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Appeal Decision 
Hearing held on 4 April 2013 

Site visit made on the same day 

by Mrs A L Fairclough MA BSc(Hons) LLB(Hons) PGDipLP (Bar) IHBC 

MRTPI  

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 11 September 2013 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/Q0505/E/12/2185764 

Penny Ferry Public House, 110 Water Street, Cambridge CB4 1PA 

• The appeal is made under sections 20 and 74 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and 

Conservation Areas) Act 1990 against a refusal to grant conservation area consent. 

• The appeal is made by Mr R S Covell and Ms C Macdonald against the decision of 
Cambridge City Council. 

• The application Ref 12/0428/CAC, dated 27 March 2012, was refused by notice dated 
26 July 2012. 

• The demolition proposed is of the Penny Ferry Public House and clearance of the site. 
 

Decision  

1. The appeal is allowed and conservation area consent granted for the demolition 

of Penny Ferry Public House and clearance of site at Penny Ferry Public House, 

110 Water Street, Cambridge CB4 1PA in accordance with the terms of the 

application Ref:12/0428/CAC dated 27 March 2012 and the plans submitted 

with it subject to the following conditions: 

1) The works hereby authorised shall begin not later than three years 

from the date of this consent.   

2) The works of demolition hereby authorised shall not be carried out 

before a contract for the carrying out of the works of redevelopment 

of the site has been made and planning permission has been granted 

for the redevelopment for which the contract provides. 

3) No demolition work shall be undertaken on the premises before 0800 

hours on Monday to Friday and 0800 hours on Saturdays or after 1800 

hours on Monday to Friday and 1300 hours on Saturdays, nor at any 

time on Sundays or Bank Holidays. 

Application for Costs 

2. At the hearing an application for costs was made by Mr R S Covell and Ms C 

Macdonald against Cambridge City Council.  This application is the subject of a 

separate decision. 

Procedural Matters 

3. The appeal site has planning permission for the redevelopment of the existing 

buildings for residential use (Ref: 09/1200/FUL).  However, since the date of 

planning permission the City of Cambridge Conservation Area No 1 (Central) 

has been extended to include the Stourbridge Common and Riverside area.  

The appeal site is now located within the extended section of the conservation 
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area.  The appellants have submitted the appeal application for conservation 

area consent for the demolition of the existing building to accommodate the 

approved appeal scheme to regularise the situation.   

Policy Background 

4. This appeal only relates to the demolition of the existing building.  Policy 4/11 

of the Cambridge City Council Local Plan (LP) dated 2006, relates to new 

development within conservation areas.  However, paragraph 4.40 of the 

supporting text to LP Policy 4/11 states that when considering the demolition of 

buildings, which contribute positively to the character of a conservation area, 

the same tests as would apply to the demolition of a listed building will be 

applied.  The wording and context of this policy is broadly consistent with the 

National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework). 

5. The Framework states at paragraph 132 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.  The more important the 

asset, the greater the weight should be.   

6. The document entitled the ‘Riverside and Stourbridge Common Area special in 

the locality and provides information on the landscape, architectural merit and 

historical development of the locality.  This is a material consideration. 

Main Issue 

7. The main issue is whether the proposed demolition and clearance of the site 

would preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the City of 

Cambridge Conservation Area No 1 (Central) as extended (CA).  

Reasons 

8. The appeal site, the Penny Ferry Public House, is located on Water Street 

adjacent to the River Cam with a river frontage of some 78m.  The appeal 

building, which was formerly known as ‘The Pike and Eel Public House’, dates 

from the C18th and comprises a single and 2-storey structure which includes 

significant extensions.  The CA is the heritage asset.  The original CA was 

focussed around the centre of the City of Cambridge and has a variety of 

buildings, in terms of age, form, type and style and a variety of built and 

landscape forms as well as open spaces and the River Cam.  All of which 

contribute to the significance of the CA.   

9. The Stourbridge Common and Riverside Section of it is focussed around the 

River Cam and the open common.  However, the boundary steps northwards to 

include the appeal building and an adjacent car park area whereas the 

boundary elsewhere is formed by the north bank of the river.  Thus I consider 

that the natural and man-made landscape features in the locality contribute to 

the overall character and significance of the CA.  These include the open 

common land, the meandering river/river banks plus the soft landscaping 

including the protected trees. 

