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AGENDA
1 Order of Agenda

The Planning Committee operates as a single committee meeting but is
organised with a three part agenda and will be considered in the following
order:

« PART ONE
Major Planning Applications
Start time: 10am (if applicable)

« PART TWO
Minor/Other Planning Applications
Start time: 1.00pm

« PART THREE
General and Enforcement Items
Start time: at conclusion of Part Two

There will be a thirty minute lunch break before part two of the agenda is
considered. With a possible short break between agenda item two and
three which will be subject to the Chair’s discretion.

If the meeting should last to 6.00pm, the Committee will vote as to whether
or not the meeting will be adjourned. If the decision is to adjourn the
Committee will agree the date and time of the continuation meeting which



will be held no later than seven days from the original meeting.

Apologies

Declarations of Interest

Members are asked to declare at this stage any interests, which they may
have in any of the following items on the agenda. If any member is unsure
whether or not they should declare an interest on a particular matter, they
are requested to seek advice from the Head of Legal Services before the
meeting.

Minutes
To confirm the minutes of the meeting held on 3 January 2014 (to follow).

Part 1: Major Planning Applications

No major applications to be considered at this meeting of the Planning Committee.

Part 2: Minor/Other Planning Applications (1.00pm)

10

11

14/1634/FUL - 151-155 Vinery Road
14/1652/FUL - 23 Baldock Way
14/1136/FUL - 23 Mowbray Road
14/0888/FUL - 8 Cheney Way
14/1627/FUL - 22 George Street
14/1819/FUL - 96 Cavendish Avenue

14/1754/FUL - 3 Victoria Road




Part 3: General and Enforcement Iltems

12 14/1111/FUL: Ashley Hotel, 74 -76 Chesterton Road

13 Review of Committee resolutions to grant planning permission in the
light of the ministerial statement on 1 December 2014




Location

Local
Government
(Access to
Information)
Act 1985

Development
Control
Forum

Public
Participation

Meeting Information

The meeting is in the Guildhall on the Market Square (CB2
3QJ).

Between 9 a.m. and 5 p.m. the building is accessible via
Peas Hill, Guildhall Street and the Market Square entrances.

After 5 p.m. access is via the Peas Hill entrance.

All the meeting rooms (Committee Room 1, Committee 2 and
the Council Chamber) are on the first floor, and are
accessible via lifts or stairs.

Under Section 100D of the Local Government Act 1972, the
following are “background papers” for each of the above
reports on planning applications:

1. The planning application and plans;

2.  Any explanatory or accompanying letter or document
from the applicant;

3.  Comments of Council departments on the application;

4. Comments or representations by third parties on the
application as referred to in the report plus any
additional comments received before the meeting at
which the application is considered; unless (in each
case) the document discloses “exempt or confidential
information”

5. Any Structure Plan, Local Plan or Council Policy
Document referred to in individual reports.

These papers may be inspected by contacting Patsy Dell
(01223 457103) in the Planning Department.

Meetings of the Development Control Forum are scheduled
for a week after the meetings of Planning Committee if
required

Some meetings may have parts, which will be closed to the
public, but the reasons for excluding the press and public will
be given.

Members of the public who want to speak about an
application on the agenda for this meeting may do so, if they
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Representati
ons on
Planning
Applications

have submitted a written representation within the
consultation period relating to the application and notified the
Committee Manager that they wish to speak by 12.00 noon
on the day before the meeting.

Public speakers will not be allowed to circulate any additional
written information to their speaking notes or any other
drawings or other visual material in support of their case that
has not been verified by officers and that is not already on
public file.

For further information on speaking at committee please
contact Democratic Services on 01223 457013 or
democratic.services@cambridge.qov.uk.

Further information is available at

https://www.cambridge.gov.uk/speaking-at-committee-
meetings

The Chair will adopt the principles of the public speaking
scheme regarding planning applications for general items,
enforcement items and tree items.

Cambridge City Council would value your assistance in
improving the public speaking process of committee
meetings. If you have any feedback please contact
Democratic Services on 01223 457013 or
democratic.services@cambridge.gov.uk

Public representations on a planning application should be
made in writing (by e-mail or letter, in both cases stating your
full postal address), within the deadline set for comments on
that application. You are therefore strongly urged to submit
your representations within this deadline.

The submission of late information after the officer's report
has been published is to be avoided.

A written representation submitted to the Environment
Department by a member of the public after publication of
the officer's report will only be considered if it is from
someone who has already made written representations in
time for inclusion within the officer's report. Any public
representation received by the Department after 12 noon two
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Filming,
recording
and
photography

Fire Alarm

Facilities for
disabled
people

Queries on
reports

General

business days before the relevant Committee meeting (e.g
by 12.00 noon on Monday before a Wednesday meeting; by
12.00 noon on Tuesday before a Thursday meeting) will not
be considered.

The same deadline will also apply to the receipt by the
Department of additional information submitted by an
applicant or an agent in connection with the relevant item on
the Committee agenda (including letters, e-mails, reports,
drawings and all other visual material), unless specifically
requested by planning officers to help decision-making.

The Council is committed to being open and transparent in
the way it conducts its decision making. The public may
record (e.g. film, audio, tweet, blog) meetings which are open
to the pubilic.

Anyone who does not want to be recorded should let the
Chair of the meeting know. Those recording meetings are
strongly urged to respect the wish of any member of the
public not to be recorded.

In the event of the fire alarm sounding please follow the
instructions of Cambridge City Council staff.

Level access to the Guildhall via the Peas Hill entrance.

A loop system is available in Committee Room 1, Committee
Room 2 and the Council Chamber.

Accessible toilets are available on the ground and first floor.

Meeting papers are available in large print and other formats
on request.

For further assistance please contact Democratic Services
on 01223 457013 or
democratic.services@cambridge.gov.uk.

If you have a question or query regarding a committee report
please contact the officer listed at the end of relevant report
or Democratic Services on 01223 457013 or
democratic.services@cambridge.gov.uk.

Information regarding committees, councilors and the

vi



Information

Mod.Gov App

democratic process is available at
http://democracy.cambridge.gov.uk/

Modern.gov offer an app that can be used to ensure you
always have the latest meeting papers for the committees
you are interested in.

http://www.moderngov.co.uk/our-solutions/tablet-app-

paperless-meetings
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Agenda Annex

APPENDIX 1 — DEVELOPMENT PLAN POLICY, PLANNING GUIDANCE AND
MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS

1.0 Central Government Advice

1.1 National Planning Policy Framework (March 2012) — sets out the
Government’s economic, environmental and social planning policies for
England. These policies articulate the Government’s vision of sustainable
development, which should be interpreted and applied locally to meet local
aspirations.

1.2  Circular 11/95 — The Use of Conditions in Planning Permissions: Advises
that conditions should be necessary, relevant to planning, relevant to the
development permitted, enforceable, precise and reasonable in all other
respects.

1.3  Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 — places a statutory
requirement on the local authority that where planning permission is
dependent upon a planning obligation the obligation must pass the following
tests:

(a) necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms;

(b) directly related to the development; and

(c) fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development.
2.0 Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Structure Plan 2003

Planning Obligation Related Policies

P6/1 Development-related Provision
P9/8 Infrastructure Provision
P9/9 Cambridge Sub-Region Transport Strategy

3.0 Cambridge Local Plan 2006

3/1 Sustainable development

3/3 Setting of the City

3/4 Responding to context

3/6 Ensuring coordinated development
3/7 Creating successful places

3/9 Watercourses and other bodies of water
3/10Subdivision of existing plots

3/11 The design of external spaces
3/12 The design of new buildings

3/13 Tall buildings and the skyline
3/14 Extending buildings

3/15 Shopfronts and signage
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4/1 Green Belt

4/2 Protection of open space

4/3 Safeguarding features of amenity or nature conservation value
4/4 Trees

4/6 Protection of sites of local nature conservation importance
4/8 Local Biodiversity Action Plans

4/9 Scheduled Ancient Monuments/Archaeological Areas
4/10 Listed Buildings

4/11 Conservation Areas

4/12 Buildings of Local Interest

4/13 Pollution and amenity

4/14 Air Quality Management Areas

4/15 Lighting

5/1 Housing provision

5/2 Conversion of large properties

5/3 Housing lost to other uses

5/4 Loss of housing

5/5 Meeting housing needs

5/7 Supported housing/Housing in multiple occupation
5/8 Travellers

5/9 Housing for people with disabilities
5/10 Dwelling mix

5/11 Protection of community facilities
5/12 New community facilities

5/15 Addenbrookes

6/1 Protection of leisure facilities

6/2 New leisure facilities

6/3 Tourist accommodation

6/4 Visitor attractions

6/6 Change of use in the City Centre

6/7 Shopping development and change of use in the District and Local
Centres

6/8 Convenience shopping

6/9 Retail warehouses

6/10 Food and drink outlets.

