and External Appearance of 

Acoustic Fencing, Landscaping and Noise in Histon 
 

Recommendation: Approve/Delegated Approval 
 

Notes: 
 
This Application has been reported to the Planning Committee for determination 
because the recommendation of approval is contrary to Parish Council objections. 
 
Members will visit this site on 10th June 2009. 
 

Background 
 

1. On 21st December 2005, the Secretary of State for Transport directed that planning 
permission be deemed to be granted for the development included in the 
Cambridgeshire Guided Busway Order.  Three of the ten conditions read: 

(a) (Condition 3) Design and external appearance  

Work shall not begin on each of the following items of development until in each 
case prior written approval of their design and external appearance has been 
obtained from the local planning authority: 

(v) permanent fencing and any acoustic fencing associated with the busway 
system;  

The works shall be carried out in accordance with the approval given by the 
local planning authority or, if that authority gives prior written approval to any 
amendment or alteration, subject to such amendment or alteration. 

Reason: to ensure the satisfactory appearance and functioning of the 
development, in the interests of highway safety and, in the case of (v), to 
enable noise attenuation. 

(b) (Condition 4) Landscaping  

No development shall begin on the site of any work until the following have 
been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority: 

(i) a scheme for the landscaping of the site of that work, including the 
maintenance of such landscaping; 

(ii) details of the specification and position of any fencing and any other 
measures to be taken to protect and maintain retained trees and 
landscaping from damage before or during the course of the works. 



The landscaping scheme for any work shall be carried out before or not later 
than 12 months from the date of the works authorised by the Order being 
brought into operation; 

Any trees or shrubs planted in accordance with this condition which are 
removed, die, become seriously damaged, or become seriously diseased within 
five years of planting shall be replaced within the next planting season. 
Replacements must be of a similar size and species to those originally required 
to be planted; 

The works shall be carried out in accordance with the approval given by the 
local planning authority or, if that authority gives prior written approval to any 
amendment or alteration, subject to such amendment or alteration. 

Reason: to secure the comprehensive and high quality landscaping of the 
development and to ensure that the landscaping is maintained.  

(c) (Condition 8) Operational Noise  

The scheduled works listed below shall be constructed to incorporate the 
following elements, each of which shall, in relation to the work in question, be 
completed before that work is brought into operation and then maintained 
thereafter whilst the work remains in operation: 

(i) Work No.8 A noise barrier along the north-eastern edge of the guideway 
from Girton Crossing to approximately chainage 16+000 at the rear of the 
properties in Pease Way, Melvin Way and St Audrey's Close; 

(ii) Work No.8 A noise barrier along the southern edge of the guideway from 
approximately chainage 17+000 to chainage 17+500 at the rear of 
properties in Villa Way. 

Reason: to mitigate potential for increased noise intrusion in the interests 
of residential amenity.  

 
2. These details were initially submitted as one proposal on 28th August 2007 but have 

subsequently been amended into three smaller sections, submitted15th March 2009 
(sections 1 and 3) and 3rd April 2009 (section 2), in order to assist with the discharge 
of these conditions; the various sections having different issues in relation to them.  It 
is these schemes that require Planning Committee’s consideration: 
 
(a) (Section 1) From Park Lane along Pease Way, Melvin Way and St Audrey’s 

Close; 
(b) (Section 2) From Villa Road, Villa Place to Station Road; and 
(c) (Section 3) From Station Road to Pepys Terrace. 
 
These are explained in detail under the Sites and Proposals section, below. 

 
3. In his conclusions the Inspector used the County Council’s ambient noise readings 

taken at representative locations as the starting point for assessing noise.  He 
accepted their predictions of noise based on measurements taken at Leeds where a 
not dissimilar guided busway is in operation.  It was generally accepted that these 
measurements were acceptable for such comparative purposes, having taken into 
account differences in circumstances.  The inspector noted that the County Council’s 
assessment took sufficient account of engine and exhaust noise and the interaction 
between the guide wheels and containment kerbs. 



 
4. In particular, the Inspector identified the St Audreys Close, Melvin Way and Pease 

Way along with Villa Place section as being susceptible to noise.  Further, the 
Inspector noted that ten properties along the route would suffer noise increase of 
more 10dB or more and that thirty-five properties would suffer increases in noise of 
3dB or more. 

 
5. The Inspector considered two distinct time periods in terms of the approach to be 

taken to noise attenuation as a consequence of the anticipated increases in noise.  
07:00-23:00 would be treated as being daytime conditions, while 06:00-07:00 and 
23:00-24:00 would be treated as nighttime, following the approach of PPG24.  He 
established that, in accordance with PPG24’s guidance, ‘L

Aeq
 (this being defined in 

PPP24 as’ the equivalent continuous sound level -the sound level of a notionally 
steady sound having the same energy as a fluctuating sound over a specified 
measurement period (T)’), was the appropriate measure for day-time noise, such that 
the worst affected properties, which would suffer greater than 13dB increase in noise 
could be adequately mitigated through “suitably designed and placed noise barriers”. 

 
6. In terms of the two night-time hours he considered that it was reasonable to use L

Amax 

and L
Aeq

 measurements to take account of potential sleep disturbance, especially as 

the period between 23.00-24.00 hours would be when many people try to get to 
sleep, making this time a particularly sensitive one. 

 
7. The Inspector went on to determine, based on World Health Organisation (WHO) 

guidelines that the barrier design would need to provide a reduction in noise of 
10dB(A) and should follow established practice in highway and railway schemes.  
The Inspector noted that detailed specification and design work would be required to 
establish precisely how effective the barrier would be.  That work might indicate a 
need to achieve a higher attenuation than the 10dB(A) cited at the Inquiry.  He noted 
that technically that could be done. 

