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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 26 February 2018 

by Robert Parker  BSc (Hons) Dip TP MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date: Wednesday 14th March 2018.  

 

Appeal Ref: APP/W1145/D/17/3187852 
3 Silford Cottages, Road heading southeast from Silford Cross, Bideford 

EX39 3PS 

 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 Alan Ward against the decision of Torridge District Council. 

 The application Ref 1/0547/2017/FUL, dated 4 June 2017, was refused by notice dated 

14 August 2017. 

 The development proposed is two storey rear extension and alterations to windows. 
 

 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Main Issues 

2. The main issues in this case are: 

a) the effect of the proposed extension on the character and appearance of the 
host building and area; and 

b) the effect on the living conditions of the occupiers of 2 Silford Cottages, with 
particular reference to daylight and sunlight. 

Reasons 

Character and appearance 

3. The appeal property lies at one end of a terrace of three dwellings in rural 

surroundings. The terrace has a simple linear form and the individual units are 
characteristic of ‘two-up two-down’ farm worker cottages. All three have been 

extended to the rear with modest single-storey additions. In the case of No 3 
Silford Cottages, former outbuildings have been incorporated into the living 
accommodation by enclosing a courtyard. Despite their somewhat eclectic 

appearance, the rear extensions along the terrace are of a scale which is 
subservient to the host building. 

4. The proposal is to replace the former outbuildings at the appeal property with a 
two-storey extension which would be connected to the original house by means 
of a ground floor link. The extension would be lower in overall height than the 

parent building but it would be substantially taller and bulkier than the single-
storey structures which it would replace. The scale, form and massing of the 

new extension, physically divorced from the main dwelling, would make it a 
discordant feature which jars with the terrace as a whole.  
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5. The Council raises particular concerns about the design of the south elevation.  

The proposed balcony and glazed gable would have little affinity with the 
original property and these features would reinforce the impression that the 

extension has been designed as a freestanding structure without any obvious 
attempt to integrate it with the existing built form. 

6. The development would be clearly visible from the lane to the front of the 

property and a public footpath running to the side of the site. From these public 
vantage points it would stand out as being incongruous and of poor design. 

7. Saved Policies DVT2C, DVT6 and DVT7 of the Torridge District Local Plan (2004) 
(TDLP) predate publication of the National Planning Policy Framework (the 
Framework). Nevertheless, they are consistent with its aim to promote high 

quality design which responds to local character and identity. In failing to have 
regard to the distinctive form of the existing terrace, the proposal would cause 

material harm to the character and appearance of the host building and area. It 
would thus conflict with the aforementioned development plan policies. 

Living conditions 

8. The Council is concerned that the proposed extension would overshadow the 
windows in No 2. The nearest rear ground floor window in this property is 

obscurely glazed and serves a bathroom and utility room. There is a timber 
shed erected directly in front of it. Given this relationship, and the secondary 
nature of the accommodation served by the window, the appeal scheme is 

unlikely to have an unacceptable effect on natural light at ground floor level.  

9. I am told that the first floor window in No 2 serves a bedroom. The appellant 

argues that this window would not be affected by the proposed extension due to 
its western aspect. However, I do not consider the submitted daylight and 
sunlight study to be sufficiently robust. In the absence of persuasive technical 

evidence I must rely upon my own planning judgement. Notwithstanding the 
orientation of the terrace, the proposed extension would be likely to cast a 

shadow across the window from mid-afternoon onwards and reduce levels of 
sunlight within the affected room. Whilst I accept that bedrooms are used mainly 
at night when natural light is less critical, they are habitable spaces which should 

provide a good quality of environment in the daytime. 

10. Accordingly, I conclude that the proposal would adversely affect the living 

conditions of the occupiers of No 2. It would conflict with Policy DVT11 of the 
TDLP insofar as it requires development to secure or maintain the amenity of 
neighbours. This policy accords with the core principle within the Framework 

that planning should seek to secure a good standard of amenity for existing and 
future occupants of land and buildings. 

Other Matters 

11. It is put to me that the appeal scheme would be less harmful than a two-storey 

extension built directly on the boundary with No 2. The Council disputes that 
the alternative design would fall within permitted development rights. It is not 
for me to determine lawfulness in the context of a S78 appeal. In any event, 

there is no substantive evidence to indicate that there is a significant 
probability that the fallback would be constructed should this appeal be 

dismissed. I have therefore given the argument limited weight. 
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12. It is suggested that the appeal property is not suitable as a family dwelling 

without extension. I do not disagree. However, I concur with the Council that 
there are more sympathetic options which could be explored such as 

rationalising the existing poor quality single-storey structures and/or erecting 
a two-storey side extension, similar to that which has already been 
constructed at No 1. 

13. I have taken into account the design guidance presented by the appellant. 
However, this relates to a different local planning authority and in any case 

does not advocate that a linked block will be appropriate in every case. I have 
considered the scheme before me on its own merits having regard to the 
circumstances of the case and the specific site context. 

14. Residents raise a number of other concerns, including in relation to drainage, 
parking and noise. However, based on the information before me these matters 

would not be grounds to dismiss the appeal. 

Conclusion 

15. For the reasons given above, I conclude that the appeal should be dismissed. 

 

Robert Parker 

INSPECTOR 
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