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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 12 September 2018 

by J F Powis  BA (Hons) MSc MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date: 10th January 2019 

 
Appeal Ref: APP/W1145/W/18/3202092 

Ruscombe Lodge, Road to Higher Sitcott Farm, St Giles on the Heath, 
Devon PL15 9SE 

 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 Mrs Luckman against the decision of Torridge District Council. 

 The application Ref 1/0925/2017/FUL, dated 7 September 2017, was refused by notice 

dated 16 November 2017. 

 The development proposed is conversion of ‘The Cat Shack’ cattery to a single dwelling. 
 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Preliminary Matters 

2. A revised version of the National Planning Policy Framework (‘the Framework’) 
has been published since the appeal was lodged.  Both main parties were given 

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

3. In addition to this, the North Devon and Torridge Local Plan 2011-2031 (LP) 
was adopted on 29 October 2018 and now forms part of the development plan.  

Since the LP was adopted after the final deadline for appeal submissions, the 
appellant and the Council were invited to comment on the implications of the 
new LP for the appeal.  I have taken account of the new LP and those 

comments in determining this appeal. 

4. The appellant’s statement contends that the Council is unable to demonstrate a 

five-year supply of deliverable housing sites in the district and therefore that 
relevant development plan policies for the supply of housing are out-of-date 

when considered in relation to paragraph 11 of the Framework.  This was a 
position accepted by the Council.  However, the subsequent adoption of the LP 
has superseded this position and I have determined the appeal on this basis.     

5. Whilst the application form does not state that the proposed works or change 
of use have already started, I noted on my site visit some evidence of recent 

internal building works and it appeared that part of the building was being 
inhabited.  This reflects observations made in the Council’s delegated report.  I 
have proceeded on this basis. 
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Main Issue 

6. The main issue is whether or not the proposed development would provide a 
suitable site for housing, having regard to local and national planning policy. 

Reasons 

7. The appeal site comprises a single storey, rectangular building which was last 
in use as a cattery.  The appeal proposal would involve the conversion of the 

existing building into a single storey dwelling comprising three bedrooms 
together with kitchen/dining and living spaces.   

8. The site is located amongst a small and loose-knit cluster of development 
known as Sitcott, which is accessed via a private lane leading from the A388. 
Sitcott lies to the north of the village of St Giles on the Heath.  The appeal 

building has some dispersed built form to its north, east and south.  
Nonetheless, the appeal site sits outside of any development boundary and is 

therefore classified as being in the countryside.   

9. Policy ST07 of the LP states that in the countryside, development will be limited 
to that which is enabled to meet local economic and social needs, rural building 

reuse and development which is necessarily restricted to a countryside 
location.  The text supporting this policy is clear that the LP seeks to prevent 

development in unsustainable locations with poor access to services and 
facilities.  Policy ST10 seeks to reduce the environmental and social impacts of 
transport by reducing the need to travel by car.   

10. In the case of the appeal development, the amenities required to support day-
to-day living, such as retail, medical, education and employment opportunities, 

are not available in the immediate vicinity of the site.  The site is physically 
disconnected from St Giles on the Heath and as a result, future occupiers of the 
dwelling would need to travel in order to access such facilities.   

11. St Giles on the Heath offers a modest range of community facilities, including a 
primary school, post office and shop, public house, church and public hall.  

Access to those facilities is via the private lane and subsequently the A388, the 
latter of which has some substantial bends and is narrow in places, bounded 
with hedgerows and grass verges.  Whilst the route is less than 1km in length, 

it is mostly unlit and without a pedestrian footway or cycleway. Until the edge 
of the village the national speed limit applies and the traffic moves at 

considerable speed.  All of these factors make the route unappealing to walkers 
or cyclists for day to day journeys. 

12. A greater range of facilities is available at the larger centres of Launceston 

(approximately 5.4 miles away) and Holsworthy (approximately 8.6 miles 
distant).  I am told that bus services link St Giles in the Heath with these 

towns, although I have not been provided with full details of their routes or 
frequency.  In any event, access to those bus services would also require 

future occupiers of the proposed dwelling to make the journey from the appeal 
site to St Giles in the Heath on foot which I do not consider to be a practical or 
realistic prospect.  

13. The appellant submits that the site is on a designated cycle route and that a 
range of sustainable transport opportunities are available to the site in the form 

of a community ring and ride service, weekly market bus and school bus.  
However, I do not have any detailed evidence in this regard. 
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14. These factors all lead me to find that proposed development would result in the 

creation of a residential dwelling that would be poorly related to services and 
facilities.  Future occupiers would have no real choice as to how to access 

essential amenities and would therefore be overly reliant on the use of private 
car.  Whilst acknowledging the relatively small scale of trip generation in this 
case, the proposal would nevertheless run counter to the thrust of the spatial 

strategy for Northern Devon’s rural area as articulated in Policy ST07.   

