
         
 
 
TAUNTON DEANE BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 
PLANNING COMMITTEE – 29 SEPTEMBER 2004  
          
1 The following appeals have been lodged:-   
 

Date Application 
Appellant       Considered   Proposal 

 
Mr W T Jones    DD   Erection of village hall, formation of  
(21/2004/011)       access, driveway and car parking for 
        hall, church & school at land to north- 

east of St Peter’s Church, Langford  
Budville. 

          
Mr H T Mettrick              DD   Removal of condition 02 of  
(10/2004/008)       planning permission 10/2000/022 to 

allow garage to be used for residential 
       accommodation at Ford Barton, Moor  

Lane, Churchinford. 
     

Dixon Walsh & Co   DD      Insertion of three rooflights at St 
(14/2004/012)       Mary’s House, Magdalene Street,  

Taunton. 
    
    
   

 
2 The following appeal decisions have been received:-   

 
(a) Erection of two storey extension at 9 Rosebery Street, Taunton (38/2003/447) 

 
The Inspector felt that the main issue was the effect of the proposal on the living 
conditions of adjoining neighbours, particularly loss of light and outlook. 
 
The Inspector felt that because of the length, height and position relative to 10 
Rosebery Street, of the proposed development, it would be visually dominant and 
have an overpowering appearance.  He also felt that the proposal would 
significantly reduce the amount of daylight to the garden and living accommodation 
10 Rosebery Street. 
 
It was concluded that that the development would have a detrimental effect on the 
living conditions of adjoining occupiers, with particular reference to visual amenity, 
sunlight and daylight. 
 
The appeal was, therefore, dismissed. 



 
(b) Erection of two storey rear extension at 8 Rosebery Street, Taunton   

(38/2003/446) 
 
The Inspector felt that the main issue was the effect of the proposal on the living 
conditions of adjoining neighbours, particularly loss of light, sunlight and outlook. 
 
To the north-west of the appeal site was a bungalow at 87 Greenway Crescent that 
had a limited rear garden area.  The Inspector felt that because of its length, height 
and position relative to this property, the proposed development would be visually 
dominant and would have an overpowering appearance when viewed from that 
property.  
 
He also felt that the proposed development would have a materially adverse effect 
of the amount of sunlight enjoyed by occupiers of 87 Greenway Crescent and 
daylight to the garden and living accommodation. 
 
It was concluded that that the development would have a detrimental effect on the 
living conditions of adjoining occupiers, with particular reference to visual amenity, 
sunlight and daylight. 
 
The appeal was, therefore, dismissed. 

 
(c) Retention of bay window at ground floor level, 3 Park Street, Taunton 

(38/2003/215LB) 
 
The Inspector felt that the main issue in this case was whether the proposed works 
would preserve the special architectural and historic interest in the listed building. 

 
The Inspector was of the opinion that the windows, particularly the bay window, 
with their detailing made a significant contribution to the building’s character and 
appearance.  The replacement bay window, when compared with a photograph of 
the original, was substantially different.  The glazing bars on the original window 
were much finer and similar to the windows at 4 and 5 Park Street. 

 
There was an unacceptable contrast between the glazing bars on the new window 
and the fine glazing bars to the windows on the first and second floor levels and 
with those in adjacent buildings.  The glazing bars and reveals to the frame were not 
moulded and had a modern appearance that was out of character with the remainder 
of the building.  The glazing was formed in one piece, so the reflections were 
uniform, harming the character that separate glazing contributed to the building. 

 
In conclusion the Inspector felt that the replacement bay window, because of its 
detailing and use of double-glazing, caused unacceptable harm to the character of 
the listed building and did not preserve its special architectural and historic interest.  

 
The appeal was dismissed. 

 
 



(d) Display of various non-illuminated signs in connection with Wickes, Priory 
Fields Retail Park, Taunton (38/2003/525A) 

 
The Inspector felt that the main issue in this case was the effect of the signs on the 
amenity of the area. 

 
The area was in mixed use and included housing to the south of Priory Avenue.  He 
considered that the appeal signs, when sited between the two main name signs, 
would not only dominate the upper part of the building but also give a cluttered 
appearance.  The signs would also be visible from some distance and with the name 
signs, would over accentuate the commercial presence of the unit. 

 
The Inspector concluded that the display of the appeal signs would be detrimental to 
the interests of amenity. 

