
         
 
 
TAUNTON DEANE BOROUGH COUNCIL 
 
PLANNING COMMITTEE – 30 MARCH 2005 
          
1 The following appeals have been lodged:-   
 

Date Application 
Appellant       Considered   Proposal 

 
 

Metstores Ltd DD Removal of grills from  
(38/2004/415LB)  ground floor windows, 25 
  Fore Street, Taunton 
 
W M Morrison DD Display of various internal 
(38/2004/557A)  illuminated and non-

illuminated signs at Safeway 
Superstore, Priory Bridge 
Road, Taunton 

 
 
 

2 The following appeal decisions have been received:-   
 
(a)  Erection of two sheet advertisement display panels, Bathpool Bridge, Taunton  
(48/2004/060A)  
 
The Inspector felt that the main issue, on amenity grounds only, was the impact of the proposed 
display on the site and its mixed-use surroundings. 

 
The panels would be sited on either side of the A38 on top of the embankment to Bathpool 
Bridge, fairly close together and facing South.  The Inspector felt that although the area had a 
mixed character of residential and low-key business premises, the commercial profile was 
contained by roadside trees and bushes. 

 
The panels would stand in isolation and because of their size and exposed siting, would become 
unduly obtrusive advertising in a semi rural location. 

 
When travelling in a northward direction, the panels would be seen in quick succession, together 
with two existing roadside signs for local business.  The proposed display would create an 
impression of advertising clutter on Bathpool Bridge. 

 
In conclusion, he felt that the display of both or either of the proposed panels would be 
detrimental to the interests of amenity. 

 
The appeal was dismissed. 



 
 
(b)  Relocation and extension of boundary wall to enclose side access to property at 36 
Venn Close, Cotford St Luke (06/2004/011) 
 
The Taunton Deane Local Plan sought to protect the character and appearance of the street 
scene and, in the new village of Cotford St Luke, gaps had been retained between the edge of 
built development and the footpath to provide for planting to soften the appearance of the 
development.  The appeal scheme would take the hard development up to the back of the 
footpath with no space for planting. 

 
The appeal site was at the end of a close and the verge proposed to be enclosed was about  
1.2 m in width.  The proposal would align with the existing gateposts and would not be intrusive 
in the view along the street. 

 
The Inspector felt that even with the enclosure of the verge the open character of this part of the 
estate would be maintained, as the verge made no significant contribution to the character or 
appearance of the area. 

 
The appeal was allowed and planning permission granted subject to conditions. 
 
 
(c)  Retention of first floor windows at 4 Highland Place, High Street, Wellington  
(43/2004/034)  
 
The Inspector considered the main issue to be the effect on the privacy of neighbours. 

 
The windows, which would be re-instated in the rear of the appeal property, if the appeal was 
allowed, would look directly towards the rear windows of numbers 68 and 70 High Street and 
would overlook their gardens.  Even if the glazing were to be opaque, the Inspector thought it 
would be likely that the occupants would wish to open them, either for fresh air or to look out.  
He also felt that it was unlikely that any measures that could be attempted to maintain the 
privacy of numbers 68 and 70 High Street would be enforceable, particularly in view of the size 
of the windows. 

 
Although there were other examples of windows, which were located opposite other windows in 
the town centre, those which the Inspector observed at a distance, appeared significantly 
smaller and had been designed to be close to one another.   

 
In conclusion the Inspector felt that the proposal would cause significant harm to the privacy of 
the residents of 68 and 70 High Street. 

 
The appeal was dismissed. 
 
 
(d)  Erection of first floor extension to the rear of 15 Raps Green, Taunton (38/2004/120)  
 
The Inspector felt that the main issue was the likely affect of the proposed extension on the 
amenities of adjoining residents. 



 
 
The appeal property was one side of a pair of two-storey semi-detached houses, with No 13 
attached to it on the north west side. 

 
The appeal property had an existing single storey extension at the rear, almost on the common 
boundary with No 13 and the proposal would add an additional storey to this extension.  

