
 
 
 
 

PLANNING COMMITTEE           5th July 2017  
 
Application 
Number 

17/0588/FUL Agenda 
Item 

 

Date Received 31st March 2017 Officer Charlotte 
Burton 

Target Date 26th May 2017   
Ward Coleridge   
Site Land Adj 81 Derwent Close Cambridge CB1 8DY 
Proposal New (semi detached) 2 bedroom dwelling. 
Applicant Mr & Mrs Shinn 

81 Derwent Close Cambridge CB1 8DY 
 

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

The principle of subdivision of the plot 
is acceptable; 

The proposal would be in-keeping with 
the character of the area; 

The proposal would not harm the 
residential amenity of neighbouring 
properties and would provide an 
acceptable amenity for the future 
occupiers. 

The proposal would not have a 
significant impact on highway safety 
compared to the existing situation.  

RECOMMENDATION APPROVAL 

 
1.0 SITE DESCRIPTION/AREA CONTEXT 
 
1.1 The site is land within the curtilage of No. 81 Derwent Close to 

the west of the existing dwelling.  The site comprises part of the 
rear garden, a single storey outbuilding, parking to the front 
accessed via Sycamore Close and landscaping in front of a 
brick wall along Derwent Close. To the rear of No. 81 are car 
parking bays.   

 



1.2 No. 81 forms a semi-detached pair with No. 79.  The 
surrounding area is predominantly residential and characterised 
by semi-detached and terraced properties.  Planning permission 
was recently granted for a new dwelling attached to the northern 
end of the terrace opposite which is currently under 
construction.  

 
1.3 The site is not within a Conservation Area and is outside the 

controlled parking zone.  The site is within an area of high risk 
of surface water flooding.  There are no other relevant site 
constraints.  

 
2.0 THE PROPOSAL 
 
2.1 The proposal is for the erection of a 2-bed dwelling attached to 

No. 81 with associated rear garden and parking.  The dwelling 
would be two storeys and would have the same ridge and eaves 
height as the adjoining building.  The frontage would be on the 
side of the dwelling onto Derwent Close.  The materials would 
be brick and tile cladding with concrete tiles, to match the 
existing.  

 
2.2 During the course of the application, revised plans were 

submitted which: 
- Added a window on the first floor rear elevation serving a 

bedroom; 
- The proposed car parking space for the new unit at the front 

of the site removed and the agent confirmed no car parking 
would be provided for the new unit.  

 
3.0 SITE HISTORY 
 
3.1 No relevant planning history.  
 
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 3/12 

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 (Annex A) 

Supplementary 
Planning 
Guidance 

Sustainable Design and Construction (May 
2007) 

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

Material 
Considerations 

City Wide Guidance 
 
Cycle Parking Guide for New Residential 
Developments (2010) 

 
 
 
 



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 
 
6.1 Cambridgeshire County Council (Highways Development 
 Management) 
 

Initial comment 
 

Recommend refusal.  
 
The parking space to be retained for the use of the existing 
dwelling is of sub-standard length and would result in vehicles 
overhanging the footway.  It should be repositioned to the west. 

 
The dropped kerb used for access to the parking space for the 
proposed dwelling is a mobility crossing, rather than a vehicular 
crossing of the footway and will, with prolonged use, deteriorate 
unless an alternative, properly constructed crossing of the 
footway is constructed.  The radius of a junction is not a suitable 
location for creating a vehicular access. 

 
Recommend conditions: 
- No unbound material 
- Removal of permitted development rights for gates 
- Specification of access 
- Access drainage measures 



- Access to be kept free from obstruction 
 

Comment on revised plans 
 

Recommend refusal.  
 
The parking spaces are sub-standard, the mobility crossing 
would be too tempting to use and the dropped kerb extension 
would encroach into the radius. 
 
I would have no objection to additional on-street car parking on 
safety grounds. 
 
Recommend removal of permitted development rights to 
preclude future creation of a vehicular access under permitted 
development. 

 
6.2 Environmental Health 
 

No objection.  Recommended conditions for construction hours 
 and piling.  
 
6.3 Landscape Officer 
 

No objection.  Recommended condition for hard and soft 
landscaping scheme.  

 
6.4 Sustainable Drainage Officer 
 
 No comments received.  
 
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 

 
Objections 

 
7.1 The owner/occupier of the following address has made a 

representation: 
 

- 75 Derwent Close 
 



7.2 The representation can be summarised as follows: 
 

- Overlooking and loss of privacy to No. 75 Derwent Close; 
- Loss of light to living room of No. 75 Derwent Close; 
- Change of the character of the open aspect of the 

neighbourhood through loss of landscaping and creation of 
terrace; 

- Parking pressure and as a consequence increase in 
disturbance 

 
Neutral representations 

 
7.3 The owners/occupiers of the following addresses have made 

representations: 
 

- 32 Derwent Close  
- 73 Derwent Close 

 
7.4 The representations can be summarised as follows: 
 

- Off-street parking should be provided; 
- Recommend double yellow lines on blind bends 
- The existing dropped kerb is a mobility access; 
- Impact of noise and disturbance during construction.  

