
 

 

 

 

PLANNING COMMITTEE     2nd March 2016 
 
Application 
Number 

15/0732/FUL Agenda 
Item 

 

Date Received 21st April 2015 Officer Mr Sav 
Patel 

Target Date 16th June 2015   
Ward Castle   
Site 2A Carisbrooke Road Cambridge Cambridgeshire 

CB4 3LR  
Proposal Two storey side/rear extension to house and 

change of use of open amenity area to residential 
garden 

Applicant Mr Grange 
2A Carisbrooke Road Cambridge Cambridgeshire 
CB4 3LR  

 

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

The development would not have a 
detrimental visual impact upon the character 
of the area 

The development would not have a 
significant adverse impact upon the 
amenities of occupiers of neighbouring 
properties 

The impact upon the remaining protected 
trees would be acceptable 

RECOMMENDATION APPROVAL 

 
1.0 SITE DESCRIPTION/AREA CONTEXT 
 
1.1 The site is occupied by a detached brick dwelling that is located 

towards the eastern end of Carisbrooke Road close to the 
junction with Histon Road. To the west is a further detached 
house, No.2 Carisbrooke Road, whilst on the opposite side of 
the road to the south are residential properties located within 
Carisbrooke Road and Badminton Close. To the north, the site 
is bounded by an access track that serves the former Scotsdale 
Laundry site. 



 1.2 Between the dwelling and Histon Road are a number of mature 
trees. The majority of this land is owned by the applicant but 
does not fall within the application site area. This was originally 
a grassed amenity area at the corner of Carisbrooke Road and 
Histon Road. This area has been completely enclosed, without 
the benefit of any planning permission, by a 1.8 metre high 
close-boarded fence. This fence and change in use of the land 
is unauthorised and the subject of enforcement investigation. 

 
1.3 The mature trees that lie within the amenity space that has been 

enclosed are protected by a tree preservation order. (TPO Ref: 
02/2015) 

 
2.0 THE PROPOSAL 
 
2.1 The application proposes a two-storey extension to the side and 

rear of the dwelling, and to change the use of part of the land to 
the side of the house from an open amenity area to residential 
garden. 

 
2.2 The proposed extension would be a two-storey addition that 

would wrap around the side and rear of the house. It would be 
4.2 metres wide and 5.4 metres deep, projecting 3.6 metres 
beyond the rear wall of the existing house. The side element 
would be set back approximately 7.2 metres from the front of 
the house and the rear part set around 2.55 metres away from 
the boundary with 2 Carisbrooke Road. 

 
2.3 In order to accommodate the extension, it is proposed to extend 

the garden approximately 5 metres to the east into the adjacent 
amenity space, and to reposition the original fence line to define 
the proposed new boundary. It is proposed that one of the 
existing protected trees that lies within the proposed enlarged 
garden area would be removed (No. T3, a cherry tree).  

 
2.4 The proposed two storey extension has been revised in order to 

mitigate the impact on the protected tree closest to Carisbrooke 
Road (no.T1, a cherry tree) and to reduce its scale. The 
proposed extension has been revised as follows:  

 
- The proposed two storey extension has been pushed back 

from Carisbrooke Road by 850mm:   
- The north-east elevation of the extension has been reduced 

from 6.25 metres in depth to 5.4 metres;  



- The rear elevation has been reduced in width by 250mm;  
- The rear projecting gable has been replaced with a lean-to 

roof with small pitched roof element which breaks the eaves 
line.   

 
2.5 The application is accompanied by the following supporting 

information: 
 

� Planning Statement 
� Tree Survey and Arboricultural Impact Assessment 

 
3.0 SITE HISTORY 
 

Reference Description Outcome 
   
C/03/1148 Erection of 1 no. 3 bedroom 

house 
Approved 

   
C/02/0978 Outline application for the 

erection of a new dwelling at land 
adjacent to 2 Carisbrook Road 

Approved 

   
4.0 PUBLICITY   
 
4.1 Advertisement:      No  
 Adjoining Owners:     Yes  
 Site Notice Displayed:     No  

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

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

 
5.2 Relevant Development Plan policies 
 

PLAN POLICY NUMBER 

Cambridge Local 
Plan 2006 

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

4/4 4/13 

8/2 8/6 8/10 

 