 
8. In the ‘reason’ attached to Condition 3 it specifically refers to enabling noise 

attenuation.  Condition 3 more widely refers to the requirement for prior written 
approval of design and external appearance.  There appears to be no direct 
requirement to be placed on the visual amenity of residents.  Although in his 
conclusions reference is made by the Inspector to the barrier providing some 
immediate visual screening this is not given as a reason for Condition 3. 

 
9. The landscaping scheme was considered necessary by the Inspector in order to 

soften the appearance of the barriers and to provide ‘filtered rather than complete 
screening…[to] retain a degree of openness to the south without creating any 
overbearing or overshadowing effect” (the latter comment was made in relation to the 
Pease Way, Melvin Way, St Audreys Close and Manor Park section).  When 
considering landscaping therefore, although not expressly referred to in the reason 
for condition 4, consideration can be given to the visual effects of the busway and its 
noise barrier. 
 
Sites and Proposals 
 
(Section 1) Pease Way, Melvin Way and St Audrey’s Close 
 

10. The first of the three sections of the Histon stretch, which runs on a north-west -
south-east axis.  To the north-east of the Guided Busway is residential development. 

 



11. At Pease Way, the two-storey dwellings at nos. 11-20 back onto the Busway, with 
rear gardens between their rear elevations and the barrier that vary in depth of 
between 12-28 metres.  No. 19 has two ‘rear’ elevations due to it being a corner plot; 
its south-west elevation is the one that faces directly towards the Busway, while its 
north-west elevation faces parallel to the route.  The dwellings at nos. 14-18 are sited 
so that their rear elevations, which face south-west, are angled away from the route 
slightly.  The ground levels of properties at Pease Way are generally higher than that 
of the Busway, although at certain properties, such as at no. 19, the gardens dip so 
that they are below the busway.  There is a line of mature, deciduous, broadleaf trees 
within the gardens of nos. 17-20 that follow the boundary with the busway. 

 
12. Nos. 10-42 Melvin Way back onto the Busway, again with back gardens separating 

rear elevations which face directly towards the Busway, with the exceptions of no. 10 
which is angled and faces west, and nos. 28-40 which have small amenity areas and 
a car park between them and the Busway.  Generally these properties are closer to 
the Busway with approximate distances of 9-13 metres between.  Slight variations 
between ground levels occur between properties and the busway such that the 
busway is slightly above these gardens. 

 
13. At St Audreys Close nos. 42 and 43 side onto the Busway, however they do have 

windows and doors in their south elevations.  These elevations are a minimum of 12 
metres, approximately, from the Busway.  There is no noticeable difference in ground 
level between these dwellings on the Busway. 

 
14. The application for this section proposes a 2.00 metre high, vertical timber fence with 

absorptive material on the side of the Busway.  This will serve as the noise barrier. 
 
15. Two small sections of 1.60 metre high mesh fence are detailed at the rear of 20 

Pease Way and at the south-western end of St Audreys Close. 
 
16. To the north-east of the barrier a strip of landscaping to the boundaries is proposed 

varying in depth from 1 to 8 metres.  On average it will be approximately 3 metres 
wide.  This is shown to be planted with ‘feature planting’ including silver birch trees of 
200-250cm size stock; and shrubs including Hazel, Dogwood, Wild Privet, Holly, Field 
Rose, Dog Rose, Sweet Briar and Guelder Rose of between 40-60cm stock size. 

 
17. Notes accompanying the scheme, amongst others, state that feathered and multi-

stemmed trees (the silver birches) are to be planted more densely in front of 
residential houses; and that the shrubs are to be planted closer to the noise barrier in 
smaller groups in order to achieve a natural wild image. 

 
(Section 2) From Villa Road and Villa Place to Station Road 
 

18. The second of the three sections of the Histon stretch.  To the south-west of the 
Guided Busway is residential development at Villa Road and Villa Place.  Generally 
along this stretch there are only minor differences in ground level, although the 
provided sections show Villa Place as approximately 30cm higher than the busway. 

 
19. At Villa Road nos. 6-18 and 22 abut the busway.  Nos. 6-18 are two-storey houses, 

while no. 22 is a chalet type house with rooflights in its rear roofslope that face the 
guideway.  Nos. 16 and 18 side onto the busway, with these side elevations between 
2-3 metres from the busway. 

 
20. Nos. 6-12 Villa Road back onto the busway with their rear gardens of between 10-15 

metres between the rear elevations and boundary.  These dwellings are in the form of 



two pairs of semi-detached that are slightly angled to the line.  No. 12 therefore is 
closer to the line than no. 6.  The rear elevations of these dwellings face north-east. 

 
21. At Villa Place, to the south-east of Villa Road, a block of terraced houses also side 

onto the busway at nos. 3-6.  No. 6 has a first floor obscure glazed window in its side 
elevation that faces the busway.  Nos. 7-14 back onto the busway with rear gardens 
situated between the houses and boundary.  The rear elevation of this terrace faces 
north-east, at a very slight angle to the busway.  Their gardens are between 9-14 
metres deep to the boundary.  Nos. 13 -14 are also to the south-west of the Histon 
and Impington bus stop (on the south-western side of the busway). 

 
22. The application was amended for this stretch from a barrier with a uniform height of 

2.5 metres to one varying in height: 
 

(a) 22 Villa Road – 4.25 metres high 
(b) 18 Villa Road – 4.00 metres high 
(c) 16 Villa Road – 4.25 metres high dropping to 4.00metres high  
(d) 12 Villa Road - 4.00 metres high increasing to 4.5 metres high 
(e) 6-10 Villa Road – 4.75 metres high increasing at no. 6 to 5.5 metres high 
(f) 6 Villa Place – 5.50 metres high increasing to 6.0 metres high 
(g) 7-12 Villa Place – 6 metres high 
(h) 13- 14 Villa Place to Station Road - 4.0 metres high. 

