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Number 

16/2191/FUL Agenda 
Item 

 

Date Received 24th January 2017 Officer Rob 
Brereton 

Target Date 21st March 2017   
Ward Abbey   
Site 5 Ferndale Rise Cambridge CB5 8QG 
Proposal Two storey rear extension and change of use from 

C4 HMO (6 persons) to No.4 one bedroom flats. 
Applicant Ms Karen Murray 

79 Redwing Rise Royston SG8 7XD  
 
 

SUMMARY The development accords with the 
Development Plan for the following reasons: 

� The proposed change of use would 
not have a detrimental impact on the 
amenities of occupiers of 
neighbouring properties. 

� External works proposed would not 
have an adverse impact on the 
streetscene or the character of the 
existing dwelling. 

� The proposal would enable the 
provision of four one bedroom flats 
and help meet housing need. 

RECOMMENDATION APPROVAL 

 
1.0 SITE DESCRIPTION/AREA CONTEXT 
 
1.1 No. 5 is on the northern side of Ferndale Rise, a residential cul-

de-sac located just off Ditton Walk. It is a two storey semi-
detached House in Multiple Occupation (HMO) for 6 persons. A 
two storey side extension adjacent to the boundary with no. 4 
Ferndale Rose was permitted in 2003 and has been built.  A 3m 
deep lean-to ground floor extension presently extends across 
the entire of the rear of the property.  



2.0 THE PROPOSAL 
 
2.1 Planning permission is sought for the erection of a two storey 

rear extension and change of use from C4 HMO (6 persons) to 
four one-bedroom flats. 

 
2.2 The first floor element of the rear extension would be 3m deep 

by 6.9m wide, extending to within 1m of the boundary with no. 6 
to the southeast and abutting the boundary with no. 4 to the 
northwest. The ground floor element of the rear extension would 
be a full 8m wide, with the indent adjacent to no. 6 comprised of 
a lean-to roof 1m wide, which would slope away from the 
boundary.   

 
2.3 Two flats (F1 and F2) would be located on the ground floor and 

two flats (F3 and F4) would be located on the first floor. All of 
the flats would be accessed from the front entrance door. Bin 
and bike stores are proposed within the front garden of the 
property. Space for the parking of one vehicle would remain on 
the front driveway.  

 
2.4 The proposal originally included an external staircase and 

balcony to the rear. An amendment was received to remove 
these features and the ground floor has been reorganised to 
allow for a central corridor so that all four flats can access the 
rear amenity space internally.  

 
2.5 Further consultation from neighbours was sought on this 

amended design.   
 
3.0 SITE HISTORY 
 

Reference Description Outcome 
C/03/1134 *Change of use from single 

dwelling house to a house in 
multiple occupation for 8/9 
persons 

Refused 
and 
Dismissed 
at appeal  

C/88/0220 Erection of single-storey rear 
extension to existing dwelling 
house. 

Approved 

C/87/0060 Erection of two storey side 
extension to existing dwelling 
house.  

Approved 

 



3.1 *This application was adjudged under the previous Local Plan 
and was dismissed at appeal. The Inspector gave four reasons 
for dismissing the application: 

 
1. Sufficient bin storage for 8/9 occupants located to the 

front of the property would have an unacceptable impact 
on the streetscene. 

2. Insufficient cycle storage was provided. 
3. The proposal did not have a sufficient communal living 

area for 8/9 occupants. 
4. The addition of several residents more than usually 

housed in one property would have an unacceptable 
impact on the amenity of adjoining residents.    

 
3.2 For completeness, I attach a copy of the appeal decision as an 

appendix to this assessment.  
 
4.0 PUBLICITY   
 
4.1 Advertisement:      No  
 Adjoining Owners:     Yes  
 Site Notice Displayed:     No  

 
5.0 POLICY 
 
5.1 See Appendix 1 for full details of Central Government 

Guidance, Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policies, Supplementary 
Planning Documents and Material Considerations. 