5.3 Relevant Central Government Guidance, Supplementary 
Planning Documents and Material Considerations 

 

Central 
Government 
Guidance 

National Planning Policy Framework March 
2012 

National Planning Policy Framework – 
Planning Practice Guidance March 2014 

Circular 11/95 

Planning Policy Statement – Green Belt 
protection and intentional unauthorised 
development August 2015 

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 
 
Arboricultural Strategy (2004) 
 

 
5.4 Status of Proposed Submission – Cambridge Local Plan 
 

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

 



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

6.0 CONSULTATIONS 
 

Cambridgeshire County Council (Highways Development 
Management) 

 
6.1 This application does not have any implications that will affect 

the highway network. 
 

Head of Streets and Open Spaces (Tree Team) 
 
Original comments 
 

6.2 As the application impacts on trees located on the corner of 
Carisbrooke Road and Histon Road, previously County land, an 
Arboricultural Implications Assessment is required. In particular, 
the team has concerns regarding the proposed loss of a tree, 
the lack of space available for a replacement, and the impact 
the development could have on retained trees. 

 
Additional comments following submission of requested impact 
assessment 

 
6.3 No objections to the removal of T3, which would not have a 

material impact on amenity and the viability of the remainder of 
the group. However, the proposal is close to T1 and this tree 
will have to be pruned to allow construction, and continued 
pruning will be required to maintain a reasonable distance 
between the tree and building. This will be harmful to the 
appearance and amenity value of the tree. As such, the design 
of the extension should be altered to accommodate the tree 
crown and to decrease the extent that the extension breaches 
the RPA of T1. 

 
Comments following reduction in the depth of the proposed 
extension:  

 
6.4 Following a site visit and additional information from the tree 

consultant, the tree officer has no objection subject to tree 
protection condition.  

 



6.5 The above responses are a summary of the comments that 
have been received.  Full details of the consultation responses 
can be inspected on the application file.   

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

representations: 
 

� 1 Badminton Close 
� 16 Badminton Close 
� 18 Badminton Close 
� 1 Carisbrooke Road 
� 2 Carisbrooke Road 
� 9 Cavesson Court 
� 296 Histon Road 
� 66 Storey’s Way 

 
7.2 The representations can be summarised as follows: 
 

� The proposed two storey extension would overshadow No.2 
Carisbrooke Road’s garden. It would block morning light to 
the kitchen, extension and bedroom, and dominate the 
outlook from rear windows and the garden 

� The extension is out of keeping with the character of the area 
and out of proportion with the current extent of the house and 
size of the plot 

� The amenity land and trees at the corner of Carisbrooke 
Road and Histon Road has historically been open and 
available for public use. It should remain so 

� The fencing, even if moved back, would have a detrimental 
visual impact on the character of the area 

� The trees have been in situ for many years and should be 
retained on the site 

� There do not appear to be tree roots affecting the existing 
dwelling 

� If permission is given, it will lead to pressure to fell more 
trees 

� 2a has been built on land that used to be the garden of No.2, 
so the area has already been overdeveloped 

� The fence obstructs views of oncoming traffic, especially 
when turning right onto Histon Road 

� If planning permission is granted there should be restrictions 
on the hours of deliveries and building work 



� The plans fail to show the full extent of 2 Carisbrooke Road 
� Restrictive covenants relating to the land 2a is built on 

suggest no further development would be allowed on the 
remaining garden, and also require the consent of the 
owners of No.2 for any alteration to the house 

� If the land is privately owned, why has it been maintained by 
the Council for over 60 years? 

 
7.3 A representation has also been received from the applicant who 

comments as follows: 
 

� The amenity land in question has always been privately 
owned and never by the County Council. 

� In assessing the application, consideration should be given 
to the impact the tree [proposed for removal] is currently 
having on the existing property. 

