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Application 
Number 

18/0824/FUL Agenda 
Item 

 

Date Received 23rd May 2018 Officer Nathan 
Makwana 

Target Date 18th July 2018   
Ward Trumpington   
Site 2 Rayleigh Close Cambridge CB2 8AZ 
Proposal Two storey side and front extension, first floor front 

extension and single storey front and side 
extensions. 

Applicant Ms Y Bradley And Dr P Paxton 
16 Wordsworth Grove Cambridge CB3 9HH 

 

SUMMARY 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The development accords with the 
Development Plan for the following reasons: 
 
 - The design and scale of the proposed 
development would respond sympathetically 
to the surrounding built form; 
 - The proposed development would not 
have any significant adverse impact on the 
residential amenity of the neighbouring 
occupiers; 
 - The proposed development is unlikely to 
give rise to any significant adverse impact 
upon the protected tree to the east of the 
site. 

RECOMMENDATION Approve 

 
1.0 SITE DESCRIPTION/AREA CONTEXT 
 
1.1 No. 2 Rayleigh Close is located towards the end of the cul-de-

sac of Rayleigh Close. It is a two storey, detached property with 
a single storey garage to the front.  
 

1.2 The application dwelling and the dwellings in the immediate 
surroundings are 2 storey structures with single storey 
elements at the front. The application dwelling has an integral 
garage at the front with a mono-pitch roof which leads directly 
from the main roof ridge. 
 



1.3 The property is not listed or within a conservation area but is 
within an area covered by a blanket Tree Preservation Order. 

 
2.0 THE PROPOSAL 
 
2.1 The proposal is for a two storey side and front extension, first 

floor front extension and single storey front and side extensions. 
The two-storey extension would be on the eastern side of the 
dwelling. It would be approximately 5.2m wide and would 
project the full width of the existing gable together with an 
additional 4.3m to the front of the principal elevation. On the 
western side of the dwelling, a small extension to the existing 
first floor area is proposed, which would result in a gable being 
formed over part of the garage. This would incorporate 
changing the existing mono-pitch roof, which runs from the 1st 
floor eaves to the garage, to a pitched roof of increased height.  
 

2.2 Single storey extensions are proposed to the front, to enlarge 
the porch between the garage and two-storey addition on the 
east side, and to the rear of the garage. 

 
2.3 Following a revised site visit, the proposal was subject to 

modifications to overcome concerns of overlooking into the side 
and rear garden of neighbouring 1 Rayleigh Close. This 
included a reduction in the level of glazing from the first floor 
window on the south elevation closest to 1 Rayleigh Close. The 
window has now been recessed and is of a style mirroring that 
of the first floor left hand window when viewed from the south 
elevation.  

 
2.4 The application is accompanied by the following supporting 

information: 
 

1. Design Statement 
2. Drawings 
3. AIA Report 
4. Tree Surgery Report 

 
3.0 SITE HISTORY 
 
3.1     No relevant site history 
 
 
 



4.0 PUBLICITY   
 
4.1 Advertisement:      No 
 Adjoining Owners:     Yes 
 Site Notice Displayed:     No  
 
5.0 POLICY 
 
5.1 See Appendix 1 for full details of Central Government 

Guidance, Cambridge Local Plan 2018 policies, Supplementary 
Planning Documents and Material Considerations. 

 
5.2 Relevant Development Plan policies 
                      

PLAN POLICY NUMBER 

 
CAMBRIDGE LOCAL PLAN 

 
27, 55, 56, 59, 58, 71 

 
5.3  Relevant Central Government Guidance, Supplementary 

Planning Documents and Material Considerations 
 

Central 
Government 
Guidance 

National Planning Policy Framework 
February 2019 

National Planning Policy Framework – 
Planning Practice Guidance March 2014 

Circular 11/95 (Annex A) 

 
6.0 CONSULTATIONS 
 

Cambridgeshire County Council (Highways Development 
Control) 

 
6.1 The Highway Authority has no comment to make upon this 

application. 
 

