
 
 
 
 

PLANNING COMMITTEE           5th July 2017 
 
Application 
Number 

17/0259/FUL Agenda 
Item 

 

Date Received 22nd February 2017 Officer Charlotte 
Burton 

Target Date 19th April 2017   
Ward Newnham   
Site 14 Dane Drive Cambridge CB3 9LP 
Proposal Single and part two storey rear extension, first floor 

side extension.  Pitch roof to existing single storey 
front and side flat roof.  Single storey front 
extension. 

Applicant Mr K Parvez 
14 Dane Drive Cambridge CB3 9LP  

 

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

The extensions would be 
proportionate to the existing dwelling 
and would not harm the character of 
the area. 

The proposal would not have a 
significant adverse impact on the 
residential amenity of neighbouring 
properties. 

The impact on highway safety and 
surface water drainage is acceptable 
subject to conditions.  

RECOMMENDATION APPROVAL 

 
1.0 SITE DESCRIPTION/AREA CONTEXT 
 
1.1 No. 14 is a two storey detached property on the southern side of 

Dane Drive.  The property has a large plot at the end of the cul-
de-sac.  It has a double garage on the western side and a single 
storey garden room on the eastern side.   

 
1.2 The site is within a residential area characterised by detached 

properties built in the late-C20.  The site is not within a 



Conservation Area and is outside the controlled parking zone.  
The garden backs onto Bin Brook and is within an area of 
surface water flooding risk.  There are no other relevant site 
constraints.   

 
2.0 THE PROPOSAL 
 
2.1 The proposal is for extensions and alterations to the dwelling 

comprising: 
- a first floor side extension above the existing garden room on 

the eastern end;  
- a single storey front extension projecting approximately 1.5m 

forward and infilling the existing porch, featuring a gable end; 
- conversion of the existing double garage and adding a 

pitched roof on the existing flat roof; 
- single storey rear extension projecting 2.3m to the same line 

as the rear elevation of the existing garden room and 
extending across the rear of the garage; 

- two storey gable end on the rear elevation projecting above 
the ground floor extension;  

- the materials would be brick to match the existing on the 
ground floor and render on the first floor, with roof tiles to 
match the existing.  
 

2.2 During the course of the application, revised plans were 
submitted which included the following amendments: 
- Reduced the ridge height and stepping back the frontage of 

the proposed two storey extension;  
- Change from render to brick on parts of the proposed front 

elevation; and 
- Removed the timber frame porch. 

 
3.0 SITE HISTORY 
 

Reference Description Outcome 
07/0362/FUL Pitched roof to garage with velux 

windows and porch and rear 
veranda. 

Permitted 

 
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 3/10 3/113/14 

4/13 

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 (Annex A) 

Supplementary 
Planning 
Guidance 

Sustainable Design and Construction (May 
2007) 

 

Material 
Considerations 

City Wide Guidance 
 

Biodiversity Checklist for Land Use 
Planners in Cambridgeshire and 
Peterborough (March 2001). 

 
Cambridge City Nature Conservation 
Strategy (2006) 

 
Criteria for the Designation of Wildlife Sites 
(2005) 

 
Cambridge City Wildlife Sites Register 



(2005) 
 

Cambridge and South Cambridgeshire 
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 
(November 2010) 

 
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (2005) 

 
Cambridge and Milton Surface Water 
Management Plan (2011) 

 
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. 
 
For the application considered in this report, there are no 
policies in the emerging Local Plan that should be taken into 
account. 
 

6.0 CONSULTATIONS 
 

Cambridgeshire County Council (Highways Development 
Management) 

 
Initial comment 

 
6.1 The applicant must provide information regarding existing and 

proposed parking arrangements prior to determination to allow 
informed comment upon the full impact of the proposals, 
including dimensions for the proposed car parking spaces, 
which should measure 2.5m x 5m.   

 
 



Additional comment 
 
6.2 Two car parking spaces would be retained within the front 

forecourt.  By enlarging the dwelling it is possible that 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. 

