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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 11 March 2019 

by M Bale  BA (Hons) MA MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date: 26th March 2019 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/W1145/W/18/3212957 

Site adjacent to Trebrea, Bridgerule, Holsworthy EX22 7ET 

• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
against a refusal to grant planning permission. 

• The appeal is made by Mr & Mrs T Martyn against the decision of Torridge District 

Council. 
• The application Ref 1/0388/2018/FUL, dated 11 April 2018, was refused by notice dated 

6 July 2018. 
• The development proposed is a single detached residential dwelling with associated 

amenity space and parking. 
 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Procedural matters 

2. The site address is described differently on the application and appeal forms.  I 

have used the address from the application form, which broadly accords with 

that on the Council’s decision notice.  

3. Since the Council determined the application, the North Devon and Torridge 

Local Plan 2011-20311 (LP) has replaced the Torridge District Local Plan as the 
development plan.  The Council has made reference to this change in 

circumstances in its appeal statement and, therefore, the appellant has been 

afforded an appropriate opportunity to comment within the appeal timetable.  I 
must determine the appeal in accordance with the development plan as it 

exists now, and for these reasons no injustice will arise by me doing so.   

Main Issues 

4. The main issues are the effect of the proposal on the character and appearance 

of the area; the effect of the proposal on the living conditions of the 

neighbouring properties at 18 and 20 Little Bridge Meadows with particular 

regard to outlook; and the effect on the living conditions of future occupiers of 
the site with particular regard to the suitability of the proposed garden area.   

Reasons 

Character and appearance 

5. The site is within Bridgerule and there is no dispute that this location, 

generally, is an appropriate area for new housing.  There are a wide variety of 
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dwellings in the settlement.  However, previous Inspectors considering appeals2 

at this site before me have noted a significant change in the character and 

appearance of the settlement between the higher density historic core, and the 
generally larger plot sizes and open grain around the appeal site.  My own 

observations accord with this analysis and at the site visit, I found the site to 

be within the more open area, rather than at the interface of the character 

areas.   

6. Whilst some of those dwellings around the appeal site may lack architectural 
merit or distinctiveness in themselves, there is a general spaciousness to the 

appearance of the area.  Expanses of parking in a number of front garden 

areas may detract from the appearance and add clutter to the street, but they 

do not impinge significantly on the spaciousness, which is mainly derived from 
the positioning of the dwellings. 

7. By contrast, the appeal site is a shallow plot and to the rear is a high 

embankment that rises up to the rear gardens of Nos. 18 and 20 Little Bridge 

Meadows.  There are a wide variety of plot sizes in the area, and there is no 

consistency of building line.  However, in contrast to most other nearby 
dwellings, the proposed dwelling would necessarily be close to the highway.  

The height of the rear boundary would mean that it was visible from the street 

and the limited size of the plot was readily apparent.  The dwelling would also 
be a dominating feature in the street scene given its unusual proximity to the 

front boundary.   

8. The proposed boundary wall/fence, that would be sited against the back edge 

of the footway would add to the dominating appearance of the dwelling and 

reinforce the enclosure of the street.  I note that there are high fence 
boundaries either side of the appeal site but these are set above a bank and 

stone wall.  Whilst the set back of those neighbouring fences is small, unlike 

the appeal proposal, it is these other features that are more apparent than the 

fences on top of them which do not read as part of the same boundary 
structure.  The dwellings are also set back further than that proposed giving an 

entirely different relationship with the street, despite their greater overall 

height.   

9. There are a number of other high boundary walls and fences in Bridgerule, 

including close to the appeal site at Little Bridge Meadows, Southfields and 
Canal Rise.  However, like those boundaries either side of the appeal site they 

have a different relationship with the host dwellings.  As they also affect 

different streets and vistas and so have a different context they are of limited 
weight in my decision.   

10. A number of years ago, there may have been a terrace of dwellings at the 

appeal site and there are similar smaller, properties at and around Bailey 

Terrace, a short distance from the appeal site.  However, there are no visible 

remnants of the former dwellings and, whether or not the site should be 
considered previously developed land, the appeal must be determined on the 

basis of the site context as it exists now.  Whilst I note that the proposal seeks 

to use high quality, locally distinctive materials, like those previous Inspector’s 
before me, I find it important that any development at the site should respond 

to its immediate context rather than seeking to emulate those smaller 

dwellings and sites in the historic core of the settlement.  The proposal does 
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also draw some reference from those more modern dwellings around it, but the 

constrained nature of the site means that the proposal would not respect the 

overall character.   

11. I note the appellants suggestion that the development plan policies at the time 

the Council made its decision may have indicated that regard should be had to 
the character of the settlement as a whole.  However, it is also possible for 

different parts of a settlement to have different characters that may warrant a 

different approach to design.  

12. Nevertheless, the appeal must be determined in light of current planning policy 

and LP Policy DM04 requires, amongst other things that development is 
appropriate and sympathetic to its setting with regard to various features in 

the neighbourhood.  There is no substantive evidence before me as to why the 

historic core of Bridgerule should be the design reference for the appeal site 
when the area around the site clearly has a different character and appearance.  

