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TAUNTON DEANE BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 
PLANNING COMMITTEE - 11 SEPTEMBER 2002 
          
1.  The following appeals have been lodged: 
 
    Date Application 
Appellant       Considered  Proposal 
 
Tauntfield Ltd          30.01.02   Conversion of barn to dwelling at 
(38/2001/458)       Pool Farm, Taunton.   
 
A Jeffs           20.02.02   Erection of dwelling on land between 
(38/2001/462)       26 & 28 Spencer Avenue, Taunton. 
 
Bath Antiques Market Limited  DD   Display of non-illuminated 
(38/2002/201A)      advertisements on side elevations at 

23-29 Silver Street, Taunton. 
 
Whitbread PLC   DD   Display of various signs Former 
(38/2001/384A)      SWEB Site, Priorswood Road, 

Taunton.   
 
2.  The following appeal decisions have been received:-   
 

(a) Formation of an access to Meadow View, Nunnington Park Farm, Wiveliscombe 
(49/2001/052) 

 
The Inspector considered there were two main issues:   

 
  (i) the effect upon the character and appearance of the area; 
 

(ii) the implications for highway safety along the Wiveliscombe to Langford 
Budville road and Quarkhill Lane.   

 
The Inspector noted that the proposed track was approximately 110 metres long and 
was finished with a stone surface.  He felt that the track was clearly visible within the 
landscape and that the development comprised an unsightly scar within an area of 
attractive countryside, causing harm to both the character and appearance of the area.   

 
The Inspector considered that the access would result in small number of additional 
vehicles using Quarkhill Lane but with the use of visibility splays at the entrance to 
the proposed track onto Quarkhill Lane highway safety would not be compromised.   
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The Inspector concluded that although the development would not harm highway 
safety or the living conditions of neighbouring residents, this did not outweigh the 
harmful effects the proposal had upon the character and appearance of the area.   

 
The appeal was, therefore, dismissed.   
 

(b) Change of use of agricultural building to class B8 (storage and distribution) 
Staple Farm, Staple Fitzpaine (33/2001/006) 

 
The Inspector considered the main issue to be the effect of the proposed use on 
highway safety.   

 
On his site visit the Inspector noted that the roads were narrow and winding in places 
so that large vehicles would obstruct on-coming traffic and would be particularly 
difficult for articulated vehicles.   

 
However, the Inspector also noted that small scale business proposals should not be 
rejected where only modest additional traffic would be created and the impact on 
minor roads was not significant.   

 
The Inspector felt that with certain conditions imposed upon the planning permission  
the movements of vehicles could be effectively restricted. 

 
The appeal was, therefore, allowed.   

 
 (c) Erection of office and workshop building on land to the west of Cooks Coaches, 

Whiteball, Wellington (32/2001/003) 
 

The Inspector considered the main issue was the impact of the proposal on the 
character and appearance of its surroundings and on the living conditions of nearby 
residents.   

 
The Inspector felt that the existing buildings were prominently sited and that the open 
frontage and their white colour increased the effect.  He felt that another building, 
extending the complex away from the hamlet would increase the harmful impact on 
the countryside.  The effect would be increased by the likelihood that some hedging 
along the lane would be removed to allow the building to be sited clear of parking 
areas and necessary visibility splays.   

 
It was clear to the Inspector that the site was too small to accommodate the present 
activities and future needs of the two businesses, and that currently their operations 
caused a severe impact on both the character and appearance of the surroundings and 
the living conditions of neighbouring residents.  He felt that the proposal would 
enable one or both businesses to increase levels of activity on the site and considered 
that this intensification would increase its visual intrusion in the countryside and 
exacerbate the existing impacts on the living conditions of nearby residents.   

 
The appeal was, therefore, dismissed. 
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 (d) Change of use and conversion of house to form Childrens’ Day Nursery at 

1 Parkfield Drive, Taunton (38/2002/041) 
 

The Inspector considered the main issues were: 
 

(i) the effect on the living conditions of nearby residents, paying particular 
attention to noise and disturbance; 

 
(ii) the effect on the character and appearance of the area, having particular 

regard to the parking arrangements and the implications of the proposed 
vehicular access; and 

 
(iii) the effect on the safety and convenience of highway users. 

