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20/01369/HFUL – 24 Mill Lane, Linton 

Proposal: Single Storey extension 
 
Applicant: Mr and Mrs Foote 
 
Key material considerations:   Character/Heritage Impact 
                   Impact upon the adjacent Village Green 
                   Residential Amenity 
                   Tree Impacts 
                   Other Matters               
 
Date of Member site visit: None 
 
Is it a Departure Application?: No 
 
Decision due by: 21st October 2020 (no extension of time agreed) 
 
Application brought to Committee because: Referred to Planning Committee by 
Linton Parish Council and the officer recommendation of approval conflicts with the 
recommendation of Parish Council. A meeting was held on the 18 August 20 
whereby the application was considered in accordance with the principles set out in 
the Council’s constitution. Given the material planning concerns raised, particularly 
with regard to the conservation area, design and materials, and the significant level 
of local objection, a referral to Committee was justified. 
 
Officer Recommendation: Approval 
 
Presenting officer: Tom Gray, Planning Officer 

 

Executive Summary 

1.    The application site is located within the Linton Development Framework and    
   Conservation Area. Hedging borders the site and protected trees are present  

 



   within the site. Although the application site lies within Flood Zone 2, the  
   location of the proposed extension is within Flood Zone 1. The site is situated a   
   reasonable distance to several Listed Building to the east and west. 
 

2.    No objections have been received from the Council’s Conservation Officer.  
   Officers are satisfied that the proposed development is acceptable in terms of  
   design, scale and materials, and would not result in significant harm upon the   
   character and appearance of the Conservation Area nor setting of nearby Listed     
   Buildings. The proposal would preserve the character and significance of these   
   heritage assets. 
 

3.    Officers consider that the proposal would not harm the character and   
   significance of the adjacent Local Green Space. 
 

4.    Officers consider that the proposed development would not result in significant  
   harm to the amenities of neighbouring properties. 

 
5.    Subject to a pre-commencement condition, no objections have been received   

   from the Council’s Trees Officer. 
 

6.    Officers consider that, subject to conditions, the proposed development accords  
   with national and local planning policies. 

Relevant planning history 

7.    S/0823/12/FL – Single storey side extension and replacement garage –   
   Approved  

 
8.    S/1027/09/F – Extension and alterations. Roof extension to form pitched roof –  

   Approved 

 

Planning policies 

National Planning Policy  
 
9.    National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) – February 2019 

   National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) 
   National Design Guide (NDG) 

 
South Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2018 
 
10.    S/1 Vision 

   S/2 Objectives of the Local Plan 
   S/3 Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 
   S/7 Development Frameworks  
   HQ/1 Design Principles 
   NH/4 Biodiversity 
   NH/12 Local Green Space 
   NH/14 Heritage Assets 



   CC/9 Managing Flood Risk 
 
South Cambridgeshire Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD): 
 
11.    District Design Guide – Adopted March 2010 

   Sustainable Design and Construction SPD – Adopted January 2020 
   Development Affecting Conservation Areas SPD – Adopted January 2009 
   Listed Buildings: works to or affecting the setting of SPD – Adopted July 2009 
   Biodiversity – Adopted January 2009 
   Trees & Development Sites SPD - Adopted January 2009 

Consultation 

12.    Linton Parish Council – Objection  

   (Comments made on 24th April 2020 following original submission) 
– The previous planning applications were generally welcomed to improve a 

poorly constructed (concrete blocks were used due to lack of other 
materials) and uninteresting building in a highly visible area at the heart of 
the historic village. 

– Despite being within the Outstanding Conservation Area, there is only a 
partial historic, impact and design statement, with insufficient detail of the 
extension, the materials and what the "living pool" entails ( it could be 
natural sewage treatment, combined planting and swimming area, or 
purely ornamental?) 

– The major concern is that extension and other changes would impact on 
the Outstanding Conservation Area and Public Space of the designated 
Village Green, would be visible in long view over The Grip Meadow, further 
affecting the open rural character of the area and the setting of the Grade1 
listed church and nearby listed buildings and buildings of interest (the flint 
cottages were brick-faced due to bomb damage following a Baedecker 
bombing raid on Cambridge). The views across the landscape and 
character of the area would be greatly adversely affected. 

– The bulk of the extension is disproportionately large. It is less than 25 
metres away from the properties on the other side of the path; this is not a 
planning issue of overlooking due to the lack of windows, but does 
highlight the proximity and how overbearing this may be. The two flint 
cottages would effectively be looking onto an extension which appears to 
be a great deal higher than the current utility extension, with loss of light, 
their view across open landscape and inducing a feeling of enclosure. 

– The closeness of the extension to the path would be overbearing and 
make this well used path (part of the Walking Bus route, on the Heritage 
Trail and one of the much used "safer routes" through the village) feel 
enclosed and inhospitable. The diagrammatic side view does not give a 
clear idea of how close the building will be to the path, nor the shadowing 
of the area. 