 
5.2 Relevant Development Plan policies 
 

PLAN POLICY NUMBER 

Cambridge Local 
Plan 2006 

3/1, 3/4, 3/7, 3/14  

4/13  

5/1 

8/2, 8/6, 8/10 

 
5.3 Relevant Central Government Guidance, Supplementary 

Planning Documents and Material Considerations 
 



Central 
Government 
Guidance 

National Planning Policy Framework March 
2012 

National Planning Policy Framework – 
Planning Practice Guidance March 2014 

Circular 11/95 

Supplementary 
Planning 
Guidance 

Sustainable Design and Construction (May 
2007) 

 
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Waste 
Partnership (RECAP): Waste Management 
Design Guide Supplementary Planning 
Document (February 2012) 

 
5.4 Status of Proposed Submission – Cambridge Local Plan 
 

Planning applications should be determined in accordance with 
policies in the adopted Development Plan and advice set out in 
the NPPF. However, after consideration of adopted plans and 
the NPPF, policies in emerging plans can also be given some 
weight when determining applications. For Cambridge, 
therefore, the emerging revised Local Plan as published for 
consultation on 19 July 2013 can be taken into account, 
especially those policies where there are no or limited 
objections to it. However it is likely, in the vast majority of 
instances, that the adopted development plan and the NPPF 
will have considerably more weight than emerging policies in 
the revised Local Plan. 

 
6.0 CONSULTATIONS 
 

Cambridgeshire County Council (Highways Development 
Management) 

 
6.1 No objection: The development may impose additional parking 

demands upon the on-street parking on the surrounding streets 
and, whilst this is unlikely to result in any significant adverse 
impact upon highway safety, there is potentially an impact upon 
residential amenity which the Planning Authority may wish to 
consider when assessing this application. 

 
 



Environmental Health 
 
6.2 No objection: Subject to a condition on limiting construction 

hours.  
 
 Drainage 
 
6.3 No objection: Subject to a condition on surface water drainage 

works  
 
 The above responses are a summary of the comments that 

have been received.  Full details of the consultation responses 
can be inspected on the application file.   

 
7.0 REPRESENTATIONS 
 
7.1 The owners/occupiers of the following addresses have made 

representations: 
 

 No. 104 Birdwood Road 
 No 2 Ferndale Rise 
 No. 3 Ferndale Rise  
 No. 4 Ferndale Rise  

 
7.2 The representations can be summarised as follows: 
 

 The proposed balcony and external stairway will overlook the 
rear garden of No. 6 Ferndale Rise and No. 7 Ferndale Rise.  

 Changing No 5. Ferndale rise from one property to 4 will 
impact the main out-pipe to the combined sewer, which has 
a history of blocking up.  

 The proposed extension will overshadow the rear garden of 
No. 4 Ferndale Rise  

 The proposal does not have adequate off street parking and 
will lead to further on-street parking pressures on Ferndale 
Rise. This would make this road difficult to turn on in 
emergency situations.  

 No. 5 has already had the benefit of a large extension and 
approving bedsits will set an unacceptable precedent on the 
road. 

 During construction scaffolding may have to be erected on 
No. 4’s land.  



 This proposed subdivision would negatively add to the 
already too high number of flats on this road, further 
changing its quiet residential character.  

 The additional residents will add to the excessive noise and 
disturbance on the street. 

 Construction noise will also create unwanted disturbance. 
 No. 3 Ferndale Rise has ground floor extension to the rear of 

its property (not shown in the plans submitted) which runs 
out directly behind the garage on our property. This has a 
large full length window (approx. 4m in length and floor to 
ceiling) that directly faces the proposed rear extension. 

 
7.3 The above representations are a summary of the comments 

that have been received.  Full details of the representations can 
be inspected on the application file. 

 
8.0 ASSESSMENT 
 
8.1 From the consultation responses and representations received 

and from my inspection of the site and the surroundings, I 
consider that the main issues are: 

 
1. Principle of development 
2. Context of site, design and external spaces  
3. Residential amenity 
4. Highway safety, car parking 
5. Third party representations 

 
Principle of Development 

 
8.2 Policy 5/1 of the Cambridge Local Plan (2006) states that 

proposals for housing development on windfall sites will be 
permitted subject to the existing land use and compatibility with 
adjoining uses. The surrounding area is predominantly 
residential and it is my view that the proposal - in providing 4 
separate self-contained flats - complies with policy 5/1 of the 
Local Plan. 