15. The appellant submits that the proposal is supported by Policy DM27 of the LP, 

which sets out the circumstances in which the conversion of redundant and 
disused rural buildings will be supported.  I am told that a 2016 planning 
permission for a change of use of the cattery into a single self-catering holiday 

unit has not been implemented.  I have not been provided with information to 
explain why the site is no longer considered to be suitable for holiday 

accommodation use.     

16. In the absence of evidence in this regard, there is some doubt in my mind as to 
whether the building can be classified as disused or redundant for the purposes 

of this policy.  Even if it were to be treated as such, the proposal would, in my 
view, have difficulty satisfying all of the provisions of Policy DM27.  

17. I saw on my visit that the appeal building is of a simple and fairly utilitarian 
design and has little historic interest, appearing to be of relatively recent 
construction.  Only minor changes to the external appearance of the property 

would be required, the most notable of which being alterations to the 
fenestration arrangement and replacement of timber cladding on the external 

walls with Cedral boarding.  The existing highway access arrangement would 
be utilised and I have not been made aware of any nature conservation 
interests within the building or wider site.  Accordingly, I accept that 

subsections (a), (c), (d) and (e) of Policy DM27 would appear to be satisfied.   

18. However, subsection (b) of the policy stipulates that a proposal should have a 

positive impact on the immediate setting of the building and protect the wider 
rural character.  Supporting text to the policy indicates that this includes 
achieving a sustainable pattern of development, by guiding such development 

to locations with good access to community facilities by alternatives to the 
private car.  I have found above that the appeal proposal would be contrary to 

these aims.  As a result, I consider that the proposal would fail to protect the 
wider rural character of the area and therefore would not comply with 
subsection (b) of the policy.  

19. My attention has been drawn to a number of decisions1 of different Inspectors 
in relation to other appeals, although I have not been provided with full details 

of those cases.  As a result, I am not able to judge how comparable they are to 
the case before me.  However in a number of the cases, I note that a five-year 

housing land supply could not be demonstrated, which represents a materially 
different basis for determination compared to the appeal before me.  Those 
decisions therefore carry little weight in my overall assessment of this appeal. 

20. Taking all of the above matters into account, I conclude that the proposed 
development would not provide a suitable site for housing.  Consequently, the 

proposal would be contrary to Policies ST07, ST04, ST10, DM27 and DM08A of 

                                       
1 Appeal references: APP/W1145/W/16/3147166, APP/D0840/W/16/3144301, 
APP/X1545/W/15/3038219,  APP/W1145/W/17/3168734 
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the LP, which together seek to control dispersed development, conserve the 

character of the countryside, enable access to services and reduce the need to 
travel by car.   

21. Whilst I have identified no specific harm in respect of policies DM04 (design 
principles), DM01 (amenity considerations) and DM05 (highways), this does 
not alter my overall conclusions set out in paragraph 20.  

22. I also find that there would be conflict with the Framework, insofar as it seeks 
to locate housing where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural 

communities and enable access to local amenities. 

Other Matters 

Benefits of the Proposal 

23. The appeal development would provide one new home which would make a 
positive contribution to local housing supply.  Future residents could be 

expected to use the facilities in St Giles on the Heath which could help to 
support the vitality of this rural community.  These aspects represent social 
benefits but would be limited by the small scale of the scheme. 

24. The proposal would generate a modest gain to the local economy through 
sustaining employment and business activity in the construction sector and its 

supply chain.  The appellant estimates this to equate to approximately 1.5 
direct jobs although the evidential basis for this calculation is not provided.  In 
any event, this effect would be short-term in nature and limited in extent.   

25. The proposal would also represent an efficient reuse of a previously developed 
site which would have the environmental benefit of safeguarding an equivalent 

greenfield site.  A small financial gain would be generated in the form of the 
New Homes Bonus as a result of the proposal. 

26. These are matters that weigh in favour of the appeal development.  However 

none of these considerations, taken individually or together, is sufficient to 
overcome my findings in respect of the main issue in this case. 

27. The supportive comments of the owners of the adjacent residential property 
known as Ruscombe House and the conditional support of the Parish Council 
are noted but are not sufficient to justify the harm that I have found above.  

Conclusions 

28. For the reasons given above, I therefore conclude that the appeal should be 

dismissed. 

J F Powis 

INSPECTOR 
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