10. Although the RSCCAA states that the area within which the Penny Ferry Public 

House is located is of historic and social interest as it is the site of an important 

link between the two river banks, it does not explain the contribution the 

building makes to the significance of the heritage asset.  Nor is the building 

included within the chapter entitled the ‘Architectural Overview’ of the area 
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which describes the architectural palette of the locality.  The Penny Ferry Public 

House is a visually prominent building in the area as it is close to the roadside 

on Water Street and it is adjacent to the river bank.  It is visible from the river 

and from nearby roads as well as from across the river from the common.  The 

original 2-storey element is an undistinguished traditional building, which has 

been much altered and extended over its life and it has few original design 

features intact.  Overall the large, bulky extensions do not reflect or respect 

the character of the original 2-storey elements of the building.  Consequently 

they dominate the building and the views of it from within the CA.  In my view, 

the form, style, mass and details of the Penny Ferry Public House are crude 

and the building has little aesthetic or architectural merit.   Overall the building 

creates a negative impact on the appearance of the CA.  

11. In terms of character, the riverside site has some socio-historical associations 

which contribute to the overall character of the appeal site.  This includes the 

historical use of the river by the established rowing community for 

races/bumps and the fact that there was a ferry crossing point from 

Stourbridge Common to the appeal site1.  However, although the ferry platform 

remains, the use of this point as a formal ferry crossing has not been used for 

some time.  Whilst it may be desirable to re-open the crossing for historical 

reasons, there are no proposals to permanently open this as a formal crossing 

point.   

12. Notwithstanding this, the demolition of the appeal building would not 

significantly undermine the historical importance of the river bank and the 

former ferry crossing point.  Thus the proposed demolition of the building 

would have a neutral effect on the historic character of the appeal site and by 

association the CA as a whole.   

13. I have found that the existing building does not contribute positively to the 

conservation area.  Therefore, its loss would not lead to harm to the 

significance of the conservation area and the demolition of the appeal building 

would preserve the character and appearance of the conservation area 

providing there is an acceptable replacement scheme.  On this basis paragraph 

134 of the Framework and LP Policy 4/10 do not apply 

14. The appeal site has planning permission for residential development.  This 

scheme is not before me.  However, I am satisfied that the Inspector dealing 

with that case determined the appeal in full knowledge of the proposed 

extension to the conservation area, taking into account the submitted evidence 

relating to the character and appearance of the appeal building and its locality 

including a draft copy of the RSCCAA.   

15. On the basis of the evidence submitted with the appeal proposal I have no 

reason to disagree with that Inspector’s assessment or conclusion.  I consider 

that the dwellings exhibit good imaginative modern design of high quality 

which would respect and preserve the existing character and appearance of the 

CA.     

Other Matters 

16. I note the considerable concerns of the interested parties regarding the use of 

the building as a community asset and a desire for its retention.  However, the 

requirements of CAC relate to the statutory test of whether the demolition of 

                                       
1 I note that there is a record of Samuel Pepys crossing the river in the vicinity. 
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the building and any replacement building/s would preserve or enhance the 

character or appearance of the conservation area.  I have determined the case 

on this basis in accordance with the development plan and the statutory test 

and in the light of the extant planning permission which is a significant material 

consideration in favour of the scheme on the basis it was determined in the full 

knowledge of the proposed extension to the conservation area to include the 

appeal site. I have found that it would not harm the heritage asset, the 

Conservation Area. 

17. I note the requirements of the Interim Planning Policy Guidance on the 

Protection of Public Houses in the City of Cambridge (IPPGPPH).  This policy 

requires specific evidence of viability and marketing strategies.  In any case, I 

am satisfied that the previous Inspector analysed the evidence before him and 

concluded that the building was no longer in use as a public house, it would 

require a significant amount of investment in order to re-open as a public 

house and that there would be no guarantee in terms of its future viability.  I 

acknowledge that the appeal building closed as it was an unviable business and 

the brewery marketed the building without success.  I have no reason to 

dispute these assertions on the evidence submitted and no substantive 

contrary evidence has been put forward. 