 
The appeal was dismissed. 
 

(e) Proposed new vehicular access to 37 Holford Road, Taunton  
(38/2003/390) 
 
The Inspector considered the main issue was the effect of the proposal on highway 
safety. 

 
She acknowledged that certain visibility standards would normally be required to 
ensure that vehicles leaving the site could see and be seen by traffic using the road.  
These standards could not be achieved within the frontage owned or controlled by 
the appellants. 

 
Kingston Road was a heavily trafficked classified road with no footpath on this side 
of the road of the proposed access.  The Inspector considered that good visibility 
was essential for a new vehicular access point.  Although there were existing 
accesses to Kingston Road with visibility below the normal standard, she did not 
consider that their presence would justify the addition of a further such access 
which would have the potential to create additional hazards to traffic using 
Kingston Road. 
 
The Inspector concluded that the proposal would have a harmful effect on highway 
safety and the appeal was dismissed. 

   
(f) Change of use of part of ground floor living accommodation to 

hairdressing salon at 15 Greenway Crescent, Taunton (38/2003/176) 
 
The Inspector felt that the main issues in this case were:- 
(a) the effect of the proposed development on highway safety and the free flow of 

traffic, arising from car parking; and  
(b) the effect of the proposed development on the character of the surrounding area. 

 



The property stood at the end of a short, narrow cul-de-sac reached via a loop road 
off the main part of Greenway Crescent.  There were no nearby parking restrictions 
and vehicles parked on the road, the grass verge and footway. 

 
With regard to the first issue, the Inspector noted that the site had only one off-
street parking space and the business was therefore likely to lead to additional on-
street parking.  With Greenway Crescent sufficiently far away and the inevitability 
that parking in the short cul-de-sac would cause obstructions, the Inspector thought 
it probable that customers and staff would use the loop road.  This would cause 
difficulties for vehicles manoeuvring into and out of private drives, due to the two 
sharp bends and if this led to parking partly on the footway, would cause a hazard to 
pedestrians and users of wheelchairs and buggies.   

 
Turning to the second issue, although a low key business use of the sort envisaged 
would lead to a moderate increase in activity in the area, the Inspector felt that such 
a business would not be significantly out of character within the area. 

 
The Inspector concluded that the proposal’s acceptability in terms of the area’s 
character did not outweigh the significant harm to highway safety and the free flow 
of traffic that would be caused by car parking, because of the nature of nearby 
roads. 

 
The appeal was dismissed. 

 
(g) Demolition of outbuilding and construction of new link and extension, the Old 

Bakery, Cheddon Fitzpaine (48/2003/012 & 48/2003/011LB) 
 

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

            Both appeals were allowed and planning permission and listed building consent was 
            granted subject to conditions. 
 
(h) Erection of two houses and garages at the garden of 4 Rydon Lane, off 

Crowcombe Road, Taunton (38/2003/515) 
 
Due to the complexity of the Inspector’s decision letter, a full copy is attached for 
the information of Members at Appendix ‘B’ 
 
The appeal was dismissed. 

 
(i) Application of paint to the exterior render of east and west wings at North 

Lodge, Sandhill, Bishops Lydeard (06/2003/046LB) 
 

The Inspector acknowledged that although the Council supported the appellant’s 
wish to tidy up the wings, which was also supported by many of the Lethbridge 
Park residents, it considered a modern standard masonry paint would not have the 
same patina as the existing render.  The appellant objected to the use of a lime- 



based type of paint on the basis that it would have a very short life span in this 
situation close to the trees and roads.   
 
Various groups had been consulted and they were all of the opinion that the render 
should either remain unpainted or painted with a lime-based paint. 
 
The Inspector felt that the 1930s wings were of some architectural and historic 
interest in their own right and considered a modern masonry paint would contrast 
very unfavourably with the more weathered and mellow characteristics of the 
stonework, to the detriment of the character and appearance of the building as a 
whole.  
 
The Inspector considered that lime-based washes or other special treatments would 
inevitably detract from the contribution the rendered surfaces made to the character 
and special interest of the building, albeit to a lesser extent than modern masonry 
paint.  He felt that the best course of action would be to retain the existing self-
coloured render. 
 
After due consideration, The First Secretary of State accepted the Inspector’s 
recommendation and dismissed the appeal. 
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