7/1 Employment provision

7/2 Selective management of the Economy

7/3 Protection of Industrial and Storage Space

7/4 Promotion of cluster development

7/5 Faculty development in the Central Area, University of Cambridge
7/6 West Cambridge, South of Madingley Road

717 College and University of Cambridge Staff and Student Housing
7/8 Anglia Ruskin University East Road Campus

7/9 Student hostels for Anglia Ruskin University

7/10 Speculative Student Hostel Accommodation

7/11 Language Schools
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8/1 Spatial location of development

8/2 Transport impact

8/4 Walking and Cycling accessibility

8/6 Cycle parking

8/8 Land for Public Transport

8/9 Commercial vehicles and servicing

8/10 Off-street car parking

8/11 New roads

8/12 Cambridge Airport

8/13 Cambridge Airport Safety Zone

8/14 Telecommunications development

8/15 Mullard Radio Astronomy Observatory, Lords Bridge
8/16 Renewable energy in major new developments
8/17 Renewable energy

8/18 Water, sewerage and drainage infrastructure

9/1 Further policy guidance for the Development of Areas of Major Change
9/2 Phasing of Areas of Major Change

9/3 Development in Urban Extensions

9/5 Southern Fringe

9/6 Northern Fringe

9/7 Land between Madingley Road and Huntingdon Road

9/8 Land between Huntingdon Road and Histon Road

9/9 Station Area

10/1 Infrastructure improvements
Planning Obligation Related Policies

3/7 Creating successful places

3/8 Open space and recreation provision through new development

3/12 The Design of New Buildings (waste and recycling)

4/2 Protection of open space

5/13 Community facilities in Areas of Major Change

5/14 Provision of community facilities through new development

6/2 New leisure facilities

8/3 Mitigating measures (transport)

8/5 Pedestrian and cycle network

8/7 Public transport accessibility

9/2 Phasing of Areas of Major Change

9/3 Development in Urban Extensions

9/5 Southern Fringe

9/6 Northern Fringe

9/8 Land between Huntingdon Road and Histon Road

9/9 Station Area

10/1 Infrastructure improvements (fransport, public open space, recreational
and community facilities, waste recycling, public realm, public art,
environmental aspects)
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4.0

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

Supplementary Planning Documents

Cambridge City Council (May 2007) - Sustainable Design and
Construction: Sets out essential and recommended design considerations of
relevance to sustainable design and construction. Applicants for major
developments are required to submit a sustainability checklist along with a
corresponding sustainability statement that should set out information
indicated in the checklist. Essential design considerations relate directly to
specific policies in the Cambridge Local Plan 2006. Recommended
considerations are ones that the council would like to see in major
developments. Essential design considerations are urban design, transport,
movement and accessibility, sustainable drainage (urban extensions), energy,
recycling and waste facilities, biodiversity and pollution. Recommended
design considerations are climate change adaptation, water, materials and
construction waste and historic environment.

Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Waste Partnership (RECAP): Waste
Management Design Guide Supplementary Planning Document
(February 2012): The Design Guide provides advice on the requirements for
internal and external waste storage, collection and recycling in new residential
and commercial developments. It provides advice on assessing planning
applications and developer contributions.

Cambridge City Council (January 2008) - Affordable Housing: Gives
advice on what is involved in providing affordable housing in Cambridge. Its
objectives are to facilitate the delivery of affordable housing to meet housing
needs and to assist the creation and maintenance of sustainable, inclusive
and mixed communities.

Cambridge City Council (March 2010) — Planning Obligation Strategy:
provides a framework for securing the provision of new and/or improvements
to existing infrastructure generated by the demands of new development. It
also seeks to mitigate the adverse impacts of development and addresses the
needs identified to accommodate the projected growth of Cambridge. The
SPD addresses issues including transport, open space and recreation,
education and life-long learning, community facilities, waste and other
potential development-specific requirements.

Cambridge City Council (January 2010) - Public Art: This SPD aims to
guide the City Council in creating and providing public art in Cambridge by
setting out clear objectives on public art, a clarification of policies, and the
means of implementation. It covers public art delivered through the planning
process, principally Section 106 Agreements (S106), the commissioning of
public art using the S106 Public Art Initiative, and outlines public art policy
guidance.

Old Press/Mill Lane Supplementary Planning Document (January 2010)
Guidance on the redevelopment of the Old Press/Mill Lane site.
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5.0

5.1

5.2

Eastern Gate Supplementary Planning Document (October 2011)
Guidance on the redevelopment of the Eastern Gate site. The purpose of this
development framework (SPD) is threefold:

. To articulate a clear vision about the future of the Eastern Gate area;

. To establish a development framework to co-ordinate redevelopment
within

. the area and guide decisions (by the Council and others); and

. To identify a series of key projects, to attract and guide investment (by

the Council and others) within the area.
Material Considerations
Central Government Guidance

Letter from Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government
(27 May 2010)

The coalition government is committed to rapidly abolish Regional Strategies
and return decision making powers on housing and planning to local councils.
Decisions on housing supply (including the provision of travellers sites) will
rest with Local Planning Authorities without the framework of regional
numbers and plans.

Written Ministerial Statement: Planning for Growth (23 March 2011)
Includes the following statement:

When deciding whether to grant planning permission, local planning
authorities should support enterprise and facilitate housing, economic and
other forms of sustainable development. Where relevant and consistent with
their statutory obligations they should therefore:

(i) consider fully the importance of national planning policies aimed at
fostering economic growth and employment, given the need to ensure a
return to robust growth after the recent recession;

(i) take into account the need to maintain a flexible and responsive supply of
land for key sectors, including housing;

(iii) consider the range of likely economic, environmental and social benefits of
proposals; including long term or indirect benefits such as increased
consumer choice, more viable communities and more robust local economies
(which may, where relevant, include matters such as job creation and
business productivity);

(iv) be sensitive to the fact that local economies are subject to change and so

take a positive approach to development where new economic data suggest
that prior assessments of needs are no longer up-to-date;
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5.3

(v) ensure that they do not impose unnecessary burdens on development.

In determining planning applications, local planning authorities are obliged to
have regard to all relevant considerations. They should ensure that they give
appropriate weight to the need to support economic recovery, that
applications that secure sustainable growth are treated favourably (consistent
with policy in PPS4), and that they can give clear reasons for their decisions.

City Wide Guidance
Arboricultural Strategy (2004) - City-wide arboricultural strategy.

Biodiversity Checklist for Land Use Planners in Cambridgeshire and
Peterborough (March 2001) - This document aims to aid strategic and
development control planners when considering biodiversity in both policy
development and dealing with planning proposals.

Cambridge Landscape and Character Assessment (2003) — An analysis of
the landscape and character of Cambridge.

Cambridge City Nature Conservation Strategy (2006) — Guidance on
habitats should be conserved and enhanced, how this should be carried out
and how this relates to Biodiversity Action Plans.

Criteria for the Designation of Wildlife Sites (2005) — Sets out the criteria
for the designation of Wildlife Sites.

Cambridge City Wildlife Sites Register (2005) — Details of the City and
County Wildlife Sites.

Cambridge and South Cambridgeshire Strategic Flood Risk Assessment
(November 2010) - a tool for planning authorities to identify and evaluate the
extent and nature of flood risk in their area and its implications for land use
planning.

Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (2005) — Study assessing the risk of
flooding in Cambridge.

Cambridge and Milton Surface Water Management Plan (2011) — A
SWMP outlines the preferred long term strategy for the management of
surface water. Alongside the SFRA they are the starting point for local flood
risk management.

