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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 1 October 2018 

by D Boffin  BSc (Hons) DipTP MRTPI Dip Bldg Cons (RICS) IHBC 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date: 12 November 2018 

 
Appeal Ref: APP/W1145/Y/18/3192517 

Hope Cottage, High Bickington EX37 9AY 

 The appeal is made under section 20 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation 

Areas) Act 1990 against a refusal to grant listed building consent. 

 The appeal is made by Mr & Mrs Coxon against the decision of Torridge District Council. 

 The application Ref 1/0581/2017/LBC, dated 1 June 2017, was refused by notice dated 

18 September 2017. 

 The works proposed are alterations to existing domestic garage to create study and 

store. 
 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Preliminary Matters 

2. The revised National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) has been 
published since the appeal was lodged.  Both main parties were given the 

opportunity to comment on any relevant implications for the appeal.  I have 
had regard to any responses and the Framework in reaching my decision. 

3. It has been brought to my attention that the North Devon and Torridge Local 

Plan 2011-2031 (LP) was adopted on the 29th October 2018.  In so far as they 
are a material consideration I have been provided with copies of LP Policies 

ST15 and DM07 and I have dealt with the appeal on this basis. 

Main Issue 

4. The main issue in this case is whether the proposed works would preserve the 

special architectural and historic interest of Hope Cottage and its setting and 
whether they would preserve the significance of the heritage asset. 

Reasons 

5. Hope Cottage is a grade II listed building and its one side elevation adjoins 
Junket Street.  The junction of Junket Street and another road adjoins the 

appeal site and the garden to the dwelling is largely to its front and side.  The 
list description states that it probably dates from the 17th Century, has a two-

room plan and that it has later additions, extensions and alterations.  It is a 
rendered, painted cob and stone dwelling with a hipped thatch roof to its main 
part. The dwelling is within the central part of the village and is within High 

Bickington Conservation Area (HBCA), which covers the core of the settlement.  
There are a number of outbuildings within the garden of the dwelling.  
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6. The existing dwelling has clearly undergone a series of changes which have 

altered its plan form and external appearance and additional outbuildings have 
been built in close proximity to it.  Nonetheless, when viewed from the road 

that runs to the front of the dwelling the thatched roof part of the listed 
building is the focus of attention.   

7. From the details available to me, including the listing description, I consider 

that the significance and special interest of the listed building is largely derived 
from its age, plan form, fabric and architectural features.  The significance of 

Hope Cottage is mainly experienced from within it and its garden.  However, 
due to its proximity to the adjacent roads its significance is also experienced in 
views, which include its attractive landscaped garden, from those roads.  

Consequently, the landscaped garden setting of the dwelling makes a valuable 
aesthetic contribution to its significance. 

8. Section 16(2) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 
1990 (the Act) requires special regard to be had to the desirability of 
preserving the listed building or its setting or any features of special 

architectural or historic interest which it possesses.  The glossary to the 
Framework states that the setting of a heritage asset comprises the 

surroundings in which it is experienced and that elements of a setting may 
either make a positive or negative contribution to the significance of the asset, 
may affect the ability to appreciate that significance or may be neutral. 

9. The proposal would involve the alteration of the existing detached garage that 
is located to the side of the dwelling.  The information before me indicates that 

the garage is of modern construction, is attached to a stone boundary wall and 
that wall is also attached to the listed building.  The garage is closer to the 
road, which runs to the front of the appeal site, than the front elevation of the 

dwelling.  The existing garage is apparent, above the boundary wall and 
landscaping, within views of the listed building across the landscaped garden 

from the adjacent roads.  Due to its scale and massing the garage does not 
visually compete with Hope Cottage.  As such, it is a neutral feature within the 
existing setting of the listed building.   