 
7.4 The above representations are a summary of the comments 

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

 
8.0 ASSESSMENT 
 
8.1 From the consultation responses and representations received 

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

 
1. Context of site, design and external spaces  
2. Impact on trees 
3. Residential amenity 
4. Highway safety 
5. Third party representations 

 
Context of site, design and external spaces  

 
 Extension 
 
8.2 The proposed extension would be set in excess of 7 metres 

back from the existing front elevation and would also be 
narrower in width than the host dwelling. It would therefore be 
viewed as a subservient addition to the main house. Given the 
space around the extended house, the separation to all 
boundaries, and the distance from the Carisbrooke Road/Histon 
Road junction, I consider the proposed extension would not 



have a significant adverse impact upon the character of the 
area. 

 
 Change of use of land 
 
8.3 Objections have been received from local residents regarding 

the visual harm that would arise if the original amenity land on 
the corner of Carisbrooke Road and Histon Road is enclosed 
and incorporated into the garden of the dwelling. 

 
8.4 I would stress that most of the concerns relate to the fact that 

the entire parcel of amenity land at the junction of the two roads 
has been enclosed with fencing and incorporated into the 
curtilage of the application property. To clarify, the application is 
not seeking to regularise this unauthorised development, but is 
instead proposing a 5 metre wide extension of the existing 
garden. The proposal would result in the separation between 
the fence line forming the southern boundary of the residential 
curtilage and the corner of Carisbrooke Road and Histon Road 
reducing from approximately 15.5 metres to 10.5 metres. In my 
opinion, given that a spacious parcel of land would be 
maintained on the corner and that the remaining mature trees 
within this area would be retained where stated, I consider the 
extension of the garden area into the amenity land would not 
have an adverse impact upon the character and appearance of 
the area. 

 
8.5 In my opinion the proposal is compliant with Cambridge Local 

Plan (2006) policies 3/4, 3/7 and 3/14. 
 
 Impact on trees 
 
8.6 The amenity space comprises four trees all of which are 

protected by a Tree Preservation Order that was served in 
February 2015. The application proposes to remove one of 
these trees, a cherry tree. This tree is sited towards the rear of 
the property. Other than from the private access road serving 
the former Scotsdale Laundry site, it is not a prominent tree 
within the street scene, and is predominantly screened from 
public views by the two larger trees sited near to the 
Carisbrooke Road/Histon Road junction. On this basis, the 
Trees Officer has raised no objections to the removal of this 
tree. 

 



8.7 Following the submission of an Arboricultural Implications 
Assessment (AIA), the Trees Officer objected to the proposal on 
the basis that the extension to the dwelling would require the 
pruning of Tree T1 (a cherry tree more prominently sited 
adjacent to the Carisbrooke Road frontage of the site) and 
negatively affect its amenity value. In response to these 
concerns, the extension has been reduced in size and set 
further away from the crown of this tree. 

 
8.8 The Trees Officer, following a site visit and reviewing the 

updated AIA has no objections to the revised proposal subject 
to a tree protection condition. I have recommended this 
condition.  

 
8.9 In my opinion, the proposal is compliant with Cambridge Local 

Plan (2006) policy 4/4. 
 

Residential Amenity 
 
Impact on amenity of neighbouring occupiers 
 

8.10 The owner of the adjacent dwelling, No.2 Carisbrooke Road, 
has objected to the proposed extension to the dwelling on the 
basis that it would be overbearing and result in an unacceptable 
loss of light to windows in the rear of the house and the rear 
garden.  

 
8.11 The owner of the adjacent dwelling has also objected to the 

proposal on the basis it would have a detrimental impact on 
their plans to convert the existing enclosed swimming pool into 
a family room and bedroom.  

 
8.12 No.2a is set back from No.2 and the two-storey flank wall of the 

existing dwelling extends for 5.7m along the boundary with the 
neighbouring property. The proposed extension would project 
for 3.6 metres further back than the existing house but this 
element would be set 2.55 metres off the boundary. The 
extension has been reduced in scale by revising its roof form 
and overall height. The original proposal was for a rear 
projecting gable which matched the ridge height of the existing 
dwelling. This has been revised by setting the extension below 
the ridge and turning the gable into a mono-pitched roof. In my 
opinion, the off-set design of the extension would ensure it 
would not have an unacceptably overbearing presence to the 



neighbouring house and garden. No first floor windows are 
proposed facing No.2, and any future windows would require 
permission unless fixed and obscure glazed up to at least 1.7m 
above the internal floor level, thereby preventing future 
overlooking problems. 

