
  

 
 

 
 

 

Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 22 July 2016 

by Chris Forrett  BSc(Hons) DipTP MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 12 August 2016 

 
Appeal Ref: APP/Q0505/W/16/3148246 

58 Harvey Goodwin Avenue, Cambridge, Cambridgeshire CB4 3EU 

 The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a refusal to grant planning permission. 

 The appeal is made by Mr Ray Colclough against the decision of Cambridge City Council. 

 The application Ref 15/2242/FUL, dated 1 December 2015, was refused by notice dated 

27 January 2016. 

 The development proposed is the erection of a dwelling at the rear of 58 Harvey 

Goodwin Avenue. 
 

 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Main Issues 

2. The main issues are the effect of the development on the character and 

appearance of the area; and the living conditions of the future occupiers of the 
development and the occupiers of No 56 Harvey Goodwin Avenue with 
particular regard to outlook. 

Reasons 

Character and appearance 

3. The appeal site is located to the rear of 58 Harvey Goodwin Avenue which is a 
semi-detached two storey dwelling.  The site fronts onto Hale Avenue where 
there is an existing bungalow adjoining the appeal site.   

4. The area is generally characterised by properties set in reasonably sized plots 
with rear garden areas forming private open space.  Properties in the area are 

also set back from highway.  Whilst Hale Avenue does not have strong building 
lines, the proposal development would be sited immediately to the rear of the 
pavement which is in stark contrast to the existing development in the vicinity 

of the site.  The plot size is also small in comparison to other developments 
and it does not share the same open space characteristics of the neighbouring 

development with only a small garden area to the side adjoining No 6 Hale 
Avenue.  This layout would also be harmful to the overall character of the area. 

5. The south side of Hale Avenue does not have a particularly strong active 

frontage owing to the juxtaposition of buildings and its relatively short length.  
However it is significant to note that as well as No 6 Hale Avenue, the front 
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door to No 58 fronts onto Hale Avenue which together with various windows 

exhibits an active frontage. 

6. Whilst the development appears to have been designed to mimic a domestic 

outbuilding or garage, this has resulted in a building which has a bland inactive 
frontage directly onto the pavement of Hale Avenue.  Given the scale of the 
building with a front wall of approximately 2.9 metres in height and 9 metres in 

length this would appear as an incongruous feature in the streetscene. 

7. For the above reasons, I conclude that the dwelling would lead to unacceptable 

harm to the character and appearance of the area contrary to the provisions of 
Policies 3/4, 3/7, 3/10 and 3/12 of the Cambridge Local Plan 2006 (LP) which 
amongst other things seeks to protect the character and appearance of the 

area.  This would also be at odds with the National Planning Policy Framework 
(the Framework) which seeks to secure good design. 

Living conditions 

8. The proposed dwelling would be located approximately 12.5 metres from the 
main part of the rear of No 58 and a similar distance to the rear of No 56.  It 

would be approximately 2.9 metres in height along the side boundaries, rising 
to approximately 5 metres at ridge height, for a distance of 9 metres. 

9. Given the height of the proposed dwelling and the separation distance which 
would be between it and Nos 56 and 58 I consider that it would not be visually 
dominant to the occupiers of No 56 or 58.  Consequently, it would not give rise 

to a significant harm to the living conditions of the occupiers of either property.   

10. Turning to the living conditions of the future occupiers of the development, I 

note the Council’s concern relates to the bedroom and the rooflight being the 
only means of visual outlook. 

11. The rooflight would enable natural light to enter the bedroom and would ensure 

that the interior would not be oppressive for the future occupants.  It would 
also allow views out towards the sky.  To my mind, this would give rise to an 

acceptable living environment for the future occupiers. 

12. For the above reasons, I conclude that the development would not give rise to 
significant harm to the living conditions of the occupiers of either 56 or 58 

Harvey Goodwin Avenue and would provide adequate living conditions for the 
future occupiers of the development.  Therefore the development would accord 

with Policies 3/4, 3/7, 3/10 and 3/12 of the LP, and the Framework, which 
amongst other things seek to protect the amenity of the occupiers of 
residential properties. 

Other matters 

13. Comment has also been made about the pre-application advice given by the 

Council and as I understand it the appellant amended the scheme to respond 
to the Council’s advice at that stage.  However, in my experience such advice is 

usually given without prejudice to the final determination.  This is also a 
process that is away from the planning merits of the appeal.  As such I give 
this matter only limited weight. 
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Conclusion 

14. Taking all matters into consideration, I conclude that the appeal should be 
dismissed. 

 

Chris Forrett 

INSPECTOR 