 
7.5 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 (and impact 

on heritage assets) 
3. Residential amenity 
4. Highway safety 
5. Car and cycle parking 
6. Refuse arrangements 
7. Third party representations 

 



Principle of Development 
 
8.2 Policy 5/1 of the Cambridge Local Plan (2006) supports 

residential development on windfall sites, subject to the existing 
land use and compatibility with adjoining uses.  The site is 
already in residential use and is situated within an established 
residential area, and therefore I consider that an additional 
dwelling on this site could be supported. 

 
8.3 Policy 3/10 for the sub-division of existing plots supports 

residential development within the garden area or curtilage of 
existing properties unless it will: 

a. Have a significant adverse impact on the amenities of 
neighbouring properties through loss of privacy, loss of 
light, an overbearing sense of enclosure and the 
generation of unreasonable levels of traffic or noise 
disturbance; 

b. provide inadequate amenity space, or vehicular access 
arrangements and parking spaces for the proposed and 
existing properties; 

c. detract from the prevailing character and appearance of 
the area; 

d. adversely affect the setting of Listed Buildings, or 
buildings or gardens of local interest within or close to the 
site; 

e. adversely affect trees, wildlife features or architectural 
features of local importance located within or close to the 
site; and 

f. prejudice the comprehensive development of the wider 
area of which the site forms part. 

 
8.4 I have assessed the proposal against parts a-c in the relevant 

sections below, and in summary, in my opinion these criteria 
are met.  Parts d-f are not relevant to the proposal.  

 
8.5 In my opinion, the principle of the development is acceptable 

and in accordance with policies 5/1 and 3/10. 
 

Context of site, design and external spaces  
 
8.6 The surrounding area is characterized by semi-detached and 

terraced properties predominantly built within the same phase 
during the second half of the C20.  The buildings are brick with 
tile cladding and have front gardens.  There have been some 



extensions and alterations, including a new dwelling attached to 
No. 30 Derwent Close opposite the application site, which was 
approved in 2016 (15/2220/FUL). 
 

8.7 The proposal would extend the existing semi-detached building 
with the same building line, ridge and eaves line to create a 
terrace.  This would be in-keeping with the pattern of 
development within the area.  The frontage would be on the 
side of the building onto Derwent Close, rather than Sycamore 
Close, onto which Nos. 79-81 front.  There are existing windows 
on the side elevation of No. 81 and, in my opinion, the proposed 
dwelling would activate the end of this terrace.   

 
8.8 The materials would match the existing property and I have 

recommended a condition to secure this.  During the course of 
the application, a first floor window was added to the rear 
elevation to complement the neighbouring properties, which in 
my opinion enhances the appearance of the building in views 
along Derwent Close.  The building would be highly visible, 
however it would be in keeping with the surrounding area. 

 
8.9 Third parties have raised concerns about the loss of openness 

and the impact on the character of the area.  The site is part of 
the garden of No. 81 and there is a tall brick wall along Derwent 
Close, as well as a shed to the side of the house.  The proposal 
would result in the loss of this part of the garden and would 
bring development closer to the highway, however in my 
opinion, this would not have a significant impact on the overall 
character of the area. 
 

8.10 The proposal would retain soft landscaping along Derwent 
Close in front of the building.  This would replace the existing 
low hedge and shrub planting.  In my opinion, this would soften 
the visual impact of the proposed dwelling and would make a 
similar contribution to the street scene as the existing planting.  
The front of the site onto Sycamore Close would remain open 
and would be similar to the existing situation.  

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

Cambridge Local Plan (2006) policies 3/4, 3/7, 3/10, 3/11 and 
3/12.  

 
  
 



Residential Amenity 
 
Impact on amenity of neighbouring occupiers 
 

8.12 The nearest properties are No. 75 and neighbours directly 
opposite the site to the north, No. 30 and neighbours directly 
opposite to the west, and Nos. 79-81 Derwent Close.  The 
impact on the host property is considered in the section below.  

 
8.13 Third parties have raised concerns about overlooking and loss 

of light to No. 75.  This is a two storey semi-detached property 
which is set back from the road with a front garden and 
driveway.  There would be some views from the windows on the 
front elevation of the proposed dwelling towards the front 
garden of No. 75, however this is visible from the street and 
does not provide private amenity space, so there would be no 
loss of privacy.  Due to the separation distance of approximately 
20m, there would be no significant loss of light to windows.  The 
impact on No. 75 would be similar to the relationship between 
the existing properties and would be acceptable.    
 