– From the information given, the materials are not sympathetic to the 
nearby housing nor in keeping with the CA. In particular, the metal roofing 



would be unsuitable for the rural area and appear rather industrial, 
particularly in this historic area. 

– The house is becoming increasingly complex after several extensions, not 
shown on the block plans. The design of the extension does nothing to 
enhance the house or its surroundings, is far too big, high and overbearing 
in relation to the cottages with loss of their light, open aspect and amenity. 
It is felt this could be considered overdevelopment of the site, with 
crowding to one area 

– Application s/0561/12/FL (the neighbour) was refused on grounds of mass, 
loss of hierarchy, having two gables, etc. Similar comments would apply to 
this proposal. 

– In 2001 the flooding reached this area; for example Mill Brook Cottage, No. 
28 Mill Lane, was flooded, as were other neighbours and gardens. There 
are concerns that the pool will be in the floodplain especially as flooding is 
likely to be exacerbated by the development at Bartlow Road. The contents 
of the pool might then contaminate the River Granta, a rare protected 
Chalk Stream, especially if invasive and non-native species are present - 
there are no details given of the pool. If the pool contains a phosphorous 
filter, this is not allowed in close proximity to rivers, so there are concerns 
as to how this will be contained, should the river breach and there was 
cross contamination. This area flooded in 2001 and close to flooding in 
2014, if it were to flood again it would affect the rare protected chalk 
stream. 

– This site backs onto Camping Close, designated as the Village Green, so 
there might be issues of resident privacy for their living pool (if used for 
bathing and swimming). 

– Should any extension be allowed, it should be conditioned that the 
Pavilion/study/shower room should not be occupied as a separate dwelling 
from the main house. 

– LPC Decision: Object and does refer this to the District Council Full 
Planning Committee 

 
   (Further comments made on 1st May 2020) 

– The Heritage Statement does not provide the minimum level of detail 
required under the NPPF. 

– NPPF 189 states: “As a minimum the relevant historic environment record 
should have been consulted and the heritage assets assessed using 
appropriate expertise where necessary.” This has not been done. 

– The Proposed development is within the visual setting of a number of listed 
buildings and is within the Outstanding Conservation Area.  

– The Statement states there is no effect on listed buildings, but does not 
explain why it has come to that conclusion, and has not assessed what 
that setting is. 

– It has not assessed the character of this part of the Conservation Area at 
all. The drat Conservation Area appraisal is publicly available on the Parish 
Council’s website (Draft 2) (I – link below) and the map (TAM1) shows 
important views across the position of the proposed extension. A further 
important view is shown below, and the assessment should include all 
views from the open space which is a key rural space within the 
Conservation Area. 



– Image 1 showing number 24 Mill lane provides a prominent backdrop to 
the open green space at the heart of the Conservation Area. 

– The CA Map TAM1 (ii – link below) shows the scale of the houses 
characteristic in this part of the Conservation Area. The proposal, as a 
result of cumulative extensions is substantially larger than shown on the 
map (from 2007), and would be substantially larger and bulkier than its 
neighbours, including statutory and non-statutory heritage assets. 

– The views across Camping Close are the ones that are most rural and 
open , and would be most affected by this application. These views are 
seen when using the “Safer Route to School”, the Heritage Trail, and when 
accessing other parts of the village to avoid the congested, busy and 
narrow High Street – a well used route and area for recreation. 

– NB – its designation as a Village Green was after the draft appraisal 
(2007/8) so wouldn’t have been taken into account, In the appraisal it is 
assumed it was a school playing field, so was not as important a public 
space in the village and conservation area. 

 
   (Comments made on 3rd August 2020 following amended plans and updated 
heritage statement): 

– The previous planning applications were generally welcomed to improve a 
poorly constructed and uninteresting building in a highly visible area at the 
heart of the historic village. However, we disagree with comments of the 
Senior Conservation Officer regarding the appropriateness of this 
extension and particularly the materials to be used. 

– The revised Heritage, Impact and Design Statement, still does not 
recognise that this site borders the designated Village Green - not a 
playing field - which has specific significance as an important public space 
in the village and Outstanding Conservation Area. This designation was 
after the draft appraisal of 2007/8 so would not then have been taken into 
account in that appraisal. 

– The Statement indicates that this extension is for the use of elderly 
relatives and a "lifetime home", yet there is no provision for the elderly or 
disabled, e.g. wheelchair access, wider doors, wet room, etc., so this is 
patently false. 

– The major concern is that extension remains too high, being notably higher 
than the current extension on that side. LPC note that the ridge line has 
been reduced, however this is only by a foot or so and does not alleviate 
LPC's original concerns. This extension would be intrusive in the long view 
over The Grip Meadow, further affecting the open rural character of the 
area and the setting of the Grade1 listed church and nearby listed buildings 
and buildings of interest. The views across the valued landscape and 
character of the area would be adversely affected, especially by the 
intrusion of its industrial roof. 