Cambridge City Council (2011) - Open Space and Recreation Strategy:
Gives guidance on the provision of open space and recreation facilities
through development. It sets out to ensure that open space in Cambridge
meets the needs of all who live, work, study in or visit the city and provides a
satisfactory environment for nature and enhances the local townscape,
complementing the built environment.
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The strategy:

. sets out the protection of existing open spaces;

. promotes the improvement of and creation of new facilities on existing
open spaces;

. sets out the standards for open space and sports provision in and
through new development;

. supports the implementation of Section 106 monies and future

Community Infrastructure Levy monies

As this strategy suggests new standards, the Cambridge Local Plan 2006
standards will stand as the adopted standards for the time-being. However,
the strategy’s new standards will form part of the evidence base for the review
of the Local Plan

Balanced and Mixed Communities — A Good Practice Guide (2006) —
Produced by Cambridgeshire Horizons to assist the implementation of the
Areas of Major Change.

Green Infrastructure Strategy for the Cambridgeshire Sub-Region (2006)
- Produced by Cambridgeshire Horizons to assist the implementation of the
Areas of Major Change and as a material consideration in the determination
of planning applications and appeals.

A Major Sports Facilities Strategy for the Cambridge Sub-Region (2006) -
Produced by Cambridgeshire Horizons to assist the implementation of the
Areas of Major Change.

Cambridge Sub-Region Culture and Arts Strategy (2006) - Produced by
Cambridgeshire Horizons to assist the implementation of the Areas of Major
Change.

Cambridgeshire Quality Charter for Growth (2008) — Sets out the core
principles of the level of quality to be expected in new developments in the
Cambridge Sub-Region

Cambridge City Council - Guidance for the application of Policy 3/13
(Tall Buildings and the Skyline) of the Cambridge Local Plan (2006)
(2012) - sets out in more detail how existing council policy can be applied to
proposals for tall buildings or those of significant massing in the city.

Cambridge Walking and Cycling Strategy (2002) — A walking and cycling
strategy for Cambridge.

Protection and Funding of Routes for the Future Expansion of the City

Cycle Network (2004) — Guidance on how development can help achieve the
implementation of the cycle network.
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5.6

Cambridgeshire Design Guide For Streets and Public Realm (2007): The
purpose of the Design Guide is to set out the key principles and aspirations
that should underpin the detailed discussions about the design of streets and
public spaces that will be taking place on a site-by-site basis.

Cycle Parking Guide for New Residential Developments (2010) — Gives
guidance on the nature and layout of cycle parking, and other security
measures, to be provided as a consequence of new residential development.

Air Quality in Cambridge — Developers Guide (2008) - Provides information
on the way in which air quality and air pollution issues will be dealt with
through the development control system in Cambridge City. It compliments
the Sustainable Design and Construction Supplementary Planning Document.

The Cambridge Shopfront Design Guide (1997) — Guidance on new
shopfronts.

Roof Extensions Design Guide (2003) — Guidance on roof extensions.

Modelling the Costs of Affordable Housing (2006) — Toolkit to enable
negotiations on affordable housing provision through planning proposals.

Area Guidelines

Cambridge City Council (2003)-Northern Corridor Area Transport Plan:
Cambridge City Council (2002)-Southern Corridor Area Transport Plan:
Cambridge City Council (2002)-Eastern Corridor Area Transport Plan:
Cambridge City Council (2003)-Western Corridor Area Transport Plan:
The purpose of the Plan is to identify new transport infrastructure and service
provision that is needed to facilitate large-scale development and to identify a
fair and robust means of calculating how individual development sites in the
area should contribute towards a fulfilment of that transport infrastructure.

Buildings of Local Interest (2005) — A schedule of buildings of local interest
and associated guidance.

Brooklands Avenue Conservation Area Appraisal (2002)
Cambridge Historic Core Conservation Area Appraisal (2006)
Storeys Way Conservation Area Appraisal (2008)

Chesterton and Ferry Lane Conservation Area Appraisal (2009)
Conduit Head Road Conservation Area Appraisal (2009)

De Freville Conservation Area Appraisal (2009)

Kite Area Conservation Area Appraisal (1996)

Newnham Croft Conservation Area Appraisal (1999)
Southacre Conservation Area Appraisal (2000)

Trumpington Conservation Area Appraisal (2010)

Mill Road Area Conservation Area Appraisal (2011)
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West Cambridge Conservation Area Appraisal (2011)

Guidance relating to development and the Conservation Area including a
review of the boundaries.

Jesus Green Conservation Plan (1998)

Parkers Piece Conservation Plan (2001)

Sheeps Green/Coe Fen Conservation Plan (2001)
Christs Pieces/New Square Conservation Plan (2001)

Historic open space guidance.

Hills Road Suburbs and Approaches Study (March 2012)

Long Road Suburbs and Approaches Study (March 2012)

Barton Road Suburbs and Approaches Study (March 2009)
Huntingdon Road Suburbs and Approaches Study (March 2009)
Madingley Road Suburbs and Approaches Study (March 2009)
Newmarket Road Suburbs and Approaches Study (October 2011)

Provide assessments of local distinctiveness which can be used as a basis
when considering planning proposals

Station Area Development Framework (2004) — Sets out a vision and
Planning Framework for the development of a high density mixed use area
including new transport interchange and includes the Station Area
Conservation Appraisal.

Southern Fringe Area Development Framework (2006) — Guidance which
will help to direct the future planning of development in the Southern Fringe.

West Cambridge Masterplan Design Guidelines and Legal Agreement
(1999) — Sets out how the West Cambridge site should be developed.

Mitcham’s Corner Area Strategic Planning and Development Brief (2003)
— Guidance on the development and improvement of Mitcham’s Corner.

Mill Road Development Brief (Robert Sayle Warehouse and Co-Op site)

(2007) — Development Brief for Proposals Site 7.12 in the Cambridge Local
Plan (2006)
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Agenda Item 5

PLANNING COMMITTEE 07" January 2015

Application 14/1634/FUL Agenda

Number Item

Date Received 20th October 2014 Officer Miss Sophie
Pain

Target Date 15th December 2014

Ward Romsey

Site 151-155 Vinery Road Cambridge CB1 3DW

Proposal Demolition of the existing dwelling houses and the

erection of a terrace and semi-detached dwellings
and creation of new access.
Applicant Mr Tim Dean

SUMMARY

The development does not accord with the
Development Plan for the following reasons:

1 It introduces an alien built form, which
would diminish the openness of the
immediate locality and detract from
the prevailing character  and
appearance of the area;

(] It creates an unacceptable sense of
enclosure and loss of privacy for the
occupiers of 147 and 159 Vinery Road
and 222 - 230 Ross Street; and

] It would give rise to an unacceptable
level of noise and disturbance
associated with both the proposed
terraced and semi-detached dwellings
and the associated traffic movements
into an existing garden environment.

RECOMMENDATION

REFUSAL

1.0 SITE DESCRIPTION/AREA CONTEXT

1.1 151 & 155 Vinery Road are neighbouring two storey detached
properties situated on the western side of Vinery Road. This
section of Vinery Road is one-way, and the site is situated on
the stretch of road between the bend in Vinery Road and

Coldhams Lane

to the north. The surrounding area is
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1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

2.0

2.1

2.2

predominantly residential, with the area of housing to the south
and east of the site differing in character to the area to the
north.

The properties at this end of Vinery Road all have their own
individual design, as a result of piecemeal development over
the last century. These range from bungalows, terraced
masionettes, Victorian properties and in the case of 151 Vinery
Road a Dutch Gable. For this reason, the character of the area
is varied.

Properties immediately to the south of the site (No. 147, 149)
are two storey semi-detached houses with pitched roofs and
buff facing brickwork at ground floor and white/cream render at
first floor. To the north of the site lies three red brick pitched roof
bungalows (159, 161 Vinery Road and No. 248 Coldham’s
Lane), whilst immediately opposite lies a two storey flat roof
apartment block (Nos. 188-196) constructed in red facing brick
and dark brown timber weatherboarding.

The application site is rectangular in shape and includes part of
the garden belonging to 149 Vinery Road to the south in order
to deliver the proposed development. It should be noted that
153 & 157 do not exist on Vinery Road. The numbering is 147,
149, 151, 155, 159 Vinery Road on the western side.

The site is not within a Conservation Area or the Controlled
Parking Zone (CPZ).

THE PROPOSAL

Full planning permission is sought for the construction of three,
two storey, three bedroom terraced houses, and two pairs of
two storey semi-detached houses, following demolition of the
existing two detached properties.

The three terrace houses (plots 1-3) are to be situated at the
front of the site, in the same position as the detached
properties. These houses would be part 2.5 storey, part single
storey. The height of these properties will be 600 mm lower
than the existing property at 155 Vinery Road and will
incorporate a bedroom and en-suite in the roof. At the rear, the
property will step down to a single storey flat-roof extension. To
the south of the houses an access road would be constructed,

Page 20



2.3

2.4

2.5

leading to two pairs of semi-detached houses at the rear of the
site.