8.14 There would be ground and first floor windows on the side 
elevation facing towards No. 30 and other properties on the 
western side of Derwent Close, however due to the separation 
distance of approximately 15m, in my opinion, there would not 
be a significant loss of privacy.  There would be no overbearing 
or overshadowing impact.  
 

8.15 Third parties have raised concerns about the impact of noise 
and disturbance during construction.  I am satisfied that the 
standard conditions recommended by the Environmental Health 
team to control operation hours and piling will mitigate this 
impact.  
 

8.16 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, 3/10 and 3/12. 

 
Amenity for future occupiers of the site 

 
8.17 The occupants of the proposed unit would have a good sized 

rear garden, which would provide a good level of residential 
amenity.  No. 81 would also retain a good sized garden and a 



boundary would be erected between the two.  There would be 
some mutual overlooking of these gardens from the first floor 
windows on the rear elevations of the proposed unit and No. 81, 
however this is acceptable and common between attached 
properties.  I have recommended a condition to ensure that the 
curtilage of the new property is laid out prior to occupation.  

 
8.18 No. 81 has a ground floor and first floor window on the side 

elevation, serving a dining room and bathroom respectively.  
These windows would be blocked up as a result of the proposal.  
The ground floor window is a secondary window, as the main 
windows are on the rear elevation into a conservatory, and the 
first floor bathroom is not a habitable room.  Therefore, I am not 
concerned that the loss of these windows would have a 
significant adverse impact on the amenity of the occupants.  

 
8.19 There would be ground floor windows on the side elevation of 

the proposed dwelling in close proximity to the highway, 
however these would be set behind buffer planting and would 
be secondary windows, so I am not concerned about a lack of 
privacy for the future occupants.  In my opinion, the proposal 
provides good internal accommodation. 

 
8.20 In my opinion the proposal provides a high-quality living 

environment and an appropriate standard of residential amenity 
for future occupiers, and I consider that in this respect it is 
compliant with Cambridge Local Plan (2006) policies 3/7, 3/10 
and 3/12.  

 
Highway Safety / Car Parking 
 

8.21 No. 81 currently has 4 no. car parking spaces, comprising 2 no. 
spaces in front of property, a garage space within the block at 
the rear, and a car parking space in front of the garage.  There 
is a dropped kerb at the front onto Sycamore Close and a 
lowered kerb mobility access on the corner with Derwent Close.  
 

8.22 During the course of the application, revised plans were 
submitted which removed car parking in front of the proposed 
unit, and the agent confirmed that no car parking would be 
provided to the proposed unit.  One space would be retained in 
front of No. 81 for the host property accessed via the existing 
dropped kerb from Sycamore Close, as well as the two spaces 
at the rear.   



 
8.23 The Highways Authority has recommended refusal of the 

application, however in my opinion, these issues have been 
resolved through the revised plans submitted during the course 
of the application, or relate to the existing situation, so would 
not be reasonable planning grounds on which to refuse the 
application.  I have addressed the latest comments from the 
Highways Authority in turn as follows.  

 
8.24 Firstly, the Highways Authority recommended refusal on the 

grounds that the car parking spaces in front of the property 
should not overhang the public highway.  The revised plans 
would retain car parking at the front of the site for No. 81 and 
would not provide additional car parking spaces.  These spaces 
are smaller than the Highways Authority recommends, however 
this is an existing situation.  In my opinion, it would not be 
reasonable to recommend refusal on these grounds.  
 

8.25 Secondly, the Highways Authority recommended refusal on the 
grounds that the access to the car parking spaces should not 
use the existing lowered kerb on the corner, which is a mobility 
access, because it would degrade this access and would 
provide unsatisfactory visibility on the corner. It is already 
practically possible to use the mobility access to access the 
existing car parking spaces.  As there would be no additional 
car parking spaces at the front and none for the proposed unit, 
there would be no intensification of the use of the mobility 
access.  In my opinion, it would not be reasonable to 
recommend refusal on these grounds. 
 

8.26 Finally, the Highways Authority recommended refusal on the 
grounds that any widening of the dropped kerb would encroach 
on the radius of the corner.  On the basis of this advice, this 
was removed from the revised plans.  As there would be no 
additional car parking spaces at the front of the site, there would 
be no need for the access to be widened or for a new access to 
be created.  The Highways Authority has recommended a 
condition to remove permitted development rights for accesses 
in order to prevent further dropped kerbs, which would impact 
on highways, and I agree with this advice.   

 
8.27 The Highways Authority has not objected to car-free 

development on highway safety grounds.  The site is outside 
the controlled parking zone where on-street parking is available.  