– The bulk of the extension is disproportionately large, very similar in 
footprint to the current house and not subservient to the main building, 
despite the slightly lower roofline. Being less than 25 metres away from the 
cottages on the other side of the path: it would fill their outlook and be 
overbearing with subsequent loss of amenity. The diagrammatic side view 
does not give a clear idea of how close the building will be to the path, nor 
the shadowing of the area and inducing a feeling of enclosure for those 



using the path. We note that the northern boundary hedge has been left to 
grow much higher than usual, presumably to support the contention that 
the new structure will be hidden by the hedge. 

– Another major problem concerns the materials. In this area there are barns 
- Church Lane with a thatched roof, Coles Lane/High Street corner, Mill 
House and Hadstock Road with clay tiled roofs, etc. There were other 
thatched barns that were re-located to Chilford Hall to build the Health 
Centre - these would be the vernacular materials. Grey metal roofs are 
only seen in farmyards, fields or as part of industrial units on the outskirts 
of the village, not within the historic Conservation Area. There is nothing 
similar as a precedent in the village. 

– This is a steep-pitched roof, not nearly-flat as a church roof might be (as 
seen in the illustration provided), and would be highly visible. It is an 
inappropriate material for the area, heavy and industrial, and out of 
keeping with the house. It would detract from the historic character of the 
Outstanding Conservation Area. 

– Metal roofs are known to be noisy in rain and hail, so this would also 
constitute a noise nuisance for the residents and neighbours. 

– We recognise that there are now more details of the "living pool", but this is 
still sited on floodplain, liable to be flooded and that the contents could 
affect the protected and rare chalk stream (a Brown Trout Stream), 
especially as flooding is likely to be exacerbated by the development at 
Bartlow Road. 

– Swimming here might rather lack privacy, and the Village Green is heavily 
used, is part of the Safer Route to School, Heritage Trail, etc, as described 
in previous comments. 

– Please refer to the additional comments sent with the previous application. 
– Should any extension be allowed, it should be conditioned that the 

Pavilion/study/shower room should not be occupied as a separate dwelling 
from the main house. 

– LPC Decision: Object and refer to the District Council Full Planning 
Committee 

 
   (Further comments on 16th October 2020 following clarification of roof on rear   
   elevation drawing) 

– There appear to be no beneficial or ameliorating changes from the 
previous submission - the original comments still stand. 

– The plans now show the roof gable of the pavilion door to the pool, but with 
no obvious height reduction. The pool details given would still be a source 
of possible harm to our rare and protected Chalk stream. The majority of 
the garden has EA flood zone designation, as well as historic flooding.  

– The materials have not changed. A major objection to these plans is the 
metal roof which is highly inappropriate in the Outstanding Conservation 
Area, next to the Village Green and close to several listed buildings. 

– The plans still do not recognise that the green area is the Village Green, 
not a recreation ground. Village Greens have higher planning status. 
The only screening would be given by the hedging. This is currently higher 
than it has been for many years, and is rather oppressive as you walk 
along the footpath. There is no planning control over how high, low or thick 



a hedge is throughout the life of the development so this cannot be relied 
upon to compensate for poor design. 

– There is mention of decking/terraces which are not clearly shown on the 
plan. This would also need planning permission, being over 300mm high 
and in the Conservation Area. 

– Linton Parish Council Decision: Object and refer this to the District Council 
Full Planning Committee  

 
13.    Council’s Conservation Officer –  

– A revised Heritage Statement would be required to fulfil the requirement of 
paragraph 189 of the NPPF 2019. 

– It would be useful for the applicant to provide additional plans from public 
views to provide a more informed assessment of the impact of the 
proposed scheme. 

– Based on the information available at present, in terms of scale, massing 
and form, the proposed addition is single-storey and separated visually into 
three sections, each featuring a dual-pitched roof at different heights and 
orientation creating the appearance of a side gable extension, and rear 
linear range and right-angle connected by a linking structure. This overall 
form and massing is considered to be in-keeping with the character of the 
conservation area and would be subservient to the host dwelling and those 
in the immediate vicinity; including the Grade II listed cottage (LEN: 
1127650) at 28 Mill Lane. 

– With regards to the design and materials, owing to the rural character of 
the site and Conservation Area, the use of natural timber weatherboarding 
is considered appropriate. The use of metal roofing is also frequently seen 
on agricultural buildings. The proposed finishes and type of roofing is 
therefore a contemporary approach using traditional materials. This results 
in a modest addition which responds to the character and setting of the 
locality, but reads as being an honest and contemporary addition. This is 
an established approach to development affecting heritage assets, and in 
this instance, it is felt that the approach can be implemented without 
undermining the overall significance and setting of the heritage assets. 

– Whilst there will be an impact to views from the PROW, including views out 
of and into the Conservation Area, it is felt that the proposed structure 
would read as a modest contemporary addition to the host dwelling, using 
a form and materials that one may expect in this context but in a modern 
fashion. Whilst views would change, subject to appropriate material 
finishes and colour palette being agreed, they would not necessarily be 
unduly harmed and the impact is considered to be neutral overall.  
 

   (Comments following amended plans):  
– The revisions to the roof ridge height are not considered to have any 

additional impact over and above the previous submission, which was 
subject to comment on 2nd July 2020. These comments still apply.  