 
23. The fence will be vertical timber planked board to the residential side and will have a 

black, porous membrane held with timber to the busway side. 
 
24. Due the limited space at this part of the busway for soft landscaping, it is proposed 

that small strips of grass (a neutral grassland species mix) are sown at this stretch on 
the north-eastern (busway) side of the barrier. 

 
(Section 3) From Station Road to Pepys Terrace 
 

25. Pepys Terrace is located on the south-western side of the busway, to the south-east 
of the Station Road.  Nos. 3-35 back onto the busway.  The rear elevations of these 
two-storey houses are approximately 30-40 metres from the busway, with rear 
gardens backing onto it.  They are at a higher ground level to the busway. 

 
26. The barrier for this stretch has been amended from 2.5 metres high to 2.0 metres 

high. The fence will be vertical timber planked board to the residential side and will 
have a black, porous membrane held with timber to the busway side. 

 
27. Section 2.5 (page 4) of the accompanying report to the amended scheme explains 

the reason for lowering the barrier at this section: 
 

‘The guideway is set down below the height of the gardens of properties in 
Pepys terrace and it is proposed that this section of noise barrier is located 
towards the top of this shallow, re-profiled, cutting.  The barrier can then revert 
to 2m above local ground height, with the slop of the cutting between the 
guideway and the noise barrier planted with scrub’. 

 
28. A 1.0 metre wide grass strip, as described at paragraph 17 above, is proposed on the 

south-western side of the barrier.  To the north-eastern side of the barrier will be 
dense scrub planting to a depth of approximately 4 metres.  This is to comprise Field 
Maple trees with a stock size of 175-200cm and shrubs including Hazel, Hawthorn, 



Crab Apple, Blackthorn, Dog Rose, Elder and Guelder Rose with stock sizes of 
between 40-80cm.  

 
Consultation 

 
29. Principal Environmental Health Officer – Commented on the initial submission: 
 
30. “I have read the above document that I understand was produced by Nuttall & 

Cambridgeshire County Council. I have the following comments: 
 I understand that the barrier design will be based on the thin vertical option located as 

close as practical to the edge of the guideway. Highways Agency advice in respect of the 
design of the barrier appears to be considered e.g. Page 3 2.4 Detailed Approach to the 
Design: HA 66/95 "For a barrier design to achieve an attenuation of 10db(A) a timber 
barrier manufactured from 19mm thick material would have sufficient mass to provide a 
sound reduction index of 22dB(A) thus ensuring that the contribution from sound passing 
through the barrier would be insignificant compared to that diffracted over it." 
 

31. I would recommend that whatever barrier is finally agreed, that it should be 
constructed taking into account the relevant guidance from the Highways Agency 
(HA 66/956 & HA 65/94) and that it has a mass of 10 to 15 Kg/m2 at least to ensure 
that it is effective. I would not recommend any reduction in the height of the barrier for 
aesthetic purposes, as this would adversely affect the dynamism and effectiveness of 
the barrier from an acoustic perspective. I would also recommend that the fence be 
made of components that interlock thereby preventing gaps in the construction”. 
 

32. Acoustic Consultant (on behalf of SCDC) – Commented on the latest submissions: 
 “I have reviewed the information provided by the Developer's team (for the Villa Place 

barrier) and what data I have been able to obtain elsewhere for the Melvin Way / 
Pease Way area. 
 

33. The Inspector's report clarifies that the primary purpose of the barrier is to provide 
10dB(A) reduction to the average (LAeq) noise level from the buses and that the 
maximum (LAMax) levels should not exceed 63dB(A) (based on a slight excess above 
the guidance value of 60dB(A)) at the nearest noise sensitive bedroom windows.  It is 
also apparent that the aim of the barrier is to ensure that the increase to the LAeq at 
any dwelling is no more than 3dB(A).  The buses will operate between 6am and 
midnight, with the majority of this time (7am to 11pm) falling into what is classified (for 
acoustic purposes) as 'day time' and the other two hours being 'night time'. 
 

34. I have not been able to ascertain some information that would greatly assist this 
analysis.  This includes: 
a) Whether the potential 13dB(A) increase in LAeq (without any barrier) would be 

during the day or night (or both).  This is significant because it potentially affects 
the noise receptor height (first floor bedrooms during the night and ground floor 
rooms or gardens during the day).  This in turn affects the amount of attenuation 
provided by the barrier and potentially the distance attenuation as a day time 
receptor point may be in the garden which is closer than the dwelling facade is to 
the busway. 

b) The accurate distances between the buses, barrier and windows, together with 
the relative height of the guideways, barrier and windows for the barrier in the 
vicinity of Villa Place. 

c) Any indication of the relative positioning, distances and heights for the 2 metre (I 
believe) barrier in the vicinity of Melvin Way and Pease Way. 

d) The most useful reference to the noise level produced by the buses used for the 
original analyses is the Inspector's comment that this produces a maximum level 



of 73dB(A) at one of the dwellings.  The measurements that I have taken gave 
the same maximum level, at 16 Villa Road, although there is (naturally) some 
variability in the different measured levels when normalised to the same distance 
from the bus. 

 
35. I have assumed a source height of 0.5m and that the guideway is 0.5m above grade 

level; that the barrier height is relative to grade level; that first floor windows are 4.5m 
above grade level and that day time receptor height is 2m above grade level.  These 
should tend to err on the side of caution. 
 