 
8.3 Policy 5/2 of the Cambridge Local Plan (2006) states that the 

conversion of single residential properties into self-contained 
dwellings will be permitted except where: a) the property has a 
floorspace of less than 110 square metres; b) the likely impact 
on on-street parking would be unacceptable, c) the living 
accommodation provided would be unsatisfactory; d) the 



proposal would fail to provide for satisfactory refuse storage or 
cycle parking; and e) the location of the property or the nature of 
nearby land uses would not offer a satisfactory level of 
residential amenity.   

 
8.4 The floorspace requirement of policy 5/2 is met (190sqm) and, 

being located on a residential street, the subdivision of the 
existing HMO into four units is entirely appropriate in terms of 
land use. The proposal therefore meets the requirements of 
parts a) and e) of policy 5/2 of the Local Plan.   
 

8.5 Parts b), c) and d) relate to matters of detail and are addressed 
later in this report. 
 
Context of site, design and external spaces  
 

8.6 The scale, the hipped roof design and the use of matching 
materials would result in an acceptable addition to the rear of 
the property that would complement the character of the 
existing dwellinghouse and appear subservient in nature.   
 

8.7 Since the appeal decision, permitted development rights have 
changed substantially and planning permission is not required 
for C3 dwellings to change use to six-bedroom HMO’s under 
class C4. This is a material consideration relevant to the 
application. As such, the property currently operates as a lawful 
C4 use and the front garden is used for informal bin and bike 
storage for 6 people. The property has no side passage 
because it has been previously extended. As such and from my 
site visit, I noted 5 wheelie bins being stored prominently on the 
frontage, some poor quality cycle racks installed adjacent to no. 
6. and an open front boundary. The general appearance is poor 
and unkempt.  
 

8.8 The proposal seeks to formally locate bin and bike storage for 
the four flats to the front of the property. The flats are shown as 
sharing three large communal bins which would be situated 
along the boundary with no. 6 (in what I assume is a bin storage 
structure), whilst cycle parking is located in the centre of the 
frontage, perpendicular and partly directly adjacent to the road. 
The layout of the cycle parking in particular appears awkward 
for users and insecure. Overall, there is an opportunity in this 
case to provide an improved layout for the frontage for bicycles, 
either located adjacent to the boundary with no. 4 or within a 



structure in the rear garden, to be accessed through the newly 
created central hallway. The first of these options would involve 
the removal of the car parking space. In my view, a 
rearrangement of the bike and bin storage should also include 
the provision of new hard and soft landscaping to the front, 
including a new boundary wall and surfacing.      
 

8.9 Subject to conditions in these respects being secured and met – 
notwithstanding the appeal decision - I am of the opinion that 
the end result would be an improvement on the existing 
situation and the proposal would be compliant with Cambridge 
Local Plan (2006) policies 3/4, 3/7, 3/14 and part d) of 5/2.  

 
Residential Amenity 
 
Impact on amenity of neighbouring occupiers 
 

 Noise and Disturbance  
 
8.10 The proposal could result in an intensification of use of the site 

but could also result in a lesser number of occupants, as the 
units are not particularly large, one of which only has space for 
a single bed.  I am of the opinion that any intensification would 
be slight and that the use – in terms of comings and goings - 
would be largely comparable to the existing HMO.  

 
8.11 A condition restricting construction hours is recommended to 

ensure disturbance is not detrimental at unsociable hours.   
 
 Overshadowing and Enclosure  
 
8.12 Nos. 4 and 6 Ferndale Rise are the two immediately adjoining 

neighbours. In the paragraphs below, I assess issues of 
overshadowing and enclosure on these properties. All other 
neighbouring properties are considered to be located a 
sufficient enough distance away to dispel any potential 
detrimental impacts.  

 
 No. 4 Ferndale Rise  
 
8.13 The proposed two storey rear extension adjoins the boundary 

with No. 4 Ferndale Rise and would extend 3 metres along this 
boundary at 2 storeys. No. 4 is northwest of the proposed 
extension and has an attached garage and single storey 



outbuilding along the shared boundary. I therefore consider - 
given the limited 3m depth of the rear extension - that neither 
the rear amenity space nor outlook from rooms within No. 4 
would be harmfully enclosed. A 45 degree plane was taken 
from the eaves of the proposed two storey rear extension which 
cuts below the mid-point of the habitable rooms in the rear 
elevation of No. 4 Ferndale Rise. No harmful overshadowing 
would therefore arise.  