– Should the planning officer, or committee, feel minded to approve this 
application, I would recommend that a condition be applied to the 
materials, requesting that samples be made available on site for inspection 
and formal agreement by the Local Authority, prior to the commencement 



of the related works, to ensure that they are appropriate and do not detract 
from the character and appearance of the Conservation Area. 

 
14. Council’s Trees Officer –  

– (Original comments) I am unable to comment on this application as 
insufficient tree information has been provided.Trees on or adjacent site 
have: A level of protection through the Conservation Area.Tree and 
hedgerow information: No tree or hedgerow information has been 
submitted with the application - this information is required to comment on 
the application. Please see 'Controlled development (planning permission) 
near existing trees' on www.scambs.gov.uk. 

– Further to my comments of the 21st July 2020 I have ascertained that it 
very likely that the proposed extension could be constructed if physical tree 
protection was utilised on site.  

– (Original comments following Arboricultural Assessment and Report) 
Please add this pre-commencement condition to any approval: 
Before any works on site commence, a detailed Arboricultural Method 
Statement and Tree Protection Strategy shall be submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Authority, including details of timing of 
events, protective fencing and ground protection measures. This should 
comply with BS5837. The tree protection measures shall be installed in 
accordance with the approved tree protection strategy before any works 
commence on site. The tree protection measures shall remain in place 
throughout the construction period and may only be removed following 
completion of all construction works. 

 
15. Historic England –  

– No comments offered. Seek advice from specialist conservation and 
archaeological advisers. 

 

Representations from members of the public 

16.    Several representations have been received from neighbouring properties and   
   other third parties raising objections to the proposed development. Full redacted  
   versions of these comments can be found on the Council’s website. In summary  
   the following concerns have been raised are: 

– Loss of light and enjoyment for occupiers of No.20 and No.22.  
– Modern materials, specifically the metal roof would be out of keeping with 

Conservation Area and wouldn’t have the tone, texture and weathering of 
natural materials. Other buildings in the area are mainly slate, pantile and 
thatch. Metal would be noisy. Only a very small number of farm building 
where there is any type of metal sheeting 

– Development would obscure one of only five ‘important views’ as defined 
on the Conservation Area Appraisal Map.  

– Scale would be that of two-storeys and would interrupt views from No.20 
and No.22 Mill Lane, from the public right of way, higher and lower ground 
of Camping Close (Village Green) and churchyard. Detracts from village 
green. 

http://www.scambs.gov.uk/


– Large and dominant in otherwise open and rural landscape. Virtually 
doubles the footprint of the existing house. 

– Contradicts SCDC Conservation Area guidance. 
– Hedges have a level of screening but could be removed. Trees and 

hedges are deciduous. 
– Overdevelopment and crowding of the site. Size would be out of character 

with other dwellings. 
– Likely to involve significant damage to the trees. No assessment of 

significance and impact on the hedges.  
– Heritage Statement does not comply with NPPF 189. Should also take into 

account the openness, character and appearance and setting of the Village 
Green. The statement does not take into account how settings of adjacent 
listed buildings are assessed. 

– Position of proposed retaining structures, pool and terrace planform are 
also partly within the previously flooded areas and Flood Zone 2, so are at 
risk of flooding. Would exacerbate the effect of flooding and contamination 
of the river. 

– Draft Conservation Area Appraisal describes that the building line, footprint 
and design should be subordinate 

– Would compete with larger historic (listed) buildings in the group. 
– The link and pavilion are the same long mass. 
– Inconsistencies of the drawings, along with the failure to provide a tree and 

hedge survey, do not provide certainty that the important hedges and trees 
would be protected. 

– Form, scale and proportions do not reflect that of the existing vernacular 
buildings of the area and the materials, colours and textures do not reflect 
the locality. 

– Adjoining house on west elevation appears to be shown incorrectly and not 
realistic. 

– Roof of glazed gable omitted from elevations and extent of materials would 
be greater than drawn. 

– Position, scale, extent, bulk and massing and ancillary structures would 
detract from the openness, character and appearance within the 
Conservation Area and its setting. 

– Bulk, massing, length, design and materials does not reflect the local 
context and therefore is contrary to the Design Guide, Draft CAA and 
HQ/1. 

– Noise from the pool. 
 

The site and its surroundings 

 

17.    The application site is located within the Linton Development Framework and  
Conservation Area. The site is surrounded by hedgerows and a few mature  
trees to the north and west. To the east of the site is No.28 Mill lane, A Grade II 
Listed Building with a group of Grade II Listed Buildings (No.14 The Manor 
House, No.32 Mill House and The Mill) positioned further from the application 
site. To the west of the site is the Village Green (Camping Close), beyond which 
is St Mary’s Church, a Grade I Listed Building. The northern part of the 



application site is within Flood Zone 1 with the majority of the application site 
falling within Flood Zone 2. In addition, a Public Right of Way (PROW) runs 
immediately to the north of the application site. 