36. It is my understanding that the proposed varying height barrier in the vicinity of Villa 
Place provides at least 10dB(A) attenuation to the LAeq from the busway at all 
relevant first floor windows (and therefore also at ground floor windows).  I have 
analysed the barrier performance using Maekawa's formula for the LAMax levels at 
the first floor windows as a bus passes closest to the window (assuming no 
compromising factors such as 'canyon effect' or reflections from other surfaces.  The 
corresponding levels at the windows are 55dB(A) or less, leaving sufficient margin to 
60dB(A) for uncertainty in the source noise levels and potential compromising factors, 
with a 3dB(A) greater margin to the Inspector's acceptable LAMax level of 63dB(A).  
In all of these cases the barrier provides more than 10dB(A) attenuation to the LAMax 
levels at the buses pass the windows. 
 

37. At Melvin Way and Pease Way I have taken distance from Google Earth (as well as I 
can estimate), on the basis that the guideways are closest to the dwellings, with the 
maintenance track on the far side.  In this case the highest LAMax levels are 58dB(A) 
at first floor level, due in one case to buses on the nearer guideway and in the other 
on the further one (due to the interaction between screening and distance 
attenuation).  This again appears to provide a good margin for the various 
uncertainties.  In these cases the barrier only provides as little as 5dB(A) to the 
LAMax levels at first floor windows.  However, the corresponding attenuation to 
ground floor is 10dB(A). 
 

38. These analyses indicate, so far as my understanding of matters is concerned and 
based on the information received, that the barriers as proposed will comply with the 
Inspector's requirements”. 
 

39. Subsequently he added in response to some additional information having been 
provided by the developer:  
 

40. “I have carried out a quick check for 36 Melvin Way and, based on the dimensions I 
am using, do not believe that the barrier will be adequate. It looks as if the barrier to 
this section requires a much more detailed analysis and possible/probable reselection 
in order to ensure that it complies with the Inspector's criteria”. 
 

41. Landscape Design Officer – In relation to the latest submission: 
1) Given the comments at the recent residents meeting, the specification for 

‘Landscape Treatment L7c – Feature Planting’ should be more detailed – i.e. 
show numbers of the trees and plants to be used in this stretch and also specific 
positions for the tree planting where this is important. 

 
2) I would suggest that if bare root trees are to be used then these should be at a 

smaller size than those shown – 2500mm is on the upper limit of what will 
successfully establish as bare root. 

 



3) There is a case for adding limited numbers of larger trees to be used in specific 
locations to give some instant impact – these should be container grown, and due 
to the harsh environment the tree pit preparation and planting will need to be to a 
high standard. 

 
4) Consideration should be given to adding some other tree species to the birch at 

specific locations if this will improve the scheme. 
 
42. Ecology Officer – No comment received. 
 
43. Histon Parish Council – To initial consultation it commented: 

“The Parish Council recommend Refusal being not happy until the issue with the 
residents has been resolved along the section of Melvin Way and Pease way 
including height to screening and type of planting.  The Parish Council has been 
approached by residents who appear to have specific requirements and hope a 
degree of flexibility can be possible to meet these”. 
 

44. To consultation on sections 2 & 3: It recommends refusal, commenting: 
a) “Application [is] premature until all information [is] available 
b) Histon Parish Council feel [the] barrier to be visually obtrusive 
c) Histon Parish Council feel the comments of Mr Bower should be considered 

regarding the noise barrier per se being too high. (Mr Bower’s comments to 
SCDC are summarised at para. 45, below). 

d) Noise levels [were] tested only recently and [it] seems presumptuous to be 
agreeing heights beforehand.  Histon Parish Council would prefer to see the 
calculations to consider of [the] height could be reduced”. 

 
45. Mr Bower’s additional comments made to Histon Parish Council include: 

a) “A 6 to 4m barrier would be enormously visually obtrusive to the properties of 
Villa Place and the reduction in light in the already small gardens would be 
unacceptable. 

b) The plans do not provide evidence that the barrier needs to be so high in 
order to provide adequate noise protection to the residents. 
Regarding point (b)…Condition 3 [of] the application states "10bD is 
attenuation is obtained [by the proposal]" but also admits that "The position 
has moved since the enquiry..." and does not give any evidence of calculations 
or figures made against the new height and position of the barrier. 

 
46. On the night of the 15th April I had a noise expert taking sound readings at my 

house at 13 Villa Place so there can never have been any figures on which to 
base these proposals other than amateurish guesswork as the plans were 
submitted some time before these tests. Since the buses have been running on 
the track I have found them to be extraordinarily quiet so would be very surprised 
if such an enormous barrier is required. 
 

47. Figure 2 at the end of the plans is irrelevant to the calculation of the noise 
attenuation for the new design because it shows a 2m barrier with a 0.7m gap 
between barrier and bus which is not in the proposals, thus I believe that CGB 
have rushed these plans though without proper thought for the design and 
without respect for the planning process”. 

 
48. Impington Parish Council – to initial consultation it made no recommendation.  To 

consultation on revised scheme (sections 2 and 3) – it recommends refusal 
commenting: 



a) Considered to be overbearing, awful appearance and disproportionate affect on 
the lives of the nearby residents. 

b) Design was submitted in advance of noise measurements on 15 April and in 
advance of a meeting between the planners, County Guided Busway team and 
residents. 

c) Issues raised by Dist Cllr Mason in his email 21 April to Cllrs Chatfield, Davies 
and Jenkins, with numerous copy addresses must be address before any noise 
barrier plans can be approved (n.b. see Councillor Mason’s comments at para. 
35, below, for a summary). 

 
Representations 

 
Local Members 

 
49. Councillor Chatfield – “I confirm my full support for the local residents in their desire to 

see a lower acoustic barrier behind the properties from number 12 to 42 [Melvin Way]”. 
 