 
Sustainable Drainage Engineer 

 
Initial comment 

 
6.3 The site is in an area identified at risk of surface water flooding. 

A flood risk assessment should be undertaken.  
 

Comment on Flood Risk Assessment 
 
6.4 No objection. Recommended conditions: 

- Surface water drainage scheme; 
- Infiltration testing; and 
- Implementation of flood resilience measures. 

 
6.5 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 application has been called to planning committee by 

Councillor Cantrill.  The reasons can be summarised as follows: 
- The proposal is contrary to policy 3/14; 
- Materials will result in negative contrast with neighbouring 

properties; 
- Increase in massing will impact negatively on street scene 

and setting of estate. 
 

Initial proposal 
 
7.2 The owners/occupiers of the following addresses have made 

representations objecting to the initial proposal: 
 

- 5 Dane Drive  
- 9 Dane Drive (lead petitioner) 



- 10 Dane Drive  
- 12 Dane Drive 
- 63 Gough Way  
- 64 Gough Way (Gough Way Residents Association) 
- 75 Gough Way 

 
7.3 The Gough Way Residents Association (which encompasses 

Dane Drive) submitted a representation objecting to the 
proposed development.  

 
7.4 A petition was received with 30 no. signatories objecting to the 

proposal. 
 
7.5 The representations can be summarised as follows: 
 

- Extensions would be too large. The extended property would 
dominate neighbours and would be wholly inappropriate; 

- Low architectural merit including roof lines and window 
styles.  Design and connection of porch is awkward and out 
of keeping; 

- Render would be a low-quality option; 
- Internally the building would be reliant on artificial lighting 

with sustainability and well-being issues; 
- Would overshadow the south-east corner of No 12, 

particularly in the mornings; 
- The extended property could be converted into three flats, a 

large HMO or for business use.  A large multi-occupancy 
property would be out of keeping with the area and would 
increase traffic and parking; 

- Dane Drive would be used for parking taxis; 
- Traffic access and implications for turning circle; 
- Impact on utilities such as internet and sewerage; 
- Increase risk of flooding; 
- A flood risk assessment is needed; 
- Increase in bedrooms and loss of car parking spaces leading 

to loss of amenity; 
- Overshadowing Bin Brook counter to Council’s aims to 

increase light to increase biodiversity. 
- Work has commenced on site without planning permission.   

 
Revised proposal 

 
7.6 The owners/occupiers of the following addresses have made 

representations objecting to the revised proposal: 



 
- 5 Dane Drive 
- 9 Dane Drive (lead petitioner) 
- 63 Gough Way 

 
7.7 A petition was received with 26 no. signatories objecting to the 
 proposal. 
 
7.8 The representations where specifically refer to the amendments 

in the revised proposal can be summarised as follows: 
- Note the efforts made to improve the design of the main 

entrance and subsidiarity of extensions; 
- Proposal remains exceptionally inelegant with multiple 

roofing lines and different pitch roofs. 
- No attempt to harmonise window styles between original and 

new parts of the building; 
- Previous concerns remain. 

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

 
Context of site, design and external spaces  

 
8.2 No. 14 is a two storey detached property on the southern side 

of Dane Drive.  The property has a large plot at the end of the 
cul-de-sac.  It has a double garage on the western side and a 
single storey garden room on the eastern side.  The property is 
typical of the late-C20 and forms part of a residential estate that 
was built in a relatively consistent style.  Some of the houses 
within the estate have been extended and altered over the 
years, including substantial alterations at No. 2 on the western 
end of Dane Drive.   



 
8.3 The proposal would extend the first floor above the existing 

garden room on the eastern side of the property, thereby 
extending the two storey front elevation.  Following the 
amendments, the ridge height of the extension has been 
reduced and the front elevation stepped back, so that the length 
of the front elevation and the ridge line would be broken up, and 
the extension would appear as a subservient element.  In my 
opinion, this reduces the scale and bulk of the extended 
property so that it would be acceptable.   