The proposal 

18.    The application seeks planning permission for a single storey extension. 

Planning Assessment 

Key Issues 
 
 

19.    The key issues to consider in the determination of this application are the  
   heritage impact and character and appearance of the local area, the impact on     
   the Local Green Space, neighbour amenity, tree impacts and other matters. 

 
 
Impact upon Heritage Assets (the Character and appearance of the 
Conservation Area and settings of Listed Buildings) 
 

   Policy Context 
 
20.    Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 

   requires decision-makers to, in considering whether to grant planning 
   permission for development which affects a listed building or its setting, have 
   special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any 
   features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses. 

 
21.    Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 

   states that special attention shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or 
   enhancing the character or appearance of that area. 

 
22.    Chapter 16 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2019 focuses on 

   conserving and enhancing the historic environment. 
 
23.    Paragraph 189 of the NPPF states that in determining applications, local     

   planning authorities should require an applicant to describe the significance of    
   any heritage assets affected, including any contribution made by their setting.  
   The level of detail should be proportionate to the assets’ importance and no   
   more than is sufficient to understand the potential impact of the proposal on  
   their significance. As a minimum the relevant historic environment record should  
   have been consulted and the heritage assets assessed using appropriate  
   expertise where necessary. 

 
24.    Paragraph 190 of the NPPF states that Local planning authorities should   

   identify and assess the particular significance of any heritage asset that may be   
   affected by a proposal (including by development affecting the setting of a  
   heritage asset) taking account of the available evidence and any necessary  



   expertise. They should take this into account when considering the impact of a  
   proposal on a heritage asset, to avoid or minimise any conflict between the  
   heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect of the proposal. 
 

25.    Paragraph 193 of the NPPF states that when considering the impact of a 
   proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great 
   weight should be given to the asset’s conservation (and the more important the 
   asset, the greater the weight should be). This is irrespective of whether any 
   potential harm amounts to substantial harm, total loss or less than substantial 
   harm to its significance. 

 
26.    Paragraph 194 of the NPPF states that any harm to, or loss of, the significance 

   of a designated heritage asset (from its alteration or destruction, or from 
   development within its setting), should require clear and convincing justification. 

 
27.    Paragraph 196 states that where a development proposal will lead to less than 

   substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm 
   should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal including, where 
   appropriate, securing its optimum viable use. 

 
28.    Paragraph 200 of the NPPF states that Local Planning Authorities should look 

   for opportunities for new development within Conservation Areas, to enhance or 
   better reveal their significance. Proposals that preserve those elements of the 
   setting that make a positive contribution to the asset (or which better reveal its 
   significance) should be treated favourably. 

 
29.    At a local level, chapter 6 of the South Cambridgeshire Local Plan deals with 

   protecting and enhancing the natural and historic environment. 
 
30.    Policy NH/14 of the Local Plan states that development proposals will be 

   supported when (a) they sustain and enhance the special character and 
   distinctiveness of the district’s historic environment including its villages and  
   countryside and its building traditions and details; and (b) they create new high      
   quality environments with a strong sense of place by responding to local  
   heritage character including in innovatory ways. 

 
31.    Policy NH/14 also states that proposals will be supported when they sustain and   

   enhance the significance of heritage assets, including their settings, such as  
   conservation areas and village greens 

 
32.    Policy HQ/1 of the Local Plan requires all new development to make a positive 

   contribution to its local and wider context. Development proposals should, 
   appropriate to their scale and nature, conserve or enhance important natural 
   and historic assets and their setting (criterion 1d). 
 

 
Impact upon the setting of Listed Buildings 
 
33.    Whilst Parish Council and third party comments regarding the level of detail in   

   the Heritage Statement have been received, Paragraph 189 of the NPPF 2019  



   states that the level of detail should be proportionate to the assets’ importance  
   and as a minimum the Historic Environment Record should be consulted. In this  
   case, the proposal is located in the Conservation Area. The agent submitted a  
   revised Heritage Statement with reference to Conservation Area Appraisal  
   documents and nearby Listed Buildings. Given the minor residential nature of  
   the proposal, the level of detail provided is considered sufficient to understand  
   the potential impact of the proposal on the significance of any heritage assets. 
 

34.    The nearest Listed Building to the application site is No.28 Mill Lane, a Grade II   
   Listed Building. The application site is located approximately 13 metres west of   
   the boundary of No.28 and 24 metres west to from the proposed extension of  
   No.24 Mill Lane. Between this Listed Building and the application site is the  
   dwelling of No.26 Mill lane and therefore it is considered to be limited to no  
   inter-visibility between No.28 Mill Lane and the application site. Taking this into  
   account, the application site is not considered to form a direct part of the setting  
   of No.28 Mill lane as the two are not read in conjunction with one another. 
 

35.    The other Grade II Listed Buildings further along Mill Lane and Green Lane are  
   situated at least 55 metres from the proposed extension at No.24. Given the   
   considerable distance and intervening built form of dwellings and domestic    
   ancillary buildings, the proposed development would result in no harm to the    
   setting of No.28, No.32 (Mill House) Mill Lane, The Mill nor No.14 (Manor  
   House) Green Lane. 