50. Councillor Mason – In comments made via email on 8th April 2009: 

a) He notes that he represented Histon and Impington Parish Councils at the 
Inquiry, that HIPC and Ragbus both appointed experts to deal primarily with 
noise issues at 3 locations in Histon and Impington and refers to the Inspector's 
report, recommendation and Planning Conditions. The relevant sections and 
pages being: - 

b) Histon and Impington Page 44 Para 4.240 to page 48 Para 4.267, Section 5 
Page 140 para 8.176 to Page 143 Para 8.197, and Condition 8. Operational 
Noise Page 161 

c) In relation to the possibility of making further representation to Secretary of State 
for modification or annulment of any part of the Transport and Works Order, he 
opines “such a course will inevitably be costly even if it proves to be possible. 
The cheapest option would be agreement by all residents (if this is possible) to 
go for complete removal which would save some construction cost but not design 
and preparatory work”.  

d) He also notes that in his opinion Arbury (Orchard) Park dwellings are an anomaly 
and that “…as they were permitted close to a known route of CGB without any 
reference to Condition 8 then SCDC could be accused of inconsistency, noting 
that “most if not all permissions granted for L3 K2 etc. post date the Inspector's 
report if not Secretary of State final approval”.  

e) He suggests Legal experts should consider this. 
 

51. In comments made via email 21 April 2009: 
a) Public Inquiry Document No. CCC.B208 submitted on behalf of the promoters 

Cambridgeshire County Council contains a number of guideway cross section 
dimensioned drawings adjacent to properties in Pease Way, Melvin Way and St. 
Audreys Close in between chainage 15+500.000 and 15+875.000. Specific 
properties shown are:- 19 Pease Way, 10 Melvin Way, 16 Melvin Way, 36 Melvin 
Way, 42 St. Audreys Close and 58 St. Audreys Close.  

b) As a starting point, with reference to the noise measurements recently 
undertaken by SCDC appointed consultants, the actual distances and levels of 
the guideway in relation to properties should be carefully recorded in the 
consultant's report. 

c) For absolute clarity these measurements should be directly compared and 
checked against Document CCC.B208. Furthermore the actual noise 
readings should be checked against the assumptions in the Inspectors 
report and in documents submitted and discussed by the various noise 
experts at the Inquiry. 



d) The Inquiry Inspector made his recommendation to the Secretary of State based 
upon information available in 2004.  For instance noise measurements made at 
Leeds and other locations were not on a "like for like" comparison (i.e.) older 
buses running at lower speeds on guideways of different construction. 

e) The design and alignment of the Guideway within the limits of deviation has 
substantially changed from that submitted to the Inspector.  It could therefore 
be argued that Condition 8 cannot therefore now be properly applied to the 
"as built" alignment.  Indeed this might in law prevent SCDC from signing off 
the approval of Condition 8 compliance under their responsibility as the local 
planning authority. 

f) I am no legal or noise expert but I was present on the two days of the Inquiry 
when these matters were discussed. I will need to check back through Inquiry 
records to see if similar documents were submitted in respect of noise barriers at 
Villa Place/Villa Road, Impington and adjacent to Station stores Impington. 
Comparison of distances from properties on the south side of the guideway 
would perhaps introduce a slightly different aspect”. 

 
Pease Way 

 
52. No. 13 – 

Confirm their request that the barrier be 1.5m high adjacent to their property in 
order to not restrict views of the countryside, reduce air movement in their garden 
and increase dampness. 

 
53. No. 15 –  

a) Following tests with buses running along the track at two different speeds – they 
are horrified by the amount of noise, dust and vibration the bus generates when it 
passes at the faster speed. 

b) It causes a little storm, shaking trees along the fence and the fence itself. 
c) Even after tracks have been cleaned considerable dust is created. 
d) They wish to see a protective anti-noise fence erected as soon as possible, and 

at least as high as that already in place at no. 19 Pease Way. 
 

54. No. 17 –  
a) Questioned whether the barrier height could vary from the 2 metres proposed if 

the noise readings proved that the noise levels differed from those used at the 
Inquiry? 

b) Due to the way the land falls off towards their back fence, the level of the guided 
busway is a good half way or more up the height of the existing back fence.  This 
means that a two metre high noise barrier beside the busway would be that much 
higher when viewed from their property; it would be intrusive and greatly diminish 
their amenity, as they currently have good views across fields to the rear. 

c) The alignment of the busway has shifted since the original submission to allow 
for access to the stables, this has resulted in the guided busway being closer to 
their property – queries whether a new application should have been made and 
consulted upon? 

d) Buses going towards Cambridge are noisier than those heading to St Ives. 
e) The strip of land between the noise barrier and their back fence has narrowed.  

This was to be planted with trees, shrubs etc to provide visual softening – unless 
planted with mature specimens then the lack of light caused by the shadow from 
the barrier would kill off any planting. 

f) Queried what consultation will take place on the landscaping proposals? 
 
 
 



55. No. 19 –  
a) Planting suggested is feature planting and is not intended to provide any 

screening – more substantial, all year round (preferably evergreens such as 
Holly, Laurel or Yew) screen planting is required. 

b) The size of plants proposed are very immature and are to be planted after the barrier 
has been put in place – they will be very shaded and with 6ft fences on either side will 
have no light except at mid-day therefore more mature specimens are required. 

c) This property is elevated above the busway – at 2.0m the barrier will provide no 
screening and therefore needs to be higher at this location e.g. 3m. 

d) Is planting possible over the drain? If not the barrier height should be re-
considered so that it provides visual screening as well. 

e) Queries the effectiveness of a 2m high barrier, and whether landscaping, referred to 
by the Inspector, will be able to establish due to insufficient room for tall planting? 

f) Queries why if Villa Way residents can have their barrier up to 6 metres in height, 
their request for a higher barrier to provide adequate visual screening to their 
garden cannot be complied with, as it will become unusable and privacy totally 
compromised? 

g) The noise, dust and visual intrusion caused by busses using the guideway in the 
recent bus trials, requires the barrier outside their property to totally obscure the 
double decker buses, i.e. about 5 metres in height, so their children can play in the 
garden without fear of then being overlooked by 1000's of passengers every day. 