The two pairs of semi-detached houses (plots 4-7) would be
situated to the west of the proposed terraced properties, within
the existing gardens of 149, 151 & 155 Vinery Road. These
properties are 2.5 storeys in height, with two bedrooms
proposed within the roof that will be served by rooflights. To the
rear of these properties are a single storey flat roof extension.

The site includes 7 car parking spaces — three off Vinery Road
at the front of the terrace and four to the rear of the site in a
small car parking court, one for each of the semi-detached
properties. These four spaces abut the common boundary with
the gardens of the proposed terraced properties. Individual bike
stores are proposed for each of the properties and for the
terrace properties, the bin stores included within these. For the
two pairs of semi-detached properties, the bin store is proposed
adjacent to the carport in a communal bin store. No visitor car
parking spaces are proposed.

As part of this application, a number of amendments have been
submitted, that have been re-consulted upon. These were
submitted following comments from officers. These include the
following:

1 Scale and massing of Plots 4-7 has been reduced. The
depth of these units has been reduced and the garden
lengths increased by 900mm. The eaves and overall
height has been lowered by 400mm.

1 The car port layout has been revised and a separate area
for the storage of bins for Units 4-7 introduced and this
arrangement is considered to work well.

1 The individual cycle stores provided for each of the units
have been increased in size and paving has now been
provided to ensure that these are all easily accessible.

1 The shadow study has been updated to reflect the
revisions and an additional study for 17:00 has been
included.

1 The lower portion of the first floor windows on the frontage
of Plots 1-3 has been obscure glazed.

1 A ground floor window has been introduced to the flank
elevation of Plot 1 to increase surveillance over the
access route.

Page 21



1 Arrangement of windows on rear elevation of Plots 1-3
revised and a 600mm clear wall space has been provided
to enable storage of furniture.

1 The vertical window at first floor level on the frontage of
Plots 4 and 7 has been obscure glazed.

1 The materials have been identified on the elevations.
Details regarding eaves/soffits, water goods and window
reveals can be conditioned and this is standard
procedure.

The application is accompanied by the following supporting
information:

1. Design and Access Statement
2. Planning Statement
3. Shadow Study

SITE HISTORY
Reference Description Outcome
C/86/0545 Erection of a single storey Permitted

extension to 149 Vinery Road

C/68/0684 Detached 3 bedroom dwelling Permitted
house for applicants occupation
at 151 Vinery Road

History for 155 Vinery Road Only

Reference Description Outcome

C/97/0883 The erection of a detached Refused
bungalow (Class C3).

C/97/0865 Demolition of existing house and | Refused
erection of a terrace of 3 houses

(Class C3).
C/95/0502 Outline permission for one Refused
bungalow (C3). and
appeal
dismissed

C/94/1000 | SINGLE STOREY SIDE AND Approved
REAR EXTENSION TO
CREATE LIVING ROOM,
GARAGE AND UTILITY ROOM
AT EXISTING HOUSE (C3).
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4.0

4.1

5.0

5.1

5.2

5.3

C/91/0495 ERECTION OF SINGLE Refused
STOREY DWELLING AND

GARAGE.
PUBLICITY
Advertisement: Yes
Adjoining Owners: Yes
Site Notice Displayed: Yes
POLICY

See Appendix 1 for full details of Central Government
Guidance, Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policies, Supplementary
Planning Documents and Material Considerations.

Relevant Development Plan policies

PLAN POLICY NUMBER
Cambridge Local | 3/1 3/4 3/7 3/10 3/12
Plan 2006

4/13

5/1

8/2 8/6 8/10

Relevant Central Government Guidance, Supplementary
Planning Documents and Material Considerations

Central National Planning Policy Framework March
Government 2012
Guidance

National Planning Policy Framework -—
Planning Practice Guidance March 2014

Circular 11/95

Ministerial statement (1 December 2014) by
Brandon Lewis Minister of State for Housing
and Planning (Department of Communities
and Local Government)

Supplementary | Sustainable Design and Construction (May

Planning 2007)
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5.4

6.0

6.1

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

City Wide Guidance

Cycle Parking Guide for New Residential
Developments (2010)

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 are of relevance/the
following policies in the emerging Local Plan are of relevance:

CONSULTATIONS

Cambridgeshire County Council (Engineering)

Overall the proposal should have no significant impact on the
public highway, should it gain the benefit of planning

permission, subject to the incorporation of recommended
conditions and informatives.
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6.2

6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

Head of Refuse and Environment

Overall there is no objection to the application in principle
subject to the incorporation of recommended conditions and
informatives.

Streets and Open Spaces (Drainage Engineer)

The proposal has a large increase in impermeable area and the
use of permeable paving to mitigate some of this is welcomed.
However, a minimum of 20% reduction in peak flow leaving the
proposed development is required and therefore a condition has
been recommended should the application benefit from
planning permission.

Urban Design and Conservation
11" December 2014

The submitted amendments are acceptable in design terms and
have addressed our previous concerns. The application is
therefore supported in Urban Design and Conservation terms.

27" November 2014

The proposed arrangement and scale and massing of Plots 1-3
on the Vinery Road frontage is generally supported subject to
identified amendments to the elevations.

Plot 4 is concealed behind the rear garden fence and garage of
No. 149 resulting in a poor outlook from the ground floor study
room windows as well and overlooking impacts from the 1° floor
bedroom windows. The existing garage (located towards the
rear of No. 149) conceals the unit from the private driveway
reducing the legibility of this unit.

Streets and Open Spaces (Landscaping)
11" December 2014
The amended scheme has addressed many of our concerns

and as a result we are prepared to support the proposals.
There is a marked lack of landscape proposals and we will
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6.7

6.8

7.0

71

7.2

expect the submission of a landscape scheme through the
conditions process.

12" November 2014

While the comments above apply throughout, we feel that the
proposed scheme is an overdevelopment of the site. A
reduction of units, particularly within the grouping to the rear of
the site, would provide each unit with more amenity space,
better circulation and threshold space and would allow the
carport adequate room for manoeuvring bins around parked
cars. It would also allow more room for adequate tree and
shrub planting.

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.

REPRESENTATIONS

The owners/occupiers of the following addresses have made
representations:

Objections
] 147 Vinery Road
Neutral
1 248 Coldhams Lane
The representations can be summarised as follows:
Residential Amenity
1 Plot 4 will create overshadowing to the majority of the
garden of 147 and that there will be overlooking of the
house and garden causing a loss of privacy;

1 Noise will increase especially in the gardens as well as
the proposed driveway creating and increase in pollution;
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7.3

7.4

7.5

8.0

8.1

Car Parking

1 Concerns that the proposed development will cause
additional parking pressures for on-street parking, which
is already under pressure.

The owners/occupiers of the following addresses have made
representations:

Support

[1 71 Lucerne Close (Relative lives at 135 Vinery Road)
1150, 179 & 196, Coldhams Lane

1 95 Brampton Road

1127 Vinery Road

1 Cambridge Christadelphians, 184 Vinery Road

The representations can be summarised as follows:

1 Experience of the new development at Vinery Park has
demonstrated an improvement to the street scene;

1 Provision of good quality family accommodation;

[1 Good use of large and mostly unused private gardens;

1 That the construction process should ensure that there is
no disruption to the services at the Christadelphian Hall

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.

ASSESSMENT

From the consultation responses and representations received
and from my inspection of the site and the surroundings, |
consider that the main issues are:

Principle of development

Context of site, design and external spaces
Residential amenity

Highway safety

Car and cycle parking

Refuse Storage

Third party representations

Planning Obligation Strategy

i AR
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8.2

8.3

8.4

8.5

Principle of Development

Policy 5/1 of the Cambridge Local Plan (2006) states that
proposals for housing on windfall sites will be permitted subject
to the existing land use and compatibility with adjoining uses.

Paragraph 53 of the National Planning Policy Framework 2012
(NPPF) identifies that local planning authorities should consider
the case for setting out policies to resist inappropriate
development of residential gardens, for example where
development would cause harm to the local area. Within the
adopted local plan policy 3/10 addresses the acceptability of
sub-dividing existing residential plots. The policy permits
additional dwellings within existing residential curtilages
provided six tests are met. The tests concerning comprehensive
development and listed buildings are not relevant in this
instance. | consider the remaining four tests, which concern
neighbour amenity, amenity space and access, the character of
the area, and trees, under the relevant headings below. This
policy supports the guidance contained within paragraph 53 of
the NPPF.