 
36.    The application site is situated approximately 130 metres from the Grade I   

   Listed Building of St Mary’s Church to the west of the application site and 85  
   metres from its churchyard. Within the churchyard to the east are a number of  
   mature trees. Taking into account the considerable distance from this Listed  
   Building, the single storey nature of the proposed development and the limited  
   visibility to the application site, it is not considered that the proposal would result  
   in any harm upon the setting of this Listed Building. 

 
37.    Therefore, it is considered that the proposal would preserve the setting of  

   nearby Listed Buildings in accordance with Section 66 of the Planning (Listed    
   Building and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, Policy NH/14 and Policy HQ/1 of  
   the South Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2018 and the NPPF 2019. 

 
38.    Paragraph 196 of the NPPF is not engaged in this instance as the proposed  

   development is not considered to result in less than substantial harm. As noted   
   above, the proposal is not considered to result in harm to the setting of the    
   Listed Buildings in this instance. 

 
 
Impact upon the character and appearance of the Conservation Area 

 
39.    The Parish Council cite a number of documents including the Conservation   

   Appraisal and maps, in addition to a Neighbourhood Plan. As these documents   
   have not been formally adopted nor been through the SCDC consultation   
   phase, no weight can be given to these documents in the planning  
   assessment set out below.  



 

40.    The proposed development would consist of a timber clad single storey side  
   extension which when viewed from the front of the site, would be very similar in  
   ridge height to the existing southern extension and match the existing dwelling  
   in terms of roofing materials. This proposed element would project forward of  
   the existing extension which it would replace, whilst remaining behind the  
   principle elevation of the existing dwelling. Whilst Parish comments are  
   acknowledged, due to the appropriate scale and massing, this proposed     
   element is considered to add a degree of symmetry to the existing house and in  
   doing so enhances the dwelling. This element is therefore considered to   
   have a neutral impact upon the Conservation Area. 

 

41.    Parish Council and neighbour comments have been received, objecting to the  
   extension to the rear of the existing dwelling. The objections concern the  
   proposal’s out of keeping height, materials, siting, scale and massing and it’s  
   impact on the Conservation Area when viewed from the PROW and the Village   
   Green. Whilst these comments are acknowledged, this application has been  
   subject to a formal consultation with the Council’s Conservation Officer who   
   states that they have no objections to the proposed development.  

 
42.    As suggested by the Parish Council and third parties, the materials within the  

   local vernacular are mainly clay tiles, slate, thatch roofs in addition to render,   
   brick and flint walls. The proposed materials are slate for part of the roof and a  
   mixture of vertical and horizontal timber cladding used on the walls. The  
   proposed timber cladding for the front elevation would match that of the white   
   boarding on the existing dwelling. The timber cladding to the side and rear of  
   the proposed extension (pavilion) would be cedar cladding with a roofing  
   material of sheet metal.  

 
43.    Paragraph 3.4 of the South Cambridgeshire ‘Development affecting   

   Conservation Areas’ SPD (2009) states that materials used in extending a   
   property should generally reflect those used to construct the original structure,   
   though there are circumstances when it is more appropriate to use contrasting  
   materials to enable the extension to be clearly ‘read’ as an addition. In this  
   case, the proposal uses contrasting material finishes to show both the historical  
   progression of the existing dwelling with a design that is contemporary in nature  
   whilst also reflecting traditional tones and colours found elsewhere in the  
   Conservation Area and on the existing dwelling. The Council’s Conservation  
   Officer notes that metal roofing and natural timber are frequently found on   
   agricultural buildings in rural locations and states that this contemporary  
   approach to the Linton Conservation Area can be implemented without  
   undermining the overall and setting of the heritage assets. 

 
44.    Although attached to the existing house, the ‘pavilion’ part of the proposal would   

   reflect an outbuilding style that differentiates and separates it from the   
   predominate render and slate materials of the main part of the dwelling. In tone,  
   the proposed metal would complement the colour of the slate roof. Whilst it is     
   acknowledged that the proposed materials would differ from those found   
   elsewhere within the locality, it would reflect an agrarian style that you would   
   expect to be found in farm buildings on the edges of villages. Given the site’s  



   location on the edge of the village and it’s close proximity to an open field to  
   the south, this contemporary design approach is considered to be compatible   
   with its location in terms of the chosen materials. 

 
45.    Paragraph 2.15 & 2.16 of the South Cambridgeshire ‘Development affecting  

   Conservation Areas’ SPD (2009) states that contemporary designs will also   
   need to have good quality and appropriate materials. Following consultation  
   with the Council’s Conservation Officer and in order to ensure appropriate  
   detailing is incorporated into the development which would preserve or enhance  
   the Conservation Area, it is considered necessary and reasonable that a  
   condition requiring samples to be provided prior to the relevant works and  
   agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority is attached on any planning  
   consent granted. 