 
 No. 6 Ferndale Rise  
 
8.14 The ground floor of the proposal adjoins the boundary with No. 

6 and extends 3 metres along it. This replaces the existing 
single storey extension which is of a similar depth. The roof 
pitch would slope away from the boundary as opposed to the 
present pitch which slopes up to the host dwelling, but the 
differences at ground floor are marginal.  

 
8.15 The first floor of the proposal is indented 1 metre away from this 

boundary. As recommended by BRE guidance, a 45 degree 
plane was taken from the proposed first floor eaves. This cuts 
just below the mid-point of the French doors of no. 6. The 
French doors constitute a large glazed opening and a 45 
degree angle taken horizontally from the rear of the extension 
would not cut beyond the centre point of the doors. I note that 
the proposal site is also to the NW of no. 6. This analysis 
indicates that any loss of light to no. 6 would be acceptable. I 
recognise that a 3m deep first floor extension close to the 
boundary of no. 6 would partly enclose the outlook from its 
windows and the immediate part of its rear garden but my view 
is that the length at this height is relatively modest and any 
enclosure would not so be harmful as to warrant a refusal of 
planning permission.  

 
 Overlooking 

 
8.16 The proposal originally included an external balcony and stairs 

off the rear. These have been removed with the revisions and 
the rear of the scheme now has only two bedroom windows 
looking towards the host property’s garden. Any overlooking of 
adjacent gardens would be oblique and my view is that the 
arrangement of windows presents an entirely acceptable 
solution in terms of safeguarding privacy.  

 



8.17 In my opinion, the proposal adequately respects the residential 
amenity of its neighbours and the constraints of the site and I 
consider that it is compliant with Cambridge Local Plan (2006) 
policies 3/4, 3/7, 3/14 and 4/13. 

 
Amenity for future occupiers of the site 

 
8.18 The proposed flats would share a large communal garden 

which would be accessible from the hallway running centrally 
through the house. This is considered to be an acceptable level 
of amenity provision for future occupants. Outlook from the 
bedroom windows of flats F1 and F2 to the front may be 
impacted by the proposed bin and bike stores, but as indicated 
earlier in my assessment, a landscaping scheme for the 
frontage could greatly improve this relationship. A landscaping 
scheme could also provide some buffering in the rear garden to 
F1 and F2’s dining rooms to provide a degree of private space.  

 
8.19 In my opinion and subject to condition, the proposal would 

provide an appropriate standard of residential amenity for future 
occupiers, and I consider that in this respect it is compliant with 
Cambridge Local Plan (2006) policy 3/7 and part c) of policy 
5/2. 

 
Highway Safety and Parking 

 
8.20 The Highway Authority has raised no concerns regarding the 

impact on highway safety. One off-street car parking space is 
shown to be maintained on the current plans but my view is that 
a well thought out landscaping scheme for this frontage would 
probably result in its removal. The Council’s parking standards 
are expressed as maximums, as outlined in Appendix C of the 
Cambridge Local Plan (2006).  The City Council promotes lower 
levels of private car parking particularly where good transport 
accessibility exists.  There are bus stops on Newmarket Road 
and the site is within walking distance or cycling distance of 
shops on Newmarket Road and the City Centre.  I appreciate 
that third party representations fear that competition for on-
street car parking may increase with flats as opposed to a 
HMO, but there is no policy basis for a refusal in this case.  

 
8.21 In my opinion the proposal is compliant with Cambridge Local 

Plan (2006) policies 8/6 and 8/10 and part b) of policy 5/2.  
 



8.22 Third Party Representations 
  

Concern Response  
External balcony and stairwell Removed from proposal via an 

amendment.  
 

Impact of development on 
sewer 

Not dealt with under planning 
consent, dealt with under building 
control consent.  
 

Impact on light to No. 4 
Ferndale Rise  

Paragraph 8.13 

Development does not have 
adequate off-street parking 

Paragraph 8.20 

Setting a precedent  Every case is adjudged on its 
own merits. 
 

Scaffolding on No. 4’s land 
during construction 

Not dealt with under planning 
consent, this is a civil matter 
dealt with under the Party Wall 
Act.  
 