 
Melvin Way 

 
56. Nos. 14 and 20, sent letters stating that: 

We are of the opinion that the noise barrier is too high adjacent to our property 
and would be better if reduced by 0.5 metre, to a height of only 1.5 metres, as the 
finished level of the guideway will mean that the barrier is greater than 2 metres 
above ground level of our property and this will become a very dominant 
structure near to our property which has an outlook direct into the barrier. 

 
57. No. 22 -  

a) The noise barrier is too high in relation to their property and should be reduced 
by 0.5m to 1.5metres high. 

b) The ground level is lower than the guideway at their property by approximately 
0.7m.  The top pf the barrier will therefore be about 2.7 metres high above their 
ground level - it will be very visually intrusive when viewed from windows. 

c) It is out of scale with surrounding fences – a barrier that is half a metre lower 
would more closely match the existing height of property boundaries. 

d) The high barrier will be visually overbearing and result in a loss of light to gardens 
and their main living room, which faces onto the busway. 

e) Tree heights should be as originally proposed at 150-600cm – a better mix of tree 
heights from the start will provide the broken screening necessary to reduce the 
adverse visual intrusion into their home. 

 
58. No. 24 - 

The ropes put up show a barrier of more than 2 metres high. 
 

59. No. 22 – On behalf of residents at 12 -42 Melvin Way: 
“I am writing on behalf of residents of Melvin Way. Histon at even numbered houses 
between 12 and 42 Melvin Way, facing and immediately adjacent to the Cambridgeshire 
Guided Busway. We comprise of 12 homes in a continuous line. The residents request 
that no decision to discharge planning consent on the noise barrier is taken by the 
Councillors until the views of residents are taken very fully into consideration.  
 



60. As residents we are appealing that the planning consent is not discharged at the currently 
proposed acoustic barrier height of 2 meters. It is our most considered opinion that this 
would have a very adverse effect on our homes. The residents/owners have each 
independently come to a unanimous view on this. 
 

61. We want to invite you and a delegation of the Planning Councillors to come to our 
homes and back gardens and observe for yourself the situation, at the same time 
as a surveyor provides survey posts/rods/rope for the location/height of the 
proposed barrier. 

 
62. The exact line and level of this acoustic barrier was not known until a survey rope was put 

up by the contractor in August 2007 after the planning application was submitted to SCDC. 
The barrier is nearer and higher relative to our houses than previously indicated at the time 
of the original CGB submission to the Public Inquiry. This is caused by two things 
1. The line of the guideway has been moved nearer to our homes 
2. The ground levels of our homes are below the level of the guideway by various 

significant amounts 
 

63. Relative to our homes this barrier, if built as proposed will be 2.5 meters high or higher 
adjacent to our homes and be out of scale with the rest of the fences and property.   It 
will have a serious impact on light coming into some and maybe all properties, bearing in 
mind the extreme closeness of some of the houses. This planning consent discharge is 
not just about noise. The acoustic barrier and landscaping have been placed together as 
one planning item to discharge because collectively it is dealing with several adverse 
impacts on these homes.   The landscaping comprises of some tall trees to mitigate visual 
intrusion into the homes from double-deckers (bedroom windows only 6-10 meters from 
bus!) and also low level bushes to soften the starkness of a barrier. We do not regard the 
planting schedule as sufficiently precise to be discharged, because the position of every 
tree is important, yet not indicated. 
 

64. The residents have requested an acoustic barrier height of 1.5 meters from number 12 to 
number 42. Anything above this will adversely affect the homes. We have not been able 
to adequately discuss this or other options with SCDC officers. The work of the district 
council officers on this subject has not been reported back to us, and we have relied on 
rather second hand information from the CCC CGB Team at the CGB Local Liaison Forum.   
We are concerned that we have not been able to engage properly with SCDC on this 
matter. We would appeal to you that this is of enough importance to warrant a visit 
to our homes and become familiar with the situation and not just rely on the work of 
the council officers when reaching a decision. 
 

65. We are a group of people who everyone acknowledges are seriously impacted by the 
construction of the Cambridgeshire Guided Busway. We would like the processes of 
government to respect us as citizens, and your committee has a decision which is vital to 
us. We believe there is a way forward on this matter which is not counter to the residents, 
and we appeal to you to help us find it”. 

 
St Audreys Close 
 

66. No comments received. 
 
Villa Road 

 
67. No. 6 – to the original scheme: 

a) The ground level of the guideway is up to 500mmm lower than the garden 
adjacent to the noise barrier, therefore the effective height of the barrier is 



lessened by this difference.  The height should increase to at least 3.5 metres in 
order to increase the sound protection to the first floor bedrooms, especially as 
the barrier is now further away from the guideway than the previous designs. 

b) What provision has been made to protect tree roots that border this garden; and 
if any trees die within say 2 years, would the Council replace these with direct 
replacements of similar maturity? 

c) There is insufficient gap to maintain this wooden noise barrier once installed, as it 
abuts the existing boundary fences, and no access to repair or treat the wood 
panels on the resident’s side would be possible in the future.  Likewise for 
residents to maintain their fences either once installed. 

 
68. 6 – to the revised scheme (on behalf of other Villa Road residents): 

 
69. “Object to the plans submitted for the following reasons:- 

a) The barrier would be too high at various points especially where it exceeds 4m 
in height as the visual appearance would overwhelm our garden and living space 
on both floors. 

b) The amount of natural light into our home & garden would be radically 
reduced to an unacceptable level. 

c) There is no evidence that a professional acoustic calculation and design has 
been engineered for this specific new height. 

d) The numerous requests for a meeting by the local residents to discuss the 
noise barrier design over the last 14 months have been ignored by your office and 
despite promises, still no date has been offered. 