 
46.    Paragraph 2.11 of the South Cambridgeshire ‘Development affecting    

   Conservation Areas’ SPD (2009) states that it is important for the overall scale  
   of any new development to be proportionate to the size of village in which it is to  
   be located and for the scale of individual buildings within a development to  
   reflect the predominant scale of buildings found adjacent, and / or across a  
   particular Conservation Area. In this case, although it is considered that   
   modestly sized cottages are found near to the application site, the existing  
   dwelling is a substantially sized building in its own right that sits within a very    
   large 0.2 hectare plot.  

 
47.    The existing dwelling consists predominately of gable roof forms. The dual- 

   pitched form of the proposed extension would continue this whilst being  
   subservient to the existing dwelling. Moreover, the rear siting would reflect other  
   extensions within the locality such as the existing single storey rear extension at  
   No.22 Mill Lane, which likewise consists of a rear linear range and right-angle  
   connection with the dwelling.  

 
48.    The proposed extension would extend 12 metres beyond the rear wall of the  

   existing dwelling and replace the single storey side of the existing dwelling. The  
   proposal would extend approximately 1.5 metres further forward than the  
   existing single storey side projection and approximately 0.5 metres further to the  
   side of this. 

 
49.    Whilst objections from the Parish Council and neighbours concerning the scale  

   and proportion of the proposal to the existing dwelling are acknowledged, the  
   existing dwelling has an approximate ground floor footprint of 137 square  
   metres. The addition of extension would increase the ground floor footprint to  
   208 square metres, a 52% increase over the footprint of the existing dwelling.  
   Taking all this into account, it is considered that the scale of the proposal would   
   be compatible with the scale of the existing dwelling and would not overwhelm  
   nor be an overdevelopment of the application site. 

 
50.    The proposal would vary in ridge heights from 4.6 metres for the pavilion  

   section, 4.5 metres for link section and 5 metres for the front section. The  
   proposed eaves height would measure approximately 2.6 metres throughout.  
   Although Parish and neighbour comments have been received concerning the  



   impact of the overall bulk and scale of the proposal, it would be situated a   
   reasonable distance of approximately 4 metres from the PROW and 6 metres   
   from the boundaries with the nearby dwellings of No.20 and No.22 Mill Lane. 

 
51.    The location of the proposed extension would consist of a ground level of  

   approximately 1.3-1.5 metres lower than this adjacent PROW to the north.   
   Therefore, when viewed from the PROW and the front gardens of No.20 and   
   No.22, the proposed extension would measure between approximately 3.1  
   metres and 3.2 metres in height relative with this higher ground level with the  
   pitched roof sloping away from this PROW and these nearby dwellings.  
   Therefore, it is not considered that this would result in unacceptable  
   overbearing or enclosure issues in terms of impact upon the Conservation Area.  

 
52.    When viewed from the adjacent Village Green and taking into account relative   

   ground levels, the rear section of the proposed extension would measure   
   between 3.3-3.5 metres in overall height and would be situated approximately  
   3.5 metres from this boundary. Taking this into account and the modest form  
   and rural materials proposed, the proposal would not overly dominate views  
   from the Village Green. 

 
53.    Whilst some views from the Village Green, PROW and closest private views of  

   No.20 and No.22 towards the application site would change, taking into account  
   all the factors above, it is not considered that the proposal would harm the   
   character and appearance of the Conservation Area and the impact of the  
   proposal is considered to be neutral in this instance.  

 
54.    Therefore, the proposed development is considered to preserve the character  

   and appearance of the Linton Conservation Area including the Village Green  
   and is compatible with its location in terms of materials, design, form, design  
   and mass, in accordance with Sections 72 of the Planning (Listed Building and  
   Conservation Areas) Act 1990, Policy NH/14 and HQ/1 of the South  
   Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2018 and the NPPF 2019. 

 
55.    Paragraph 196 of the NPPF is not engaged in this instance as the proposed  

   development is not considered to result in less than substantial harm. As noted  
   above, the proposal is not considered to result in harm to the Conservation Area  
   in this instance. 

 
 
Impact upon the adjacent Village Green (Local Green Space) 

 
56.    Policy NH/12 states that Local Green Space will be protected from development    

   that would adversely impact the character and particular local significance of the  
   area. Paragraph 6.41 of the South Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2018 provides  
   clarification to this policy and prevents development within these areas other   
   than in very special circumstances. 

 
57.    Whilst the proposed development would be located adjacent to this protected   

   area, there would not be any development within the Local Green Space and   
   therefore it is not considered that the proposal would result in any significant  



   impacts upon Local Green Space. Moreover, given the distance from this  
   boundary and modest single storey height, it is not considered that it would  
   adversely impact the character and particular significance of this green space in  
   accordance with Policy NH/12 of the South Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2018. 

 
 
Residential Amenity 

 
58.    The proposed extension would be situated approximately 16 metres from the   

   front elevations of both No.20 and No.22 Mill Lane. Given this considerable  
   distance and modest height in relation to surrounding ground levels, it is not  
   considered that the proposal would result in significant overshadowing or  
   overbearing impacts upon these nearby dwellings. 
 