 
The Inspector’s main concern with regard to issue (i) was the noise the children 
would create when playing outside at the rear of the property.  He felt that although 
the number of children at any one time would be limited to 8 the noise would be 
significantly more than would normally be expected on a regular basis within the 
garden of a private dwelling.   

 
The Inspector concluded on issue (i) that the noise and disturbance from children 
playing at the rear of the appeal premises would be seriously detrimental to the living 
conditions of the occupiers of Nos 3 and 5 Parkfield Drive.               

 
On issue (ii) the Inspector felt that the proposal would not give rise to an excessive 
level of comings and goings.  Although the Day Nursery would not go unnoticed, the 
Inspector felt that such a use could operate discreetly in a residential area without 
materially affecting its character.  He noted that most of the area in front of the appeal 
property would be used as a car park similar to a number of other front gardens in the 
street and he considered that with allowance for some vegetation, 6 parking spaces 
could be provided without causing material harm to the appearance of the area.   

 
The Inspector concluded on issue (ii) that the proposal would not materially harm the 
character and appearance of the area.   

 
Turning to issue (iii) the Inspector noted that parking was prohibited on Parkfield 
Drive at all times.  He felt that retention of unimpeded access to the hospital was an 
important consideration but he saw little evidence during his visit that any of the 
parking restrictions were abused and he felt that the proposal was unlikely to result in 
significant delays or inconvenience to road users.   

 
As for vehicle movements he saw no reason why there would be dangerous 
manoeuvres taking place on the highway.   

 
The Inspector concluded on issue (iii) that the modest increase likely to result from 
the appeal proposal would not have any appreciable effect on highway conditions.   
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The Inspector’s overall conclusion was that the proposal would not detract from the 
character or appearance of the area and he did not consider that it would have a 
material effect on highway conditions, including the ability of emergency vehicles to 
reach the nearby hospital quickly.  However, he felt that the noise of children playing 
outside the building would seriously detract from the living conditions of 
neighbouring residents.   

 
The appeal was, therefore, dismissed.   

 
(e) Conversion of barn to holiday let/winter letting unit at Pitlands Barn, Pitlands 

Farm, Hillfarrance (27/2001/015) 
 

The Inspector considered the main issue was whether the proposed conversion and 
use would maintain the rural character and appearance of the site and be in 
accordance with the prevailing policies for the protection of the countryside.   

 
The Inspector noted that the building was the subject of an appeal decision in July 
2001.  However, there were two key differences in respect of the current scheme.  
The proposed conversion was not for permanent residential occupation and the 
proposed alterations had been modified to address earlier concerns.   

 
The Inspector felt that the nature and extent of the repairs to the building was a matter 
of dispute between the parties but the works had already been carried out and he 
regarded the barn to be worthy of retention.  He felt that it was more practical and 
sensible to consider the use of the building as it existed, but on the basis of the 
alterations proposed.  The size of the curtilage had been substantially reduced and the 
existing gate was to be used for access.  There was also the reinstatement of the 
hedgebank and the orchard which preserved the rural character of the site.  Taking 
these factors into account, the Inspector considered that the rural character and 
appearance of both the building and the site would be maintained.   

 
However, the Inspector noted that the proposal included winter lets and he felt that 
winter lets were tantamount to a permanent residential use.  The domestic 
paraphernalia associated with a permanent residential property would, to a 
considerable extent, also be in evidence with a winter let.  Winter lets would also 
produce a different travel pattern to a short term holiday let, which would mean a 
total reliance on private vehicles.   

 
The appeal was, therefore, dismissed.   

 
(f) Retention of 2 mobile homes and two touring caravans for gypsy families at 

Long Acre, Rockhill, Wrantage (24/2001/022) 
 

Due to the complexity of the Inspector’s decision letter, a full copy is attached for the 
information of Members.   

 



 

Planning Committee, 11 SEP 2002, Item No. 20, Pg 5 

The appeal was allowed.   
3. The following hearing has been arranged:   
 
 Appellant   Site   Venue      Date 
 
 Tauntfield Ltd   Pool Farm,    PCR  21.01.2003 
     Taunton.   
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