Streets & Open Spaces (trees) 
 
6.2 The tree officer originally stated that the proposal was 

unacceptable and that further information was required. It 
appeared from the arboricultural advice received by the 
applicant that the proposal resulted in material damage to roots 



within the tree’s root protection areas and required significant 
pruning to the Walnut that would be detrimental to tree health 
and amenity contribution. Should permission be granted a 
condition requiring an Arboricultural Method Statement (AMS) 
and Tree Protection Plan (TPP) should be submitted to the 
Local planning authority for approval. 
 

6.3 This Arboricultural Method Statement (AMS) and Tree 
Protection Plan (TPP) were since submitted and the Tree 
Officer was re-consulted. Following receipt of the reports 
resulting from further excavation the Tree Officer maintained 
her concerns regarding the construction of the extension and 
the impact on the adjacent TPO’d tree. 
 

6.4 The Tree Officer did not agree with the statement in paragraph 
4 of the AIA that ‘no significant roots are present’ or that ‘no 
adverse effects will arise from the foundation excavations.  The 
root protection area (RPA) is not the extent of the root system it 
is the minimum amount of rooting volume required to sustain a 
healthy tree. Tree roots taper more quickly than branches but 
their size should not indicate insignificance.  The roots at the 
distances shown do not support the tree structurally but provide 
necessary water and nutrient.  

  
6.5 While a specialised foundation has been designed it still 

requires localised excavation for pads and strip foundations and 
a 275mm level change to accommodate the slab.  The Tree 
Officer expects therefore that the construction will materially 
impact on the rooting volume beneath the footprint. 

 
6.6 However when assessing the impact of construction of the RPA 

of a tree the Tree Officer would expect consideration to be 
given to the tree’s entire rooting volume and the rooting area 
available to compensate for localised loss within the RPA.  The 
tree is expected to be rooting far beyond the extent of the RPA 
to the north, east and south therefore, provided the tree 
protection extends to cover a greater area of RPA in these 
directions the effect that localised root damage will have on the 
tree can be minimised. Any consent should be subject to a tree 
protection condition. 
 

6.7 The Tree Officer has since clarified that, whilst she does not 
fully support the application, the impact of the proposed 
development is not considered to be sufficiently detrimental to 



tree health and amenity contribution to recommend a refusal on 
tree grounds alone and as outlined above, any permission will 
be subject to the imposition and adherence of strict planning 
conditions.  

 
6.8 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 6 letters of representation have been received all as an 

objection to the proposal. 
 
7.2 The owners/occupiers of the following addresses have made 

representations: 
 
           No’s 1, 4, 5, 6, 7 Rayleigh Close & No. 33 Newton Road. 
 
7.3       The representations can be summarised as follows: 

 

 Overdevelopment. Scale and mass of the extension would 
be out of keeping with the spacious character of the area.  

 Overbearing impact on No.1 Rayleigh Close 

 Loss of light to the garden and main habitable rooms at 
No,1 Rayleigh Close 

 Overlooking of garden and main habitable rooms at No.1 
Rayleigh Close, particularly from the first floor bay window 
which serves a sitting room 

 Damage to a protected tree 

 The plans include a ‘consultancy room’ suggesting 
potential for business use 

 Construction traffic & contractor parking 
 
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. Residential amenity 
3. Trees 
4. Highway safety 
5. Third party representations 

 
Context of site, design and external spaces 

 
8.2 The main two-storey extension extends to the eastern side of 

the dwelling and approximately 4.3m forward of its front 
elevation. The elimination of the long mono-pitched roof 
currently extending over the garage and the creation of gable 
ends on both sides of the street elevation would alter the 
character of the house but it would still be set within spacious 
grounds and its resultant appearance would not be out of 
keeping with the character of the area. A ground & 1st floor 
timber bay window is proposed on the eastern end separated 
by stained vertical timber boarding. This timber boarding would 
run across the remaining ground & 1st floor area as far as the 
enlarged bedroom No. 4 on the western corner which would be 
rendered. Both pitched roofs would be subservient to the main 
roof ridge. In my opinion, the design is of a high quality and in 
keeping with the character of the property. 

 
8.3 In my opinion the proposal is compliant with Cambridge Local 

Plan (2018) policies 55, 56, 58 and 59.  
 