A material consideration to this application are two applications
for 155 Vinery Road that have both been refused and dismissed
by the Planning Inspectorate.  Both applications sought
permission for a detached bungalow but in different positions.
C/002/95 sought permission for a bungalow within the rear
garden, while C/97/0883/OP sought it at the front of the
development on the street frontage. The 1995 application was
refused for reasons relating to the loss of residential amenity
due to noise and disturbance within what is presently a quiet
garden area and that the proposed development would be a
precedent for similar piecemeal backland development that
would cumulatively erode the character of the area. The
Inspector upheld both of these reasons.

While | appreciate that these previous applications were for one
part of the current application site, the scale of development of
a single bungalow in the rear garden environment of one
existing property, 155 Vinery Road, was considered to be out of
character for the area and gave rise to concerns about the
impact on surrounding residents. Given that this application
seeks 4 houses within the rear gardens of 3 existing properties,
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8.6

8.7

8.8

8.9

8.10

these matters are therefore relevant to this application and need
to be considered within the relevant sections of this report.

The proposed terrace of three houses at the front of the site, will
be built in the same location as the existing pair of detached
properties. The footprint of these three houses is very similar
and therefore, these houses are to be built on previously
developed land. It is my opinion, that these houses are
acceptable in principle. The design of these houses and their
potential impact on the residential amenity of the occupiers of
neighbouring dwellings will be addressed under the appropriate
headings below.

The rear portion of the site (ie the area where the pair of semi-
detached houses will stand, along with part of the access road
and car parking spaces) is not ‘previously developed land’ and
forms the existing gardens of three residential properties.

In my opinion, the principle of the development presents no
conflict with policy 5/1, and the consideration of paragraph 53 of
the NPPF and policy 3/10 need to be considered against the
relevant tests, which are addressed under the headings below.

Context of site, design and external spaces

The properties at this end of Vinery Road all have their own
individual design which range from bungalows, terraced
masionettes, Victorian properties and in the case of 151 Vinery
Road a Dutch Gable. For this reason, there is no distinctive
character within the area. The two properties that will be
demolished as part of these proposals contribute to the variety
of the street, but are not of any specific architectural merit to
warrant their retention. The proposal to replace these buildings
with a terrace of three properties is considered to be acceptable
and would not be out of character with the surrounding area,
and could be considered as a positive visual impact upon the
street scene.

The proposed development incorporates two pairs of semi-
detached properties to the rear of the site, which is presently
garden land belonging to 149, 151 & 155 Vinery Road. The
layout of development in this area is back to back properties
which front onto Vinery Road and Ross Street. As existing the
back to back distances between these properties are
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8.11

8.12

8.13

approximately 60 m. Within the residential block that is boarded
by Coldhams Lane to the north, Vinery Road to the east, Vinery
Park to the south and Ross Street to the west, there is little
development within the rear gardens of these properties apart
from ancillary outbuildings and sheds.

The one exception to this is to the south of the application site
on the corner of Vinery Road and Vinery Park. A small
residential development, similar to this application, a terrace to
the front and semi-detached properties to the rear, was granted
planning permission in 2012 and has recently been completed.
However, the context of that site is considered to be different to
the proposed development due to its proximity with Vinery Park,
which is a built up residential cul-de-sac that is in close
proximity to the boundary of the approved development. The
layout of properties in that area has a tighter urban grain and
are situated on smaller plots, unlike the application site and the
surrounding properties.

The appeal decision makes reference to the fact that in the
main, the structures within the gardens of this block of
properties are peripheral, leaving the central garden area
comparatively undisturbed. From my site visit, this remains the
situation nearly 20 years later. The proposal, like the appeal
proposal seeks to introduce new residential development into
the heart of this area, which detracts from the character of the
area. For this reason, it is considered that the proposal to
incorporate new residential development to the rear of the
application site conflicts with policy 3/10 (c) and in doing so, the
intrusion of development within the garden environment
detracts from the character and appearance of the area.

Notwithstanding the above comments, the Urban Design Team
identified in the application as submitted that the proposed
contemporary approach to design would require a high degree
of finish and quality of materials in order to ensure that this
development would be a positive contribution to the local area.
Therefore, as part of the amendments to the application, some
changes were made to identify the materials on the drawings
and improve fenestration of the front and side elevations of the
terraced properties. The comments from Urban Design
colleagues also included a suggestion that chimneys should be
incorporated onto the terrace properties at the front in order to
break up the roofline and that key details such as eaves and
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8.14

8.15

8.16

soffit details are included on the drawings. These have not
been included, but if planning permission were forthcoming,
these items could be conditioned.

Despite the changes that have been made to the design of the
proposed development and the fact that other elements could
be conditioned as necessary, the application has failed to
address the principal concern that the proposed development
introduces a built form into the rear garden environment which
is an incongruous form that detracts from the prevailing
character and appearance of the area and for this reason does
not comply with Cambridge Local Plan (2006) policy 3/10
criterion (c).

Residential Amenity
Impact on amenity of neighbouring occupiers

Due to the location of the houses and their orientation it is my
opinion that the neighbouring properties which may be
potentially affected by the proposals are the dwellings to the
south 147 & 149 and to the north 159 Vinery Road as well as
adjoining properties in Ross Street, to the west of the
application site. | consider that matters relating to overlooking,
noise, over bearing sense of enclosure and loss of light are
relevant to this application.

Overlooking

With regard to properties in Ross Street, the proposal will result
in four gable ends facing the gardens and properties of 222 —
230 that will each have 2 windows at first floor, each serving
bedroom 1. The first floor window to window distances are
approximately 34 m. Despite this distance, and the extent of
mutual overlooking between properties on Ross Street, | am of
the view that the impact of the new houses on the privacy of
222-230 Ross Street is unacceptable. There is little screening
along this boundary, as it has been removed, and in my view,
the creation of directly facing first floor windows at this distance
where no face-to-face overlooking currently exists, would result
in a loss of privacy for the Ross Street occupiers.
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8.17

8.18

8.19

8.20

8.21

The front elevations of plots 4-7 have windows at first floor that
serve bedroom two. Where the window is closest to a
neighbouring property, ie on plot 4 and 7, the vertical first floor
window has been obscure glazed to protect the amenity of
neighbouring properties at 147 & 159. However, there remains
another window that although located further from the adjoining
boundary, will still allow some views into these neigbouring
gardens. Like the relationship with the Ross Street properties,
the proposed development is allowing face-to-face overlooking
with these neighbours, where none exists at present.

For these reasons | consider that the proposed development
would cause a level of overlooking into the neighbouring
properties that is unacceptable and that this would conflict with
policy 3/10 criterion (a) of the Cambridge Local Plan 2006.

Noise

The location of these properties within the rear garden
environment will increase the noise experienced by residents in
the surrounding area. The 1995 appeal decision gave
considerable weight to the fact that the insertion of a bungalow
into the garden area would increase the activity both of
occupants and vehicles, which would seriously detract from the
quiet garden atmosphere which neighbours could reasonably
expect to enjoy. Given that a greater number of dwellings are
proposed as part of this application, this will naturally lead to a
larger number of occupant and vehicle movements, which will
affect a greater number of residents due to the larger site area.
For this reason, | consider that the proposed development
would cause a detrimental impact on the level of amenity that
the residents surrounding the application site should reasonably
enjoy and that this would conflict with policy 3/10 criterion (a) of
the Cambridge Local Plan 2006.

Over-bearing Sense of Enclosure

The immediate area has some ancillary buildings that are
appropriate in scale to domestic outbuildings.

The proposed semi-detached properties are located to the rear
of the existing site, 43 m into the site when measured from the
boundary of the site with Vinery Road. The form of these
buildings include a pitched roof whose ridgeline runs east to
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8.22

8.23

8.24

8.25

west. To the north, plot 7 is offset from the boundary with 159
by 1.3 m and to the south plot 4 is offset from the boundary with
147 by 2.5 m. Overall, the height of these buildings are 5.7 m
to the eaves and 8.3 m to the ridge.