I do not consider that additional on-street parking would have a 
significant adverse impact on the residential amenity of the 
surrounding area.  The site is in a relatively sustainable location 
close to bus, cycle and pedestrian routes along Cherry Hinton 
Road.  The car free proposal would be in accordance with the 
Council’s adopted maximum car parking standards.  In my 
opinion, it would not be reasonable to recommend refusal on 
these grounds.  This approach was accepted on the new 
dwelling recently approved adjacent to No. 30 Derwent Close 
opposite the site (15/2220/FUL).  
 

8.28 The Highways Authority has recommended conditions relating 
to surfacing, drainage, gates and obstructions, however as 
there would be no new access created and the existing access 
onto Sycamore Close is an existing situation and its use would 
not be intensified, in my opinion, it would not be reasonable to 
apply these conditions.  
 

8.29 In my opinion the proposal is compliant with Cambridge Local 
Plan (2006) policies 8/2 and 8/10. 

 
Cycle Parking 

 
8.30 The proposal does not include cycle parking, however I am 

satisfied that this can be provided in accordance with the 
adopted standards and the Cycle Parking Guide for New 
Residential Developments (2010) subject to a condition for 
details to be submitted.  In my opinion the proposal is compliant 
with Cambridge Local Plan (2006) policy 8/6.  

 
Refuse Arrangements 

 
8.31 The proposal does not include details of bin storage, however I 

am satisfied that this can be provided in accordance with the 
adopted standards and the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough 
Waste Partnership (RECAP): Waste Management Design 
Guide Supplementary Planning Document (February 2012) 
subject to a condition.  In my opinion the proposal is compliant 
with Cambridge Local Plan (2006) policy 3/12. 
 
Surface Water Drainage 
 

8.32 The site is within an area of high risk of surface water flooding.  
I have discussed with the Sustainable Drainage Engineer that a 



condition for a detailed surface water drainage scheme will be 
sufficient to ensure the proposal does not increase the risk of 
flooding elsewhere.  Subject to this, I am satisfied the proposal 
accords with the NPPF and associated guidance.  
 
Third Party Representations 

 
8.33 I have addressed third party representations regarding 

residential amenity, character, car parking and highway safety 
in the relevant sections above. 

 
9.0 CONCLUSION 
 
9.1 The proposal would be in keeping with the character of the area 

in terms of the pattern of development, scale and massing, and 
elevations, and would retain soft landscaping along Derwent 
Close.  The unit would have a similar relationship to 
neighbouring properties as between existing properties within 
the surrounding area, and would have an acceptable impact on 
residential amenity.  The proposed car free unit would be in 
accordance with the adopted standards and I am satisfied that 
the application has resolved the initial concerns of the Highways 
Authority relating to highway safety.  

 
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. Prior to commencement of the development hereby permitted, a 

scheme for surface water drainage works shall be 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 (2012) 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). 



5. In the event of the foundations for the proposed development 
requiring piling, prior to the development taking place the 
applicant shall provide the local authority with a report / method 
statement for approval detailing the type of piling and mitigation 
measures to be taken to protect local residents from noise 
and/or vibration. Potential noise and vibration levels at the 
nearest noise sensitive locations shall be predicted in 
accordance with the provisions of BS 5228-1&2:2009 Code of 
Practice for noise and vibration control on construction and 
open sites.  Development shall be carried out in accordance 
with the approved details.   

  
 Due to the proximity of this site to existing residential premises 

and other noise sensitive premises, impact pile driving is not 
recommended.  

  
 Reason: To protect the amenity of the adjoining properties. 

(Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policy 4/13) 
 
6. Prior to the occupation of the dwelling hereby permitted, the 

curtilage (garden) shall be fully laid out and finished in 
accordance with the approved plans or in accordance with a 
timetable otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority, and thereafter remain for the benefit of the occupants 
of the proposed property. 

  
 Reason: To avoid a scenario whereby the property could be 

built and occupied without its garden land, which is currently 
part of the host property (Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policies, 
3/4, 3/7, 3/10). 

 
7. Prior to first occupation of the development hereby permitted, 

facilities for the storage of bikes and bins associated with the 
unit hereby permitted shall be provided in accordance with 
details that have been submitted to and approved in writing by 
the Local Planning Authority, and shall be retained thereafter.   

  
 Reason: In the interests of residential amenity (Cambridge 

Local Plan 2006 policies 4/13 and 8/6). 
 



8. Notwithstanding the provisions of Schedule 2, Part 2, Class B of 
the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted 
Development) Order 2015 (as amended) (or any Order revoking 
and re-enacting that order with or without modification), no 
means of access shall be created without the granting of 
specific planning permission. 

  
 Reason:  In the interests of highway safety (Cambridge Local 

Plan 2006 policy 8/2). 
 
 
 
 
 