 
8.13 With regard to the impact on the neighbouring windows, the 

nearest part of No.2 to the site is used as a garage. The nearest 
habitable room window (which serves a kitchen) is set several 
metres away from the boundary and the proposed extension 
would not encroach into a 45 degree line drawn from the centre 
point of this window. I therefore consider that, given the 
separation between the extension and No.2’s kitchen window, 
the development would not have a significant adverse impact 
upon the light to or outlook from this window. The neighbor has 
also raised concerns about the potential impact in terms of 
outlook and loss of light from their plans to convert the existing 
enclosed swimming pool into habitat rooms. Whilst the 
proposed development can only be assessed on the existing 
situation and only limited weight can be given to the neighbour’s 
plans, I nevertheless do not consider the proposed extension 
would create an adverse sense of enclosure to this intended 
habitable space due to the level of separation and reduced 
scale of the extension. The extension would be set 2.55 metres 
off the boundary with a roof which slopes from 6.9 metres to 4.7 
metres. The side (east) elevation of the existing enclosed 
swimming pool is located approximately 10.3 metres from the 
side boundary. Therefore the extension would be located 12.85 
metres from the enclosed swimming pool room. This is 
considered to be a sufficient distance not to have an adverse 
impact on the residential amenity of the adjacent neighbour in 
terms of outlook, enclosure or loss of light. 

 
8.14 The owner of the adjacent property has requested that, in order 

to respect the amenities of adjacent residents, any permission 
should be subject to a condition restricting construction hours. I 
consider such a condition would be reasonable and justified 
given the location of the site within a residential area. 

 
8.15 In my opinion the proposal adequately respects the residential 

amenity of its neighbours and the constraints of the site and I 
consider that it is compliant with Cambridge Local Plan (2006) 
policies 3/4, 3/7 and 4/13. 

 



Highway Safety 
 

8.16 Concerns have been raised regarding the existing fence and 
the impact this has upon visibility of cars and pedestrians when 
exiting the junction. This fence is unauthorised and enforcement 
action to secure its removal is ongoing and will be pursued 
further. The fence proposed within this application would be set 
in excess of 10 metres away from the road junction. At this 
distance, it would not obstruct pedestrian or vehicle visibility at 
the junction. I therefore consider the development proposed 
within this application would not have an adverse impact upon 
highway safety, and the Highways Authority shares this view. 

 
8.17  In my opinion the proposal is compliant with Cambridge Local 

Plan (2006) policy 8/2. 
 

Third Party Representations 
 
8.18 The material planning concerns raised within the third party 

representations have been addressed within the body of this 
report. 

 
8.19 The owner of No.2 Carisbrooke Road has referred to the 

existence of restrictive covenants that require the agreement of 
this owner for any development/building work on the land. 
Clauses contained within legal covenants are not material 
planning issues and permission cannot be withheld on this 
basis. The applicant would however need to ensure before 
carrying out any development that all necessary consents are 
obtained and would separately need to investigate the terms of 
any applicable covenants. 

 
9.0 CONCLUSION 
 
9.1 In conclusion, I consider that the proposed development is 

acceptable and approval is recommended. 
 
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. The extension hereby permitted shall be constructed in external 

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

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

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

  
4. 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)  
  
5. No development shall take place until there has been submitted 

to and approved in writing by the local planning authority a plan 
indicating the positions, design, materials and type of boundary 
treatment to be erected.  The boundary treatment shall be 
completed before the building(s) is/are occupied and retained 
thereafter unless any variation is agreed in writing by the local 
planning authority.  Development shall be carried out in 
accordance with the approved details. 

  
 Reason: To ensure an appropriate boundary treatment is 

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

 



6. Prior to the commencement of development and with reference 
to BS 5837 2012, details of the specification and position of all 
protection measures and techniques to be adopted for the 
protection of any trees from damage during the course of any 
activity related to the development, shall be submitted to the 
local planning authority for its written approval in the form of an 
Arboricultural Method Statement (AMS) and Tree Protection 
Plan (TPP). 

  
 Reason: To protect the visual amenity of the area and to ensure 

the retention of the trees on the site. (Cambridge Local Plan 
2006 policies 3/4, 3/11, 3/12 and 4/4) 

  
  