59.    Apart from a reduction in the size of the existing window on the northern side  
   elevation of the existing dwelling, no windows are proposed on the side  
   elevation and therefore no significant overlooking impacts would result upon  
   neighbouring dwellings. 

 
60.    Parish and neighbour comments concerning noise levels from the proposed  

   metal roof are acknowledged. However, any noise levels are not considered be   
   unacceptable in this case particularly given the modest area covered by the roof   
   and the considerable distance to nearby dwellings. 

 
61.    Taking all this into account, it is not considered that the proposal would result in  

   significant harm on account of overlooking, overbearing, loss of light or noise  
   levels upon nearby dwellings in accordance with Policy HQ/1 of the South  
   Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2018. 

 
 
Tree Impacts 

 
62.    Following a formal consultation with the Council’s Trees Officer and a site plan  

   showing the existing trees within the site, it is considered that the proposed  
   extension is able to be built without detrimentally impacting these trees. Given  
   that these trees have a level of protection in the Conservation Area, a pre- 
   commencement condition regarding a detailed arborcultural method statement  
   and tree protection strategy to be submitted to the Local Planning Authority will  
   be attached on any planning consent granted in accordance with Policy NH/4 of  
   the South Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2018. This has been agreed with agent  
   on behalf of the applicant. 
 

 
Other Matters 
 
63.    The application site is located within Flood Zone 2 (medium risk). However, the   

   siting of the proposed extension is situated on slightly higher ground to the north  
   of this area and therefore is located in Flood Zone 1 (low risk). Given the minor  
   residential nature of the proposed works, it is not considered that proposal  
   would have unacceptable flood impacts upon the site or surrounding areas in   



   accordance with Policy CC/9 of the South Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2018. 
 

64.    Whilst Parish Council and neighbour comments concerning the flood risk, noise   
   and contamination from the proposed ‘living pool’, this element can be  
   undertaken under Class E, Part 1, Schedule 2 of permitted development rights  
   and does not require planning permission in this instance. 

 
65.    Although the Parish Council requests that a condition be attached on any  

   consent granted to ensure that the proposed ‘pavilion, shower room and study’  
   does not become an independent residential unit, given that the proposal is  
   physically and functionally linked, it is not considered necessary to attach this  
   condition in this instance. Any change of use to an independent dwelling would  
   require a separate planning permission in any case. 

 
66.    Whilst Parish Council comments regarding any decking are acknowledged, it is  

   not considered its height exceeds 300 millimetres above existing ground levels  
   and it would therefore not require planning permission in this instance. 

 
67.    Whilst inconsistencies on previous drawings are acknowledged, amended   

   drawings have been provided by the agent and statutory consultees were re- 
   consulted as part of this process. 

 
68.    Due to the current Covid-19 restrictions a site visit by the Planning Committee  

   Members has not been undertaken. 
 

Planning balance and conclusion 

69.    For the reasons set out in this report, officers consider the planning application   
   to be acceptable in accordance with relevant national and local planning  
   policies, and having taken all relevant material considerations into account, it is  
   considered that planning permission should be granted in this instance. 

 

Recommendation 

70.    Officers recommend that the Planning Committee approve the application,   
   subject to the following conditions: 

 
 

Conditions 
 
a)     The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of 3  
        years from the date of this permission.  
        (Reason – To ensure that consideration of any future application for    
        development in the area will not be prejudiced by permissions for development,   
        which have not been acted upon). 
 
b)     The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the  



        following plans: F/4537/20/PL-01 Revision B, F/4537/20/PL-02 
 

  (Reason – To facilitate any future application to the Local Planning Authority      
  under Section 73 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990). 

 
c)     No development above slab level shall take place until samples of materials to  
        be used in the construction of the external surfaces of the buildings hereby  
        permitted have been made available on-site for inspection and approved in  
        writing by the Local Planning Authority. Development shall be carried out in  
        accordance with the approved details.   
        (Reason – To ensure the appearance of the development is satisfactory in   
        accordance with Policy NH/14 and HQ/1 of the South Cambridgeshire Local    
        Plan 2018). 
 
d)     Before any works on site commence, a detailed Arboricultural Method  
        Statement and Tree Protection Strategy shall be submitted to and approved in  
        writing by the Local Authority, including details of timing of events, protective  
        fencing and ground protection measures. This should comply with BS5837. The  
        tree protection measures shall be installed in accordance with the approved tree  
        protection strategy before any works commence on site. The tree protection  
        measures shall remain in place throughout the construction period and may only  
        be removed following completion of all construction works  
        (Reason – to mitigate any harm upon trees in accordance with Policy HQ/1 and   
        NH/4 of the South Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2018). 
 

Background Papers 

The following list contains links to the documents on the Council’s website and / or an 
indication as to where hard copies can be inspected. 
• South Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2018 
• South Cambridgeshire Local Development Framework Supplementary 
Planning Documents (SPD’s) 
 

Report Author:  

Tom Gray – Planning Officer 
Telephone: 07704 018476 