I therefore find that the proposal would harm the character and appearance of 

the area and conflict with this policy.   

13. Consistency in decision making is important and I have been provided with 

details of numerous other cases from within the Torridge District where 

dwellings have been allowed by the Council that have a similar relationship 
with the street.  However, whilst the policies of the development plan may 

apply district-wide, the character and appearance of each site will likely be 

different.  What may be a suitable plot siting in one location in the district does 
not necessarily translate into every other site in other settlements of a similar 

size or function.  These examples do not, therefore, lead me away from my 

findings on this issue.   

Neighbouring residents 

14. Previous development proposals at this site have been found to cause harm to 

the outlook of the residents of Nos. 18 and 20 Little Bridge Meadows.  The 

Council’s officer report identifies the main difference between the most recent 
proposal and that before me is a reduction in height of the dwelling.  In this 

regard, the current proposal is materially different to those considered by 

previous Inspectors.   

15. There is a boundary hedge and fence at the top of the bank that separates the 

site from Nos. 18 and 20 which already has some effect on outlook.  Coupled 
with this, the site is at a considerably lower level and would only affect a small 

portion of the garden boundaries and overall outlook from within these 

neighbouring dwellings.  Whilst the reduction in height compared to earlier 
proposals is not large and the proposed siting remains close to the boundary, 

on the basis of the evidence before me, this scheme would have a limited effect 

on the outlook from Nos. 18 and 20.   

16. Considering these factors, I find that the current proposal would not harm the 

living conditions of Nos. 18 and 20 Little Bridge Meadows.  The proposal would, 
therefore, accord with that part of LP Policy DM01 that seeks to ensure that 

development does not significantly harm the amenities of any neighbouring 

occupiers or uses.   
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Future residents  

17. The proposed dwelling would be provided with garden areas either side of the 

dwelling.  The private garden would be surrounded by the bank rising up to 18 

and 20 Little Bridge Meadows on two sides, the gable end wall of the proposed 

dwelling and a boundary wall/fence along the road.   

18. The proposed garden may well be flat, commensurate with size of the dwelling 

and comparable to many new properties.  However, whilst the roadside 
boundary would be a similar height to many domestic garden boundaries and 

orientated so as to afford solar gain through the middle of the day, the 

collective enclosure provided by the house and bank would have a dominating 
and enclosing effect on the garden space.  Any cooling benefits from the 

hedges and banks that may be afforded to the space in summer do not 

outweigh these other considerations.   

19. It may well be that future occupiers of the site would have the opportunity to 

decide whether the proposal was appropriate to meet their needs.  I also note 
the appellant’s suggestion that many people like dwellings with small gardens 

and that the site has good access to public open space.  However, planning 

policies seek to ensure that appropriate residential environments are provided.  

Overall, I find that the proposal would not provide adequate garden space to 
meet the needs of future residents.  Such would conflict with those parts of LP 

Policy DM04 which seek to ensure that development provides well-designed 

private spaces and adequate amenities for future occupiers of development.   

20. I have been provided with a number of examples of developments that have 

considerably smaller gardens than that proposed.  However, whilst I have some 
details of those developments, I do not have a detailed analysis of the overall 

planning balance or other issues that may have influenced the design and 

layout of the sites in question.  Therefore, I cannot attach sufficient weight to 
these other examples to lead me away from my findings on this issue.   

Other matters 

21. It may well be that if left undeveloped, the site could become neglected and 
unkempt.  However, there is no substantive evidence that this would occur.  

Even if it did, the harm that would be caused by the presence of a permanent 

building that did not respect the overall character and appearance of the area 

would still be of significant weight in the overall planning balance.   

22. I note that the proposal could provide energy efficient housing for the 
appellants’ family.  However, in the absence of detailed evidence as to the 

particular housing needs and requirements, I can only give this matter limited 

weight.   

23. The Framework encourages the efficient use of land and for the potential of 

sites in appropriate locations to be maximised.  However, the Framework also 
requires respect for the character and appearance of the area and the provision 

of appropriate living conditions.  The harm that I have identified conflicts with 

the Framework in these regards and, considered as a whole it does not weigh 

in favour of the appeal.   

24. The appellant considers that the Council cannot demonstrate a 5 year supply of 
deliverable housing sites.  However, the Council has advised in their appeal 
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statement that the adoption of the LP has changed this situation.  There is 

nothing more recent before me to bring this position into dispute.   

 
Planning balance and conclusion 

25. Whilst I have found that this proposal would not harm the living conditions of 

neighbouring residents it would not provide adequate living conditions for 

future residents of the site.  Furthermore, it would harm the character and 

appearance of the area.  Whilst the proposal may comply with certain other 
policies of the development plan, the harm and policy conflicts that I have 

identified bring the proposal into conflict with the development plan when 

considered as a whole.    

26. The Framework indicates that the three dimensions of sustainable development 

should be met through the implementation of development plans and the 
policies of the Framework.  There is no substantive evidence to suggest that I 

should determine the appeal other than in accordance with the development 

plan.   

27. Therefore, the appeal is dismissed.   

 

M Bale 

INSPECTOR  
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