To the west, properties in Ross Street are presented with four
gable ends that reach 8.3 m in height. The amendments to the
application included that the depths of the rear gardens have
been increased by 900 mm, which means a reduction in the
depth of the buildings. The rear gardens of Plots 4 & 5 are now
shown to be approximately 8m deep whilst the rear gardens of
Plots 6 & 7 are 9m deep. This measurement is to the rear
elevation of the proposed single storey. The distance between
the common boundary and the two storey rear elevation is
between 12.5 m and 14 m. The gardens of Ross Street are
less than half the length of those on Vinery Road.

Given the scale and orientation of the proposed properties
relative to their neighbours on the north, south and west
boundaries the new houses will create a considerable sense of
enclosure, which does not currently exist in any form. | do not
consider that it is acceptable to create this in an area that is
presently an open residential garden area and that the
consequence of this is that the neighbouring properties will lose
the level of amenity that they should reasonable expect to enjoy
from their properties and gardens. For this reason, | consider
that the proposed development conflict with policy 3/10 criterion
(a) of the Cambridge Local Plan 2006.

Overshadowing

In order for officers to fully consider the impact of the proposed
development upon neighbouring properties, additional shadow
studies were requested. These shadow studies show that the
proposed development will lead to increased overshadowing of
the adjacent rear garden of No. 159 Vinery Road on the 20"
March/23™ September. The proposed site and adjacent gardens
are in full shadow on the 21st December 2014 at 17:00.

The BRE Site Layout Planning for Daylight and Sunlight: A
guide to good practice (2011 second edition) paragraph 3.3.7
requires that neighbouring properties continue to receive in
excess of two hours of continuous sunlight on the 21 March
once the proposed development has been complete. The
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8.26

8.27

8.28

8.29

8.30

8.31

amended shadow study identifies that this requirement will be
met and for this reason the level of overshadowing to adjacent
gardens that will be produced as a result of this proposed
development is considered acceptable in design terms.

The occupant/owner of 147 Vinery Road has concerns that
proposed dwelling on plot 4, adjacent to their boundary will
overshadow their garden. Given that the proposed house is to
the north of 147, there will not be a loss of light or
overshadowing of the garden.

| do not consider that the proposed development would conflict
with policy 3/10 criterion (a) of the Cambridge Local Plan 2006
with respect to overshadowing.

Amenity for future occupiers of the site

There is some concern that due to the proximity of plot 4 to the
rear garden boundary of 149 Vinery Road (approximately 3.6m)
this would result in a poor outlook from the ground floor study
room window. However, this window does wrap around to the
southern elevation of the building and on balance it is
considered to be acceptable.

| do not consider that there are any other concerns regarding
the quality of the development for future occupiers. In my view,
the amenity space and outlook provided for future occupiers of
the proposed houses is acceptable.

Refuse Arrangements

Individual bin stores are proposed for plots 1-3 at the front
of the site and these are located in the rear gardens of each of
the properties. The proposal would be for the occupants to
move these to the kerbside at front of the property on collection
days. This is considered to be acceptable by the Environmental
Health officers.

The proposed bin stores for plots 4-7 are located in a communal
bin store to the south of the car parking spaces. There is then
an area on the southern boundary that allows bins to be stored
on collection day. The construction of the access road will be
engineered so that it can take the weight of the refuse truck.
This proposal is considered to be appropriate.
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8.32

8.33

8.34

8.35

8.36

In my opinion the proposal is compliant with Cambridge Local
Plan (2006) policy 3/12.

Highway Safety

The highway authority have confirmed that the proposed
development will have no significant impact on the public
highway providing that conditions are imposed that ensure that
the visibility spaces as shown on the drawings are retained.

In my opinion the proposal is compliant with Cambridge Local
Plan (2006) policy 8/2.

Car and Cycle Parking

Appendix C (Car Parking Standards) of the Cambridge Local
Plan (2006) states that for houses of this size, no more than two
off-street parking spaces for each house should be provided. In
total, seven off-street parking spaces are proposed. The
Planning Statement submitted as part of the application
explains that the three frontage parking spaces on Vinery Road
will serve each of the three terraces house, one space for each
house. There are four car parking spaces proposed at the rear
of the site, again, one for each of the semi-detached properties.
No visitor car parking is provided on site, but Vinery Road is not
a controlled parking zone. While | appreciate that during drop
off and pick up at St Philip’s School to the south of the site
residents experience congestion, this site is located further to
the north and as such any on-street parking by visitors is
unlikely to exacerbate the existing situation sufficiently to
warrant refusal of this application. On-site car parking provision
is below the maximum standards, but considering the site’s
location and the Government’s aim to reduce dependence on
the private car, it is my opinion that it would not be reasonable
to refuse planning permission on these grounds.

Appendix D (Cycle Parking Standards) of the Cambridge Local
Plan (2006) maintains that for houses of this size, at least three
secure, covered cycle spaces must be provided for each house.
It is proposed that each house will have an individual cycle
store located within their rear gardens that will be able to
accommodate three cycle spaces in each store. This meets the
adopted standards and is acceptable.
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8.37

8.38

8.39

9.0

9.1

In my opinion the proposal is compliant with Cambridge Local
Plan (2006) policies 8/6 and 8/10.

Third Party Representations

The majority of points raised by third party representations have
been addressed as part of the report. The outstanding concern
is that the proposed driveway would increase pollution. |
consider that as the driveway will serve 4 car parking spaces,
an increase in air pollution would be limited.

Planning Obligation Strategy

As a result of the Ministerial statement (1 December 2014) by
Brandon Lewis Minister of State for Housing and Planning
(Department of Communities and Local Government) developer
contributions on small-scale developers, for sites of 10-units or
less, and which have a maximum combined gross floor space of
1,000 square metres, affordable housing and tariff style
contributions should not be sought. The proposed development
falls below this threshold and therefore it is not possible to seek
planning obligations to secure community infrastructure in this
case.

CONCLUSION

The development of garden land would fail to have a positive
impact upon the setting and would detract from the prevailing
character and appearance of the area. The development is
therefore an unacceptable plot subdivision, on garden land
which is a low priority for development. REFUSAL is
recommended.
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10.0 RECOMMENDATION
REFUSE for the following reasons:

1.  The introduction of the proposed two pairs of semi-detached
properties into this backland site is unacceptable, because it
introduces an alien built form, which would diminish the
openness of the immediate locality and detract from the
prevailing character and appearance of the area. The proposal
has not therefore demonstrated that it has responded to its
context or drawn upon key characteristics of the surroundings.
For these reasons the proposal constitutes poor design in
conflict with policies 3/4, 3/7, 3/10 and 3/12 of the Cambridge
Local Plan (2006) and guidance within paragraph 53 of the
NPPF (2012).

2. Because of their height and relationship to the common
boundaries to the north, south and west, the proposed semi-
detached properties would create an unacceptable sense of
enclosure for the occupiers of 147 and 159 Vinery Road and
222 - 230 Ross Street. Furthermore, because of the position
and orientation of the first-floor windows on the rear elevations
of plots 4 - 7, there would be a loss of privacy for the occupiers
of 147 and 159 Vinery Road and 222 - 230 Ross Street. For
both these reasons the proposal would be contrary to policies
3/4, 3/10 and 3/12 of the Cambridge Local Plan 2006.

3. The proposed development would give rise to an unacceptable
level of noise and disturbance associated with both the
proposed terraced and semi-detached dwellings and the
associated traffic movements into an existing garden
environment. This would result in an unacceptable loss of
residential amenity to the adjoining occupies, 147, 149 and 159
Vinery Road and 222-230 Ross Street. For these reasons the
proposal constitutes poor design in conflict with policies 3/4,
3/7, 3/10 and 3/12 of the Cambridge Local Plan (2006).
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CAMBRIDGE CITY COUNCIL
The Guildhall, Cambridge, CB2 3Q)J

Ref: C/0502/95

Town and Country Planning Acte 1990

: CRANSTON CONSTRUCTION
/0 MORRIS AND PARTNERS
NEWNHAM ROAD
CAMBRIDGE
ne Council hereby refuse permission for
. o NE PERMISSION FOR QNE BUNGALOW (C3),

al
REAR OF 155 VINERY ROAD (AMBLESIDE), CAMBRIDGE.
in accordance with your application dated 21.07.95

r the {ollowing reasons:-
01 The adjoining occupiers at 155, 159 ana 151 Vinery Road and 224-230 Ross

Street (whose short gardens back ont the site) would suffer an
nacceprabie loss of residential amenity due to the intrusion, noise and
disturbance arising from a new dwelling and its associated traffic and
comings and golings into what is presently a quiet garden area, Thie
effect would be particularly