 
8.4 The proposal also includes a front extension projecting 

approximately 1.5m forward and infilling the existing porch to 
the same line as the existing garage.  The scale of the front 
extensions would be proportionate to the existing house.  The 
proposal includes a main entrance featuring a gable end.  The 
revised proposal removes the previously proposed timber porch 
and replaces it with a simpler design, which in my opinion is 
more in-keeping with the character of the property.  The sloped 
roof proposed above the existing flat-roof garage would 
complement the other proposed extensions.   

 
8.5 At the rear, the property would be extended at ground floor level 

by 2.3m and across the rear of the garage to the same line as 
the rear of the existing garden room.   A two storey gable end 
would project to the same extent as the ground floor.  The scale 
of the extensions would be proportionate to the existing house, 
and compared to a 4m deep single storey extension and 3m 
deep two storey extension that would be erected under 
permitted development.  The rear and side extensions would be 
visible from the footpath along Bin Brook at the rear of the site.  
The property sits within a large plot and in my opinion, the 
extensions would not be unduly prominent.   

 
8.6 The proposed materials would be brick and render.  Third 

parties raised concerns that the render would be a low quality 
option and, in response, the applicant submitted revised 
drawings to reduce the amount of render on the front elevation 
and use brick instead.   In my opinion, render would not be out 
of keeping and it was approved on the extensions to No. 2 on 
the other end of Dane Drive.  The render would contribute 
towards visually breaking up the front elevation.  The roofing 
materials would be tile to match the existing.  I have 
recommended a condition for the brickwork elements and roof 



to match the existing.  Third parties have raised concerns about 
the proportions of the window openings.  These would be 
similar to the existing property, albeit the panes are different, 
however the existing windows could be replaced under 
permitted development.   

 
8.7 For these reasons, in my opinion the proposal is compliant with 

Cambridge Local Plan (2006) policies 3/4, 3/7, 3/11 and 3/14.  
 

Residential Amenity 
 
Impact on amenity of neighbouring occupiers 
 

8.8 The property is at the end of the cul-de-sac and the 
neighbouring property is No. 12 to the west.  I am not 
concerned about the impact on these properties, in terms of 
overlooking, overbearing or overshadowing.  

 
8.9 No. 12 is a detached two-storey property which sits closer to the 

road than No. 14.  This property has no windows on the side 
elevation facing No. 14, however it has French doors on the 
ground floor rear elevation near to the boundary.  

 
8.10 The proposed ground floor side extension would extend 

approximately 2.8m closer to the boundary and would project 
approximately 2.3m at the rear.  It would be single storey with a 
gable end to a maximum ridge height of 3.6m and an eaves 
height of 2.3m.   

 
8.11 Due to the positioning of the application site further back into its 

plot than No. 12, the extension would project alongside the 
neighbour’s rear garden, however the side elevation of the 
extension would be on the same line as the existing garage 
which is set back from the boundary.   The scale and siting of 
the extension would not visually enclose the outlook from the 
French doors or have an overbearing impact on the rear 
garden.   

 
8.12 Due to the orientation of the rear of the properties to be south-

facing, the extension would not significantly overshadow No. 12 
or lead to significant loss of light to any windows.  
 



8.13 For these reasons, I am satisfied that the proposal would not 
have a significant adverse impact on the residential amenity of 
the occupants of No. 12.   

 
8.14 The impact of noise and disturbance during construction on the 

residential amenity of nearby properties could be satisfactorily 
addressed through a condition to restrict construction and 
delivery hours.   

 
8.15 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 and 3/14. 

 
Amenity for future occupiers of the site 

 
8.16 The property would retain a good sized garden and the 

extensions would provide a high quality living environment.  I 
consider that in this respect it is compliant with Cambridge 
Local Plan (2006) policies 3/7 and 3/14. 

 
Highway Safety and Car parking 

 
8.17 Third parties have raised concerns about the reduction in the 

number of car parking spaces leading to a demand for on-street 
parking, with implications for highway safety and residential 
amenity.   The existing property has space to park 4 no. 
vehicles within the double garage and on the driveway in front.  
The proposal would retain 2 no. on-plot spaces on the driveway 
which would be accessed from the existing dropped kerb.   
 