18. I also note the residents’ desire to retain public access to the river frontage.  

However, as the building was a private building for patron use only, access to 

the river was limited to the owners of the building and their patrons.  

Therefore, the general public had no formal right of access even when the 

public house was operating.  There is no public access at present and the 

approved scheme would not allow public access.  Thus there is no change in 

circumstances regarding public access.   

Conditions 

19. In addition to the time limit condition, I have imposed a condition requiring 

that a contract is made for the carrying out of the redevelopment before 

demolition takes place to safeguard the appearance of the Conservation Area 

by ensuring that the site is not left vacant.  However, I do not consider that 

specifically linking the condition to the approved scheme (Ref: 09/1200/FUL) is 

reasonable on the basis that planning permission is no guarantee that a 

scheme will be implemented and it is possible that another acceptable scheme 

could gain planning permission in the future.   

20. Given my conclusions about the building, a recording condition is neither 

reasonable nor necessary.  Also a condition restricting the proposed hours of 

operation in terms of construction are reasonable and necessary to protect 

neighbours living conditions in terms of noise and disturbance.  However, I 

have revised the Council’s suggested wording where necessary to better reflect 

the requirements of Circular 11/95: the Use of Conditions in Planning 

Permissions.   

Conclusions 

21. In conclusion, I consider that the existing building does not contribute 

positively to the appearance of the conservation area and its loss would have a 

neutral effect on the historic character of the appeal site and by association the 

CA as a whole.  On this basis its loss would not lead to harm to the significance 

of the conservation area.  Thus the demolition of the appeal building would 
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preserve the character and appearance of the City of Cambridge Conservation 

Area No 1 (Central), as extended to include the Stourbridge Common and 

Riverside Section, providing there is an acceptable replacement scheme.  

Consequently, the appeal proposal would not conflict with LP Policy 4/11 or the 

Framework in this respect.   

Mrs A Fairclough 

 

INSPECTOR 
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APPEARANCES 

 

FOR THE APPELLANT: 

Mr Don Proctor DipTP MRTPI Planning Consultant 

Mr John Anstee Appellant’s beneficiary 

Mr Shaun Anstee Appellant’s beneficiary 

 

FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY: 

Ms Susan Smith BA (Hons) MA 

(Arch Con) MScTP 

Senior Conservation Officer, Cambridge City 

Council 

Mr John Evans BA(Hons) MSc 

MRTPI 

Senior Planning Officer, Cambridge City Council 

Mr Bruce Waller MScTP MRTPI Senior Planning Policy Officer, Cambridge City 

Council 

 

INTERESTED PERSONS: 

Ms Clare Blair Old Chesterton Community Association 

Ms Caroline Gohler  Cambridge Past, Present and Future 

Mr Clive Brown Old Chesterton Residents’ Association 

Mr Michael Bond Old Chesterton Residents’ Association 

Dr Sandra Billington Resident and Cambridge Green Party 

Mr Donald McKay Resident 

Ms Virginia Morrow Resident and Friend of Stourbridge Common 

Ms Anne Swinney Resident 

Mr Alistair Cameron CAMRA 

Ms Bruria Shachar-Hill Save Our Green Spaces 

Councillor Ward Cambridge City Council and Conservator of River 

Cam 

Mr Richard Taylor Resident 

Ms Joy Voisey Resident 

Ms Susan Richards Resident 

Mr Tom Jolley Resident 

Mr Kimon Roussopoulos Resident 

Ms Valerie Guffey Resident 

Mr Malcolm Schofield Resident 

Mr Bill Key Resident 

Ms Hilary Pounsett Resident 

Ms Sarah Nelson Resident 

Ms Marion Calthorpe Resident 

 

DOCUMENTS 

1 Policy 4/10 submitted by the Council 

2 Conservation Area Appraisal submitted by the Council 

3 Application Form submitted by the appellants 

4 Conservation Area boundary extension information submitted by 

the Council 

5 Colour copy of the joint statement from the interested parties 

6 Photographs (x 5) submitted by the Council 

7 Response to Costs application submitted by the Council 

 