Yy acute at 159 Vinery Road. The proposal does
not respect these constraints on the site and as such is contrary t«
Pollicies BEZ2, and NE9 and BEB8(b) the Consolidated Draft Cambridge
ocal Plan (September 1994),

02 The proposal would set a precedent for similar piecemeal backland
gevelopmente which would cumulatively erode the character and townscape
W the local area, which would lead to problems of noise, disturbance
ana loss oI privacy to existing houses contrary to policies BE2 and MES

the Consolicated Draft Cambridge local Plan (September 1994),

Dated: 2lst September 199 3 $

Ldha » Cambridge, CB. B . Pirector of Planning
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The Guildhall, Cambridge CB2 3QJ
Telephone: (0223) 46334172

Extension: 2635 - Hol ly Hulber
Facsimile: (0223) 463214

Date: 17 APF_\,L ‘C‘c“(o

Ourref: C 10502/6{5

Your ref:

Dear Sir/Madam

Town and Countrv Planning Act 1990

Appeal By:- C ranston Construchon

sie:- R/0 (55 Vinecy Road ( Amblesida), Cambridae -

A

i

]
g

CAMBRIDGE
CITY COUNCIL

Planning

With reference to the above appeal I enclose the Department of the Environment

Inspector’s decision on this appeal.

Yours faithfully

L e

P W STUDDERT
Director of Planning
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* The Planning Inspectorate .
An Executive Agency in the Department of the Environment and the Welsh Office

Room 1404 Direct Line 0117-987-8927

Houlton Street Fax No 0117-987-8769

Bristol BS2 9DJ GTN 1374-8927

l\ ~

Januarys Consultant Surveyors - Your reference: ‘ \/\\/\ N
York House ; EJW/101588 .
Dukes Court Our reference: SIAPPL
54-62 Newmarket Road ) APP/Q0505/A/95/259899/P8 __,Q\
CAMBRIDGE Date: )3 APR 1336 (Cm &
CB5 8DZ | \;Z’

Dear Sirs

. TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990, SECTION 78 AND SCHEDULE 6
APPEAL BY CRANSTON CONSTRUCTION
APPLICATION NO: C/0502/95

1. I have been appointed by the Secretary of State for the Environment to determine the above

_mentioned appeal against the decision of the Cambridge City Council to refuse outline planning
permission for the erection of a bungalow at rear of Ambleside, 155 Vinery Road, Cambridge. I
have considered the written representations made by you and by the Council and those made by
interested persons.

2. From my inspection of the site and its surroundings on 25 March 1996 and examination of the
representations I consider the main issue in this case is the effect the proposal would have on the
amenities of neighbours, in terms of noise, disturbance and loss of privacy.

3. Reference has been made to national planning guidance and to policies in emerging structure and

. local plans. These policies emphasise the importance of using derelict and under used sites within
towns, including Cambridge, to meet housing targets, but also stress the need, before such sites can
be considered suitable, for them to have adequate safe access, for there to be no loss of residential
amenity, and for the development to respect the character of it surroundings These are important
planning policies and material considerations to which I have had regard in accordance w1th the
requirements of section 54A of the Town & Country Planning Act 1990.

4. The appeal site is part of the rear garden of 155 Vinery Road and is bordered by the gardens of
adjoining properties fronting both Vinery Road and Ross Street. There are individual instances of
residential development set back from the general line of the frontage housing - the separate building
at the rear of 159 and the dwelling at 145 are examples - but in the main the structures are peripheral,
leaving a central garden area which, to my mind, is comparatively undisturbed.

5. The proposal would introduce a new residential structure and presence into the heart of this area,
together with the consequent additional domestic outbuildings and increased activity both from
occupants and vehicles, which would, in my opinion, seriously detract from the quiet garden
atmosphere which neighbours could reasonably expect to enjoy.

RECYCLED PAPER Page 41




\

6. As I saw on my inspection the main area of the appeal site is readily visible from several
neighbouring upper floor windows - particularly those to the rear of 151 and 155 itself. Some of the
principal windows in the new bungalow would be likely to face those properties, and be much closer
to them than the existing rear windows of the Ross Street houses. This would, in my opinion, give
rise to a significantly greater level of overlooking than at present exists.

7. 1 conclude, therefore, that the proposal would cause serious harm to the amenities of neighbours,
by reason of noise, disturbance and loss of privacy, and that to allow it to proceed would be in
conflict with the aims of the planning policy framework.

8. It has been suggested that the proposed access driveway would be very close to the existing
dwellings at 155 and 159 and cause disturbance to their occupants. However, I note that 159 would

be separated from the new access by its own existing drive, and that the proposal would result in the
removal of a garage (and the elimination of the use associated with it) on the north side of 155 close

to the common boundary with 159. Bearing these points in mind, if this had Leea the cnly matter .
before me I would not have considered it to be sufficiently harmful to justify dismissal of this appeal.

9. Concem has also been expressed that allowing this appeal would set a precedent which could
increase the pressure for other backland developments, and I acknowledge that there are other similar
nearby sites where applications could well be put forward if the principle of their acceptability
became established. I have, therefore, borne this factor in mind, although it is the particular
circumstances of the appeal site itself which have played the greater part in making my decision.

10. You have drawn my attention to the separate building at the rear of 159, to which I have referred
earlier, and have made the point that this creates an in-depth residential use similar to that proposed
by your client. While I have had regard to your view I have also been mindful that the building at
159 has its use linked specifically to the frontage development whereas the appeal proposal would be
an independent residential unit, with the duplication of associated garden structures and activities this
would be likely to bring. I have also taken into account all the other matters raised in the
representations but they do not outweigh the considerations which have led me to my decision.

11. For the above reasons, and in exercise of powers transferred to me, I hereby dismiss this appeal.

v,

rs faithfully

J¥ WRIGHT FRICS
Inspector
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Agenda Item 6

PLANNING COMMITTEE 7" January 2015

Application 14/1652/FUL Agenda

Number Item

Date Received 24th October 2014 Officer Miss Catherine

Linford

Target Date 19th December 2014

Ward Queen Ediths

Site 23 Baldock Way Cambridge CB1 7UX

Proposal Demolition of the bungalow and replacing it with a
chalet bungalow

Applicant Mr A Dr Simone

436 Milton Road Cambridge CB4 1ST

SUMMARY The development is contrary to the
Development Plan for the following reasons:

1. The proposed dwelling would have a
significant adverse impact on the
occupiers of 71 and 73 Glebe Road
through an overbearing sense of
enclosure and dominance;

2. As very little external amenity space is
provided, the proposal fails to provide
accommodation that offers an
adequate level of residential amenity
for its future occupants.

RECOMMENDATION | REFUSAL

1.0 SITE DESCRIPTION/AREA CONTEXT

1.1 23 Baldock Way is a detached bungalow situated on the
eastern side of Baldock Way. The surrounding area is
predominantly residential mainly consisting of two-storey
detached, semi-detached and terrace houses. The site is not
within a Conservation Area

2.0 THE PROPOSAL
2.1 Full planning permission is sought to demolish the existing

bungalow and would replace it with a 1.5 storey detached
house.
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2.2

2.3

3.0

4.0

4.1

5.0

5.1

The proposed house would have a similar footprint to the
existing bungalow and would stand 6.2m from the common
boundary with 73 Glebe Road and 1.8m from the common
boundary with 71 Glebe Road. The house would be 3.4m in
height to the eaves and 7.4m in height to the ridge.

The proposed house would have accommodation on two floors
and would also have a basement.

SITE HISTORY

Reference Description Outcome

C/75/0789 The erection of one detached REF
dwelling house

C/77/0532 Erection of one detached chalet REF
bungalow and garage

C/78/0035 Erection of detached bungalow A/C

14/0129/FUL Demolition of bungalow and REF
erection of detached house Appeal

dismissed

The Appeal Decision is attached as Appendix 1.

PUBLICITY

Advertisement: Yes
Adjoining Owners: Yes
Site Notice Displayed: Yes
POLICY

See Appendix 1 for full details of Central Government
Guidance, Cambridge Local Plan 2006 policies, Supplementary
Planning Documents and Material Considerations.
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5.2 Relevant Development Plan policies

PLAN POLICY NUMBER
Cambridge Local | 3/1 3/4 3/7 3/8 3/11 3/12
Plan 2006

4/13
5/1 5/14
8/6 8/10
10/1

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)

City Wide Guidance

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

Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (2005)

Cambridge and Milton Surface Water
Management Plan (2011)

Cycle Parking Guide for New Residential
Developments (2010)
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5.4

6.0

6.1

6.2

6.3

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 are of relevance.