10. The works would increase the height of its walls and add a new pitched roof, 
hipped to one side and an external staircase would provide access to the new 

first floor.  The proposal would not affect the historic fabric of the main part of 
the listed building.  The proposed design and materials for the works would 
reflect that utilised on the existing outbuildings and its proposed ridge height 

would appear to be similar to that of the 2-storey side extension on the 
dwelling.  As such, in this respect it would be subservient to the main part of 

the house.   

11. However, it would significantly increase the height, bulk and massing of the 

garage when viewed from the adjacent roads or the dwelling’s garden.  
Moreover, the south elevation would contain a tall arch top window that would 
draw attention to the changes brought about through the proposal.  

Consequently, in those views the additional height, bulk and massing of the 
proposal in combination with the tall window would mean that the extended 

garage would visually compete with and divert attention away from the 
principal part of the listed building.  As such, the proposal would make a 
negative contribution to the setting of the listed building.  In coming to this 

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate


Appeal Decision APP/W1145/Y/18/3192517 
 

 
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate                          3 

finding I have taken into account the submitted photomontage (drawing No 

16.30_P05). 

12. Taking into account all of the above, the proposal would not preserve the 

setting and significance of the listed building, contrary to the expectations of 
the Act.  In this case I conclude that the harm caused to the designated 
heritage asset would be, in the context of the significance of the asset as a 

whole and in the language of the Framework, less than substantial.  In those 
circumstances, paragraph 196 of the Framework says that this harm should be 

weighed against the public benefits of the proposal including, where 
appropriate, securing its optimum viable use. 

13. I am conscious that the appellants have a need for additional space at the 

property and that the proposal would not affect the historic plan form or fabric 
of the main part of the listed building.  To an extent that is a public, as well as 

a private, benefit.  However, given the absence of evidence that the current 
accommodation is deficient to an extent likely to threaten the viability of the 
house as a dwelling this has modest weight.  Moreover, works of the size and 

form of that proposed are not the only way to provide additional living space 
for the appellants and their family. 

14. Even though I have found that the harm to the heritage asset is less than 
substantial it is not to be treated as a less than substantial objection to the 
proposal. The public benefits attributable to the proposal would not outweigh 

the considerable importance and weight to be given to the harm to the heritage 
asset. As such the proposal would not comply with paragraph 196 of the 

Framework. 

15. In so far as they are a material consideration the proposal would also conflict 
with LP Policies ST15 and DM07.  These policies state, amongst other things 

that great weight will be given to the desirability of preserving and enhancing 
northern Devon’s historic environment and where there is unavoidable harm to 

heritage assets and their settings, proposals will only be supported where the 
harm is minimised as far as possible, and an acceptable balance between harm 
and benefit can be achieved in line with the national policy tests. 

Other matters 

16. The site is within HBCA. Whilst the Council make no reference in their reason 

for refusal to the effect of the works on the character and appearance of HBCA, 
section 72(1) of the Act requires that, in the exercise of planning powers in 
conservation areas, special attention shall be paid to the desirability of 

preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of that area. 

17. From my observations at the site visit I consider that the significance of HBCA 

is mainly drawn from the predominantly rural character and range of traditional 
buildings that it contains together with its use of materials, pattern of 

development and the relationship of buildings to the spaces around them.  The 
overall architectural style of the resultant outbuilding would reflect that of 
similar 2-storey outbuildings that are within HBCA.  Those outbuildings are 

generally in close proximity to dwellings.  Whilst, the majority of the buildings 
within HBCA are of stone, cob and render I noted that timber cladding has been 

used on outbuildings to a limited extent.   
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18. Even though, I have found that the proposal would harm the setting of the 

listed building the outbuilding would largely reflect the design, materials and 
location of other 2-storey outbuildings in HBCA.  In these respects, the 

proposal would have a neutral impact on the overall character and appearance 
of HBCA.  As a result, the proposal would preserve the significance of HBCA. 

Conclusion 

19. For the above reasons and having had regard to all other matters raised, I 
conclude that the appeal should be dismissed. 

D. Boffin 

INSPECTOR 
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