8.18 While I accept that there would be a reduction in the number of 
car parking spaces, the existing situation currently exceeds the 
adopted maximum car parking standards, so there is an 
overprovision of parking.  The proposal would retain 2 no. car 
parking spaces, which would be more in-line with the adopted 
standards, which seek to promote sustainable transport.  The 
Highways Authority has advised that there would be no impact 
on highway safety.   
 

8.19 The site is outside the controlled parking zone and there is an 
availability of on-street parking.  The majority of the 
neighbouring properties along Dane Drive have double garages 
and driveway parking in a similar arrangement to No. 14, so in 



my opinion, any resulting demand for on-street parking would 
not have a significant adverse impact on the residential amenity 
of the occupants of these properties.   

 
8.20 For these reasons, in my opinion, there would be no policy 

justification to refuse the proposal on the basis of a lack of car 
parking or its potential on-street impact, and the proposal 
accords with Cambridge Local Plan (2006) policies 8/2 and 
8/10. 

 
Drainage 
 

8.21 The Sustainable Drainage Engineer has advised that the site is 
within an area of surface water drainage risk and third parties 
have raised concerns about the impact of the proposal on 
increasing flooding within the area.  The applicant has 
submitted a Flood Risk Assessment.  The Sustainable Drainage 
Engineer has assessed this and advised that this issue can be 
satisfactorily resolved through a condition for a surface water 
drainage scheme and infiltration testing.  They have also 
recommended a condition for implementation of flood resilience 
measures in order to protect the future occupants.  I accept this 
advice and I have no reason to take a different view.  In my 
opinion, the recommended conditions will give the Council 
adequate means to ensure the proposal does not increase the 
risk of flooding elsewhere.   
 
Third Party Representations 

 
8.22 I have addressed the third party representations as follows: 
 

Representation Response 
The proposal is contrary to 
policy 3/14.  Materials will 
result in negative contrast with 
neighbouring properties.  
Increase in massing will 
impact negatively on street 
scene and setting of estate. 

See paragraphs 8.2-8.7. 

Extensions would be too large. 
The extended property would 
dominate neighbours and 
would be wholly inappropriate; 

See paragraphs 8.2-8.7. 
 
 
 
 



Low architectural merit 
including roof lines and 
window styles.  Design and 
connection of porch is 
awkward and out of keeping; 

See paragraphs 8.2-8.7.   
 
The timber porch was 
removed from the proposal 
during the course of the 
application, and I consider the 
revised proposal is in-keeping 
with the character of the area.  

Render would be a low-quality 
option; 

See paragraph 8.6. 
 
During the course of the 
application, the applicant 
submitted revised plans to 
alter the proposed render to 
brickwork on the front 
elevation.   

Internally the building would be 
reliant on artificial lighting with 
sustainability and well-being 
issues; 

I consider that the proposal 
would provide a high quality 
living environment for the 
future occupiers and all rooms 
would have natural light.  

Would overshadow the south-
east corner of No 12, 
particularly in the mornings; 

See paragraphs 8.8-8.15.   
 
The rear of these properties is 
south-facing and the scale of 
the single storey extension 
would not overshadow this 
property.  

The extended property could 
be converted into three flats, a 
large HMO or for business 
use.  A large multi-occupancy 
property would be out of 
keeping with the area and 
would increase traffic and 
parking; 

The application is for 
extensions to a single dwelling 
and needs to be assessed as 
such.  There is no proposed 
change of use to subdivide 
the property or to occupy it as 
a large HMO, which would be 
subject to a planning 
application.  

Dane Drive would be used for 
parking taxis; 

The application is for 
extensions to a single dwelling 
and needs to be assessed as 
such.  There is no change of 
use proposed.  The parking of 
taxis is outside the control of 
the planning system.  



Traffic access and implications 
for turning circle; 

See paragraphs 8.17-8.20.  
 
The Highways Authority has 
not objected on highway 
safety grounds.    

Impact on utilities such as 
internet and sewerage; 

This is not a material planning 
consideration.  