Residential Amenity 
 
Impact on amenity of neighbouring occupiers  

 
 No.1 Rayleigh Close 
 
8.4 The owner of No 1 Rayleigh Close, a bungalow sited to the east 

of the site, has raised significant concerns regarding the scale 
of the two-storey extension proposed to be added to the east 
side of the dwelling, and the consequent overlooking and 
overbearing impacts upon No.1’s garden and windows serving 
habitable rooms.  

 
8.5 In order to assess these impacts, I have visited this property. 

No.1 is orientated so that it predominantly faces westwards 
towards the application site and is a relatively private space. 



The proposed extension would come closer to the eastern side 
boundary of No. 2 than the existing dwelling and also extend in 
excess of 4m further forward of the front elevation. I considered 
that the proposed bay window would give rise to an increased 
sense of overlooking compared to the existing first floor window.  

 
8.6 The extension would be approximately 4m from the eastern 

boundary and 11m from the nearest point of No.1’s 
conservatory, at an oblique angle. However, in order to mitigate 
against the loss of privacy and overlooking arising from the first 
floor window, the plans have been amended to remove the first 
floor bay window and instead it has been replaced with a 
recessed first floor window, of the same style as the window 
located on the west side of the front elevation. This removes 
any element of overlooking entirely and the inset of this window 
means that any views into the amenity space of 1 Rayleigh 
Close are truly those of an oblique angle. All first floor side 
windows on the east elevation are to be obscured glazed as 
outlined on the revised plans and will also be secured via 
condition. 

 
8.7 As identified above, the proposed extension will result in bulk 

and mass appearing much closer to the amenity space and side 
garden of No 1 Rayleigh Close, in comparison to the current 
situation. Whilst the distance will result in the neighbouring 
property appearing much closer when standing in the garden of 
No 1 Rayleigh Close, this closeness in my opinion will not result 
in a sense of overbearing being experienced in this amenity 
space. The distance to the amenity space is still some 16m 
away from the closest point of the first floor extension which is 
considered an acceptable separation distance to mitigate any 
impact of overbearing and to ensure there would not be an 
unacceptable loss of light.  

 
 No.3 Rayleigh Close 
 
8.8 The proposed first floor addition over part of the garage would 

be set approximately 4.5m away from the western boundary 
with No.3. Given this separation, the small scale of this addition, 
and the removal of the long mono pitch roof over the garage, 
this element would not harm the amenities of occupiers of No.3 
due to overshadowing or overbearing impacts. No side facing 
windows are proposed, therefore overlooking or lack of privacy 
is also not an issue.  



8.9 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 (2018) 
policies 55 and 58. 

 
       Trees 
 
8.10 The Council’s Trees Officer initially advised that the application 

was unacceptable from an arboricultural point of view due to a 
lack of information regarding the impact of the development 
upon trees on the site, as well as a protected walnut tree sited 
in the garden of No.1 Rayleigh Close, close to the extension 
proposed on the eastern side of the dwelling. 

 
8.11 An Arboricultural Impact Assessment has since been submitted. 

The Council’s Trees Officer has advised that some harm is 
possible to the root protection area to the west of this tree. 
However, as the root protection areas to the north, south and 
east sides of the tree would not be encroached upon, this would 
be sufficient to limit the effect that localised root damage may 
cause as a result of this development. The development is not 
therefore considered to undermine the adjacent protected tree 
to such an extent as to warrant a refusal on this basis. Tree 
protection conditions are recommended to minimise the impact 
on this tree during the construction period. 

 
8.12   In my opinion the proposal is compliant with Cambridge Local 

Plan 2018 policy 71. 
 
Highway Safety 
 

8.13 The Highways Officer had no comment to make on the 
proposal. 

 
8.14 In my opinion the proposal is compliant with Cambridge Local 

Plan 2018 policy 81. 
 

Third Party Representations 
 
8.15 The majority of concerns raised within third party 

representations have been addressed within this report. 
 

 



8.16 Concerns have been raised regarding the potential for the 
consultancy room to be used for business purposes. The 
application has been submitted and assessed as a householder 
extension. Any future separate business use would need 
planning permission and would be considered on its own merits. 

 
8.17 Concerns regarding construction traffic and contractor parking 

are addressed in two recommended conditions limiting the 
hours of construction and collections/deliveries during the 
construction period. 