Subdivision of property Principle acceptable, paragraphs 
8.2-8.5. In my view the 
development would not represent 
over-crowding. The occupants of 
each flat would have access to 
the rear garden and have 
sufficient amenity.  
 

Noise and disturbance  Paragraphs 8.10 – 8.11 
Overlooking and loss of light 
to No. 3’s rear extension  

The main issues are impacts on 
nos. 4 and 6. My view is that no. 
3’s property and extension with 
large 4m long dining room 
window (floor to ceiling) is 
sufficiently far away to not be 
adversely affected. I appreciate 
that the view from the window 
serving a dining area is across 
the gardens and the extension 
may be visible from it, but at 3m 
depth, it would not in my opinion 



dominate the view and should not 
in any case present a defining 
constraint to extending the rear of 
a property once removed 
physically from it. Winter light is 
low and it would be unreasonable 
to expect this factor to form an 
overriding constraint to the 
extension of the property.  
 

 
9.0 CONCLUSION 
  
9.1 The subdivision of the property to provide four one-bedroom 

flats is acceptable. The appeal decision has been superseded 
by new adopted policies and legislative changes which have 
resulted in a HMO operating from the site which has existing 
unsatisfactory refuse and cycle storage arrangements. Subject 
to condition, the front of the property would be re-landscaped 
and the bin and cycle storage regularised. I do not consider any 
significant harm to residential amenity to arise from the scheme. 
As such, I am of the opinion that the proposal complies with the 
development plan and I recommend that it is approved subject 
to conditions. 

 
10.0 RECOMMENDATION 

 
APPROVE subject to the following conditions: 

 
1. The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the 

expiration of three years from the date of this permission. 
   
 Reason: In accordance with the requirements of section 51 of 

the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 
 
2. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in 

accordance with the approved plans as listed on this decision 
notice. 

  
 Reason:  In the interests of good planning, for the avoidance of 

doubt and to facilitate any future application to the Local 
Planning Authority under Section 73 of the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990. 

 



3. No construction work or demolition work shall be carried out or 
plant operated other than between the following hours: 0800 
hours and 1800 hours on Monday to Friday, 0800 hours and 
1300 hours on Saturday and at no time on Sundays, Bank or 
Public Holidays. 

  
 Reason: To protect the amenity of the adjoining properties. 

(Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policy 4/13)  
  
4. No occupation of the flats shall commence until details of 

facilities for the secure parking of bicycles and storage of bins 
for use in connection with the development hereby permitted 
have be submitted to and approved by the local planning 
authority in writing.  The approved facilities shall be provided in 
accordance with the approved details before use of the 
development commences. 

  
 Reason: To ensure appropriate provision for the secure storage 

of bicycles and bins. (Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policies 5/7 
and 8/6) 

 
5. The extension hereby permitted shall be constructed in external 

materials to match the existing building in type, colour and 
texture. 

  
 Reason: To ensure that the extension is in keeping with the 

existing building. (Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policies 3/4, and 
3/14) 

  
6. No development hereby permitted shall be commenced until 

surface water drainage works have been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the local planning authority. All new or 
altered external areas within the site boundary should be of 
permeable construction. 

  
 Reason: To ensure appropriate surface water drainage. 

(Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policy 4/16) 
 
7. No development shall take place until full details of both hard 

and soft landscape works have been submitted to and approved 
in writing by the local planning authority and these works shall 
be carried out as approved prior to the occupation of the flats.  

 
  



 These details shall include: 
  
 1: means of enclosure, including a new boundary wall adjacent 

to Ferndale Rise; 
 2: hard and soft surfacing and landscaping for the frontage of 

the site; and 
 3: hard and soft surfacing and landscaping for the immediate 

spaces to the rear of the ground floor flats to provide private 
amenity space/buffering; 

  
 Soft landscape works shall include planting plans; written 

specifications (including cultivation and other operations 
associated with plant and grass establishment); schedules of 
plants, noting species, plant sizes and proposed 
numbers/densities where appropriate and an implementation 
programme. 

  
 Reason: In the interests of visual amenity and to ensure that 

suitable hard and soft landscape is provided as part of the 
development to improve the frontage of the site and safeguard 
to the amenity of the ground floor flats (Cambridge Local Plan 
2006 policies 3/4 and 3/11. 

 