 
70. When taking into account the 0.5m difference of ground level between our garden and 

the guideway, the alternative 2.5m version would, we feel not offer sufficient noise 
protection to our home. 
a)  The ground level of the guideway is up to 500mm lower than the gardens 

adjacent to the Noise Barrier, therefore the effective height of the barrier is 
lessened by this difference. 

b)  The residents in Villa Road and up to 6 Villa Place would like to increase the 
height of the barrier to at least 3.5M in this section so as to increase the sound 
protection to the first floors, especially as the barrier is now further away from the 
guideway than the previous designs. 

c)  The residents in 7 Villa Place onwards to the Bus Stop would be content with the 
proposed height of 2.5M as any further height would significantly impact on their 
natural light. 

d)  There is also concern with the possible damage to existing tree root systems that 
border these gardens and what provision is being made to minimise damage to 
these tree roots and if any trees do die as a result of these works in within say 2 
years, would these be replaced with direct replacements of similar maturity? 

e)  It is proposed that the Noise Barrier changes its height behind the garage block 
in Villa Place. 

f)  There is concern that no provision seems to have been made to maintain this 
wooden fence once installed as it abuts the existing boundary fences. No access 
to repair or treat the wood panels on the resident’s side would be possible in the 
future and likewise for residents to maintain their fences either”. 

 
Villa Place 
 

71. No. 6 – to the original scheme: 
a) No protection to first floor windows is provided by the barrier 



b) The barrier should be erected directly adjacent to the bus track, as originally 
proposed, or built high enough to provide line of sight (from the bus engines) 
protection to the first floor windows. 

 
72. 6 – in relation to the revised proposals: 

a) Neither of these heights (2.5m and 6m) are realistic options for the whole length 
the 6m version would be like a prison wall and the loss of light would be 
completely unacceptable. 

b) The shorter 2.5m version would not provide adequate protection for the properties 
closest tot eh guideway, 6 Villa Place & 16/18 Villa Road. 

 
73. No. 13 – in relation to the revised proposals: 

a) A noise barrier of approx 4.6 metres at 6 Villa Place would be perfectly adequate 
(compared with 6m in the submitted plans) and at 13 Villa Pace, and adjoining 
properties a much lower height of 2.5 metres (compared with 4m) would provide 
sufficient sound protection.   

b) No geometrics have been found that would warrant a 6m barrier at 6 Villa Place 
or a 4m barrier from 7 to 14 Villa Place. 

c) There are enormous discrepancies in the calculations given and must be treated 
as inaccurate (when compared to the occupier’s own calculations). 

d) As they currently stand the new sound barrier would create an oppressively high 
barrier with dreadful appearance which would adversely affect the lives of 
residents without providing any significant performance improvement upon the 
original 2.5 metre plans already submitted for the majority of the properties.  It is 
urged that the plans be rejected. 

e) A later email queried whether the barrier could be refused on visual grounds alone. 
 

74. No. 8 – in relation to the revised proposals: 
a) The fence should be as high as possible so that the bus passing every 5 minutes 

is less of an eyesore and will hopefully slightly reduce the noise and pollution. 
b) The guided bus is extremely close to the back of my garden. 
c) From a security point of view it is important to have something high. 
 

75. Occupiers of nos.7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13 and 14 Villa Place have signed a petition 
stating their “strong opposition against the installation of a 4 to 6 metre high noise 
barrier on grounds that it will be visually intrusive, significantly reduce the amount of 
natural light to our homes and gardens, and cause considerable deterioration {of} our 
quality of life and enjoyment of our homes we urge the planning committee to reject 
the proposal [re: scheme 2/3]”. 
 
Pepys Terrace 
 

76. At the time of writing no comments had been received, however the consultation 
period on the revised scheme will not expire until 5th June 2009, therefore a verbal 
update will be given. 

 
Planning Comments – Key Issues 

 
77. The issues relating to the three schemes vary and will be addressed individually by 

section however, the main issues raised in relation to the schemes are whether the 
height of the barrier is adequate to provide effective noise attenuation in accordance 
with the Inspector’s recommendation, whether the height of the noise barriers will be 
visually overbearing, whether the barriers and landscaping will provide adequate 
visual screening to private amenity areas and habitable rooms, and whether adequate 
space has been allowed for planting to be able to establish itself? 



78. Although Members must however consider the schemes submitted, in addition to the 
above points, consideration is given to requests to vary the barrier height i.e. to lower 
to 1.5 metres high or not have a noise barrier at all for the Melvin Way section. 

(Section 1) From Park Lane (Girton Interchange) along Pease Way, Melvin Way 
and St Audrey’s Close 

79. In terms of the acoustic attenuation afforded by the barrier, based on analysis to date, 
it has been advised that to first floor bedrooms the 10dBA requirement will not be 
achieved by a 2.0 metre high barrier.  It will either need to be re-designed or 
convincing contrary evidence provided by the developer, utilising the noise reading 
taken on SCDC’s behalf. 

80. This will be of great concern to residents at Melvin Way who have sought to have no 
barrier or a reduced barrier of 1.5metres high (see paras. 64-68, below for further 
discussion on this matter). 

 
81. Based upon the section drawings (Sections A, B & C) provided, the distances 

between buses and the main private garden areas and windows serving habitable 
rooms are 12.4m, 9.0m and 8.5m respectively, with the landscaped planting between.  
The distance at St Audrey’s Close (Section D) is 13.5m, without planting to provide 
screening.   

 
82. Although the Landscape Design Officer has raised several concerns in relation to the 

landscaping of this stretch, these can be addressed through revisions to the scheme.  
He has not objected to the area provided or ability of plants to establish, subject to 
appropriate stock selection and pit preparation.  It is worth noting also, that the 
planning condition requires replacement of any planting that dies, is damaged or 
removed within the first five years. 