 
9.0 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 91 of 

the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended by 
Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 
2004). 

 
2. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in 

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

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

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

 
3. No construction work or demolition work shall be carried out or 

plant operated other than between the following hours: 0800 
hours and 1800 hours on Monday to Friday, 0800 hours and 
1300 hours on Saturday and at no time on Sundays, Bank or 
Public Holidays. 

  
 Reason: To protect the amenity of the adjoining properties 

(Cambridge Local Plan 2018 policy 35). 
 



4. There shall be no collections from or deliveries to the site during 
the demolition and construction stages outside the hours of 
0800 hours and 1800 hours on Monday to Friday, 0800 hours to 
1300 hours on Saturday and at no time on Sundays, Bank or 
Public Holidays. 

  
 Reason: To protect the amenity of the adjoining properties 

(Cambridge Local Plan 2018 policy 35). 
 
5. Prior to the occupation of the development, hereby permitted, 

the 1st floor windows on the eastern elevation, including the 
side facing element of the 1st floor bay window shall be obscure 
glazed to a minimum level of obscurity to conform to Pilkington 
Glass level 3 or equivalent and shall have restrictors to ensure 
that the windows cannot be opened more than 45 degrees 
beyond the plane of the adjacent wall. The glazing shall 
thereafter be retained in accordance with the approved details. 

  
 Reason: In the interests of residential amenity (Cambridge 

Local Plan 2018 policies 55 and 58). 
 
6. Prior to commencement and in accordance with BS5837 2012, 

a phased tree protection methodology in the form of an 
Arboricultural Method Statement (AMS) and Tree Protection 
Plan (TPP) shall be submitted to the local planning authority for 
its written approval, before any tree works are carried and 
before equipment, machinery or materials are brought onto the 
site for the purpose of development (including demolition). In a 
logical sequence the AMS and TPP will consider all phases of 
construction in relation to the potential impact on trees and 
detail tree works, the specification and position of protection 
barriers and ground protection and all measures to be taken for 
the protection of any trees from damage during the course of 
any activity related to the development, including supervision, 
demolition, foundation design, storage of materials, ground 
works, installation of services, erection of scaffolding and 
landscaping. 

  
 Reason:  To satisfy the Local Planning Authority that trees to be 

retained will be protected from damage during any construction 
activity, including demolition, in order to preserve arboricultural 
amenity in accordance with section 197 of the Town and 
Country Planning Act 1990 and Cambridge Local Plan 2018 
Policy 71: Trees. 



 
7. Prior to the commencement of site clearance a pre-

commencement site meeting shall be held and attended by the 
site manager, the arboricultural consultant and LPA Tree Officer 
to discuss details of the approved AMS.  

  
 Reason: To satisfy the Local Planning Authority that trees to be 

retained will not be damaged during any construction activity, 
including demolition, in order to preserve arboricultural amenity 
in accordance with section 197 of the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990 and Cambridge Local Plan 2018 Policy 71: 
Trees. 

 
8. The approved tree protection methodology will be implemented 

throughout the development and the agreed means of 
protection shall be retained on site until all equipment, and 
surplus materials have been removed from the site. Nothing 
shall be stored or placed in any area protected in accordance 
with approved tree protection plans, and the ground levels 
within those areas shall not be altered nor shall any excavation 
be made without the prior written approval of the local planning 
authority. If any tree shown to be retained is damaged, remedial 
works as may be specified in writing by the local planning 
authority will be carried out.   

  
 Reason: To satisfy the Local Planning Authority that trees to be 

retained will not be damaged during any construction activity, 
including demolition, in order to preserve arboricultural amenity 
in accordance with section 197 of the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990 and Cambridge Local Plan 2018 Policy 71: 
Trees. 

 
9. If any tree shown to be retained on the approved tree protection 

methodology is removed, uprooted, destroyed or dies within five 
years of project completion, another tree shall be planted at the 
same place and that tree shall be of such size and species, and 
shall be planted at such time, as may be specified in writing by 
the local planning authority. 

  
 Reason: To satisfy the Local Planning Authority that 

arboricultural amenity will be preserved in accordance with 
section 197 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and 
Cambridge Local Plan 2018 Policy 71: Trees. 