CONSULTATIONS

Cambridgeshire County Council (Highways Development
Management)

The proposal includes the provision of gates adjacent to the
public highway. These gates could not be opened whist a car is
parked in the outer parking space unless opening over the
public highway, which would be a breach of the Highways Act,
1980. Cars waiting to open or close the gates would obstruct
the public highway. The Highway Authority therefore
recommends that unless and until the application is proposed to
remove the gates the application must be refused planning
permission.

Head of Refuse and Environment

No objection, subject to conditions related to construction hours
and piling.

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.
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7.0 REPRESENTATIONS

7.1 The owners/occupiers of the following addresses have made
representations objecting to the application:

[]
[]
[]
[]

26 Baldock Way

71 Glebe Road

73 Glebe Road - Tenant

Woodlands Farm, Hive Road, Witcham, Ely — Owner of 73
Glebe Road

7.2 The representations can be summarised as follows:

Principle

[]

The NPPG requires councils to consider the housing
needs of older people including “the need for particular
types of general housing such as bungalows”. Given
Cambridge’s aging population the loss of the bungalow
would be inconsistent with central government policy.

The existing bungalow was built in the garden of 73 Glebe
Road and the proposal should be assessed against policy
3/10 of the Local Plan

Context and character

[]

OO

Out of character

Out of scale

Overdevelopment

The height and formal design of the front wall and gates
would dominate the very informal, suburban (almost rural)
street scene at this end of Baldock Way, which is
characterised by trees, hedges and low fences

Residential amenity

[]
[]
[]

Overlooking
Dominance and enclosure
Lack of garden space

Refuse

[]

The bins could not be moved out of collection with cars
parked on the drive and it is likely that they will be left out
on the street
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7.3

7.4

7.5

8.0

8.1

Car parking and cycle parking

1 Cars entering or leaving the premises would obstruct the
road, which would have an impact on the safety of other
road users

1 The car parking layout is impractical and will result in the
residents parking on the street

1 The cycle parking is inadequate as it would not be
possible to use the store with cars parked on the drive

Other
1 Flooding — the existing bungalow blocked the natural
direction of drainage and such a large building would
further limit the drainage of neighbouring land
1 Additional pressure on the sewerage system

The owners/occupiers of the following address has made a
representation supporting the application:
1 59 Hills Avenue

The representations can be summarised as follows:
1 Considerably improves a very poor street scene with an
unsightly bungalow offering very little in terms of quality
living accommodation

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.

ASSESSMENT

From the consultation responses and representations received
and from my inspection of the site and the surroundings, |
consider that the main issues are:

Principle of development

Context of site, design and external spaces
Residential amenity

Refuse arrangements

Highway safety

Car and cycle parking

Third party representations

Planning Obligation Strategy

AR e
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8.2

8.3

8.4

8.5

8.6

8.7

8.8

Principle of Development

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 land uses. There is an existing dwelling standing on
the site, and the site is within a predominantly residential area.
Therefore, the principle of a replacement dwelling is acceptable.

Paragraph 50 of the NPPF and NPPG state that Local Planning
Authorities should plan for a mix of housing based on current
and future demographic trends, market trends and the needs of
different groups in the community (such as older people).
However, as the site is not in a Conservation Area the existing
bungalow could be demolished without the need for planning
permission and it would, therefore, be unreasonable to refuse
planning permission because of its loss in my view.

The existing bungalow was granted planning permission in 1978
and whilst it appears to have been built on part of the garden of
73 Glebe Road it is my view that it could not still be considered
to be garden land. In my opinion, policy 3/10 which relates to
the subdivision of existing plots, does not apply here.

In my opinion, the principle of the development is acceptable
and in accordance with policy 5/1 of the Cambridge Local Plan
(2006).

Context of site, design and external spaces

The site is located within a suburban area and the nearby
properties have spacious gardens. There is an allotment and
single storey building to the north of the site. The existing
bungalow has limited garden space and appears to have been
built as part of the subdivision of garden land associated with 73
Glebe Road.

There is a mixture of architectural styles and forms in this area
with traditional and contemporary dwellings sitting side by side.

The design of the property is considered to be well proportioned

and the fenestration symmetrical. | therefore have no concerns
with the proposed property in design terms.

Page 49



8.9

8.10

8.11

8.12

8.13

Concern has been raised regarding the proposed boundary
treatment at the front of the house, due to its height and formal
appearance. 75 Glebe Road has a 1.8m close boarded fence
running along the boundary with Baldock Way, but this is a side
boundary and not a front boundary. In my opinion, it would not
be appropriate to have a high front boundary wall, as on this
part of Baldock Way front boundaries are generally delineated
by hedges or low fences, or are left open. In saying this, as this
could be dealt with by a condition requiring further information, it
is my view that it would not be reasonable to refuse planning
permission for this reason.

At the front of 73 Glebe Road there is a tree, which is the
subject of a Tree Preservation Order (TPO). This tree stands
approximately 10m from the application site, and is therefore
unlikely to be affected by the proposals.

In my opinion the proposal is compliant with Cambridge Local
Plan (2006) policies 3/4, 3/7, 3/11, 3/12.

Residential Amenity

Impact on amenity of neighbouring occupiers

| have concerns regarding the scale of the proposed building
within this modest site and its proximity to the adjacent rear
gardens of 71 and 73 Glebe Road. In my opinion, the proposed
dwelling would dominate and enclose 71 and 73 Glebe Road to
an unacceptable degree. It is my view that the application
should be refused for these reasons.

Dominance and enclosure
The previous application was refused for the following reason:

Due to the height of the proposed dwelling and its proximity to
the common boundaries with 71 and 73 Glebe Road, the
proposed dwelling would have a significant adverse impact on
the occupiers of these neighbouring properties through an
overbearing sense of enclosure. The proposed dwelling would
dominate the outlook from these neighbouring properties and
enclose them to a far worse degree than the existing bungalow
on the site. The proposed dwelling is therefore considered to
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8.14

8.15

8.16

be unacceptable and contrary to policies 3/4, 3/7 and 3/12 of
the Cambridge Local Plan (2006).

The Inspector agreed with this, and in paragraphs 7 and 8 of
her decision she explained that:

At the rear of No 73 there is a garden about 7m in depth. The
existing outlook at ground level is of the bungalow roof gable.
The open aspect at first floor level provides a relief to this
outlook. However the new dwelling would change this as the
increased height of the flank wall would occupy most of the
width of the garden. This would create a sense of enclosure due
to its proximity and the contrast with the surrounding open
space. The sense of enclosure would be experienced by the
occupiers both within the dwelling and in the garden. The scale
of the building would result in a dominant outlook for the
occupiers of No 73 and this would not be diminished by the
slight set back of the siting of the replacement dwelling.

No 71 adjoins No 73 and | consider that the outlook for these
occupiers would also be affected. Currently the roof of the
bungalow extends about 11m along the boundary with No 71
and slopes away from it. The new development would result in a
wall about 5.6m high to eaves along the same length of garden,
and as with the bungalow, would only be about 1.4m away from
the fence line. The angle of pitch of the new roof would be
Similar to the bungalow and it too would slope away from the
boundary. Whilst the effect on the outlook from within No 71
would be off set by the length of garden inbetween, within the
garden the new development result in a dramatic change and
would be a dominant feature at the end of the garden. The
impact of the development would be all the more noticeable due
fo the contrast with the remaining open aspect.

The proposed dwelling would stand approximately 1.8m from
the common boundary with 71 Glebe Road and would be 10.3m
in length along this boundary. The dwelling would be 3.4m in
height to the eaves and would be 7.4m in height to the ridge.
Whilst the dwelling would be set 13.2m from the rear wall of 71
Glebe Road it is my opinion that it would be excessively
dominant.

When seen from the rear garden and upstairs windows of 71
Glebe Road, the existing bungalow is a prominent and
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8.17

8.18

8.19

oppressive feature. The proposed dwelling would stand in the
same position as the existing bungalow in terms of its proximity
to the common boundary and would be 1m taller to the eaves
and 1.8m taller to the ridge than the existing bungalow. Whilst,
at its closest point the proposed dwelling would be set back
approximately 13.2m from the rear of 71 Glebe Road, the
ou