 
83.  In order to ensure that adequate screening is afforded the type and position of 

individual plants will need to be carefully considered.  A detailed planting scheme 
should be sought and checked against individual properties to ensure the maximum 
impact that is reasonably achievable.  This detailed design work should, where 
reasonably possible, involve SCDC’s Landscape Design Officer and residents. 

 
84.  Discussions are continuing with the developer in relation to these matters and an 

update will be provided. 
 

(Section 2) From Villa Road, Villa Place to Station Road 
 
85. The advice received indicates that the amended scheme with the varying heights will 

provide the necessary noise attenuation.  It is acceptable for meeting the terms of the 
planning condition. 

 
86. It is not clear whether the barrier could be lower; although based purely on line-of-

sight on the provided section drawings it may not be possible.  Further guidance is 
being sought from SCDC’s consultant, although it is for the developer to demonstrate 
that the barrier is necessary at the various heights proposed. 

 
87. The difficulty is that due to the barrier at this section being exceptionally high (up to 

6m) and sited directly adjacent to property boundaries, unlike the first section, no tree 
or shrub planting to relieve its appearance will be provided due to the space available 
at this point of the route.  Responses from residents clearly indicate that it is 
considered it will harm their amenities.  The Inspector does not specifically reference 



the visual amenity of this stretch, presumably because of its location within the village 
as opposed to one on the village edge with countryside views.  

 
88. The barrier will be sited to the north-east of properties along this stretch and as such 

some early morning sunlight will be lost to rear gardens and front elevations (e.g. 16 
Villa Road and 6 Villa Place) as result of the barrier. 

 
89. The proximity and heights proposed may usefully be assessed in relation to back-to-

back distances applied to dwellings.  The South Cambridgeshire Draft Design Guide 
refers to a back-to-back distance of 12 metres as being appropriate to a blank 
elevation.  This is not achieved in relation to properties at 10, 12 and 22 Villa Road 
and nos. 7-10 Villa Place.  It is concluded that the barrier proposed would be visually 
overbearing due to its height and proximity to dwellings. 

 
90. A partial solution possibly would be to revert back to the siting directly adjacent to the 

busway, as shown at the Inquiry.  The statement accompanying this submission 
indicates that the barrier was moved to accommodate the maintenance lane.  This has 
also been the root cause for the increase in height as the further from the busway, the 
higher the barrier needs to be.  This is to put the developer and the response to further 
discussions will be reported by way of an update. 

 
(Section 3) From Station Road to Pepys Terrace. 
 

91. Due to the distance from the barrier to dwellings and difference in ground levels 
between the guideway and rear gardens it is unlikely that the barrier will cause any 
harmful impact.  In the absence of objections from Landscape Design and 
Environmental Health it is concluded that this section is likely to be acceptable, 
however confirmation will be sought. 

 
92. At the time of writing a consultation period was still in effect, therefore an update will 

be provided if any representations are received.  As the barrier has reduced in height 
by 0.5m it is possible there may be some local concern. 

 
Options considered in relation to agreeing a lower (1.5m high) barrier or no 
barrier at Melvin Way 
 

93. On-going discussions are taking place that may lead to further applications.  These 
may include schemes for a lower barrier but discussions are not sufficiently advanced 
that they can be put to Members at this time but discussions with the County Council 
and its developer will continue. 

 
Recommendations 

 
94. As the scheme, as amended, has been submitted in three sections, Members must 

determine each section individually.  Technically there are three planning conditions 
being considered for each section. Recommendations are made in relation to each 
matter for the sake of clarity /completeness: 

(Section 1) From Park Lane (Girton Interchange) along Pease Way, Melvin Way 
and St Audrey’s Close: 
 

95. Condition 3: If a supplementary report is not available for 10th June 2009 with a 
recommendation from SCDC’s outside noise consultant that the scheme currently 
submitted meets the Inspector’s criteria, delegated approval is given such as to allow 
officers to obtain the information required to ascertain if the barrier will perform to the 



necessary standard and to accept the submission of an alternative scheme subject to 
consultation and agreement with the Chair of Planning Committee. 

 
96. Condition 4: delegate approval in order to seek revisions and detailed planting 

schemes in accordance with the Landscape Design Officer’s comments. 
 
97. Condition 8: delegate approval (as it requires a noise barrier scheme to be 

implemented it cannot be discharged at this time). 
 

(Section 2) From Villa Road, Villa Place to Station Road: 
 

i. Condition 3: approve, subject to no new material planning considerations being 
raised through representations and consultation. 

ii. Condition 4: approve, subject to no new material planning considerations being 
raised through representations and consultation. 

iii. Condition 8: delegate approval (as it requires a noise barrier scheme to be 
implemented it cannot be discharged at this time). 

 
(Section 3) From Station Road to Pepys Terrace: 

 
iv. Condition 3: approve, subject to no new material planning considerations being 

raised through representations and consultation. 
v. Condition 4: approve, subject to no new material planning considerations being 

raised through representations and consultation. 
vi. Condition 8: delegate approval (as it requires a noise barrier scheme to be 

implemented it cannot be discharged at this time). 
 
Background Papers: the following background papers were used in the preparation of this 
report:  
 Planning File Ref: C/6/9/1A. 
 Cambridgeshire Guided Busway: Inspector’s Report (available from Department for 

Transport – a weblink to it can be found on Cambridgeshire County Council’s Guided 
Bus webpage). 

 Cambridgeshire Guided Busway Order Report (available from Department for 
Transport – a weblink to it can be found on Cambridgeshire County Council’s Guided 
Bus webpage). 

 PPG24: Planning and Noise 
 South Cambridgeshire District Council Design Guide (Draft), 2005  
 
Contact Officer:  Melissa Reynolds – Team Leader (East Area) 

Telephone: (01954) 713237 
 