Increase risk of flooding and a 
flood risk assessment is 
needed; 

See paragraph 8.21. 

Increase in bedrooms and loss 
of car parking spaces leading 
to loss of amenity; 

See paragraphs 8.17-8.20.  
 

Overshadowing Bin Brook 
counter to Council’s aims to 
increase light to increase 
biodiversity. 

The extensions would be to 
the north and west of Bin 
Brook and so would not result 
in a significant loss of light. 

Note the efforts made to 
improve the design of the main 
entrance and subsidiarity of 
extensions; 

Noted. 

Proposal remains 
exceptionally inelegant with 
multiple roofing lines and 
different pitch roofs. 

See paragraphs 8.2-8.7. 

No attempt to harmonise 
window styles between original 
and new parts of the building; 

See paragraphs 8.2-8.7. 

Previous concerns remain. Noted. 
Work has commenced on site 
without planning permission.   

This is being investigated by 
the Planning Enforcement 
Officer. 

 
9.0 CONCLUSION 
 
9.1 I recognise that there is a substantial amount of interest from 

third parties in this proposal, and I have addressed the written 
representations I have received in my assessment.  The 
proposal is for extensions to a dwelling and must be assessed 
as such.  The site is not within a Conservation Area and the 
property is within a late-C20 estate where many of the 
properties have been extended or altered.  The property sits 
within a large plot and the extensions would be proportionate 



and subservient to the existing house.  The scale and 
orientation of the extensions means that they would not have a 
significant adverse impact on the residential amenity of the 
neighbouring property No. 12.  I have no objections on technical 
matters from colleagues in the Highways Authority and the 
Sustainable Drainage Engineer, subject to recommended 
conditions.  For these reasons, the recommendation is for 
approval subject to conditions. 

 
10.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

APPROVE subject to completion of the s106 Agreement and 
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. There should be no collections from or deliveries to the site 

during the demolition and construction stages outside the hours 
of 0800 hours and 1800 hours on Monday to Friday, 0800 hours 
to 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)  

 
5. The brickwork and roofs as shown on the approved drawings 

shall be constructed in external materials to match the existing 
in type, colour and texture, or in accordance with alternative 
details that have been submitted to and approved in writing by 
the Local Planning Authority prior to commencement of 
development.  

  
 Reason: To ensure the development responds to the character 

of the area (Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policy 3/1, 3/4, 3/7 and 
3/14). 

 
6. No further development of the extensions hereby permitted 

shall be commenced until a scheme for surface water drainage 
works has been submitted to and approved in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority. This shall include an assessment of 
the potential for disposing of surface water by means of a 
sustainable drainage system in accordance with the principles 
set out in The National Planning Policy Framework and 
associated Guidance. The system should be designed such that 
there is no surcharging for a 1 in 30 year event and no internal 
property flooding for a 1 in 100 year event + 40% an allowance 
for climate change. The submitted details shall: 

 a. provide information about the design storm period and 
intensity, the method employed to delay and control the surface 
water discharged from the site and the measures taken to 
prevent pollution of the receiving groundwater and/or surface 
waters; and 

 b. provide a management and maintenance plan for the 
lifetime of the development which shall include the 
arrangements for adoption by any public authority or statutory 
undertaker and any other arrangements to secure the operation 
of the scheme throughout its lifetime. 

 The development shall be carried out in accordance with the 
agreed details and retained thereafter.  

  
 Reason: In the interest of surface water drainage (National 

Planning Policy Framework 2012). 
 



7. Prior to occupation/use of the extension hereby permitted, 
infiltration testing results and revised calculations in accordance 
with BRE Digest 365 shall be submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

  
 Reason: In the interests of surface water drainage (National 

Planning Policy Framework 2012). 
 
8. Prior to occupation/use of the extension hereby permitted, the 

flood resilience measures detailed in the MTC Engineering 
Flood Risk Assessment Rev A (dated June 2017) shall be fully 
implemented.  Thereafter the flood resilience shall be retained 
in accordance with the agreed details.  

  
 Reason: In the interests of flood resilience (National Planning 

Policy Framework 2012). 