 
The Inspector felt that any addition to the height of the existing rear extension would have two 
adverse affects on the adjoining house and garden.  He was concerned that there would be an 
increase in the degree to which the development extended the shadow of the house over the 
rear garden of No 13, particularly in the mornings.  This would reduce sunlight to the garden and 
daylight to the rear windows of the house, although this would vary with the season and time of 
day. 

 
Secondly the proposal would have an overbearing influence on No 13.  This would have a 
significantly harmful impact on the outlook and aspect from the rear of the adjoining house. 

 
In conclusion, the Inspector noted that the proposal would not physically encroach on the 
adjoining property, nor would there be any material loss of privacy.  However, he felt that the 
prevailing site conditions, including the orientation of the houses, would cause unacceptable 
harm to the amenities of adjoining residents.   

 
The appeal was dismissed. 
 
 
(e)  Erection of village hall, formation of access, driveway and car parking for hall, church 
and school at land to north east of St Peter’s Church, Langford Budville (21/2004/004)  
 
The site was outside the settlement limits of Langford Budville, adjacent to the churchyard of the 
Grade I listed St Peter’s Church and the Landford Budville Conservation Area and within the 
High Vale Landscape Character Area.  Vehicular access would be from the lane leading to the 
village from Langford Gate and the B3187 to the north-east of the site. 

 
Although the site was only visible from three houses in the village, when viewed from Langford 
Gate, the site lay in the foreground of the Church, which was prominent on the skyline.  The 
Inspector felt that the field was an important part of the rural setting. 

 
The proposal included the introduction of an access road and car parking for 50 cars.  Although 
the hall was at a lower level and the parking could also be used by the school and church, the 
Inspector considered that the access road and extensive parking would extend an urban 
element and built form into the countryside and foreground of the Church, which would have a 
detrimental effect.  The Inspector felt that whilst landscaping might provide some screening, it 
would take many years to mature and would not adequately mitigate the impact of the proposal. 

 
The formation of a new access would involve the removal of 70 m of hedgerow to form visibility 
splays, which would have a detrimental impact on the enclosed character of the rural lane. 

 
The Highway Authority had concerns about safety and the Inspector felt that a less enclosed  



 
 
road might encourage some drivers to travel faster.  Also, the proposal would introduce a 
number of turning movements at a place where accidents had occurred.  It was therefore felt 
that there would be no material improvement in highway safety. 

 
The appeal was dismissed. 
 
(f)  Change of use and conversion of barn to form dwelling on land to north-east of  
Bedruthan, Bull Street, Creech St Michael (14/2004/012) 
 
The Inspector felt that the main issue was whether there would be an unacceptable risk of 
flooding which could mean additional burdens on the emergency services. 

 
The appeal site was in a high risk flood area and although there were some flood defences, 
there was no established warning and evacuation procedure in place. 

 
The appellant had proposed doorway flood protection shields to reduce the risk of internal 
flooding, but whilst this might reduce the impact of a flood within the property, there could be 
problems in gaining access.   

 
The Inspector considered that by preventing the flow of water through the building, there would 
be a reduction in flood storage volume.  Although this might be unquantifiable in scale, every 
loss of flood storage volume was undesirable and the cumulative effect of many small 
encroachments was to progressively worsen flood risk. 

 
The appeal was dismissed. 
 
 
(g)  Siting of two mobile homes and two touring caravans for single gypsy family and 
appeal against enforcement notice at Two Acres, Ford Street, Wellington (44/2003/019) 

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

 
The appeals were dismissed. 
 
 
(h)  Illuminated and non-illuminated fascia signs and projecting sign at Rileys, 1 Kingston 
Road, Taunton 
 
The Inspector felt that the main issue was the effect the signs would have on the amenity of the 
area. 
 
The appeal site was situated in a generally commercial area and the two storey building was 
used as a snooker hall.  Items 3, 4 and 5 were lettered signs and were sited above the inset 
entrance.  Item 8 was a ‘R’ logo sign fixed to the inset exit door.  The Inspector felt that all these 
signs were small and, in his view, not excessive in relation to the overall size of the building.   
 



 
 
They were displayed at fascia level or below and when seen in this context were not unduly 
intrusive in the street scene. 
 
Item 14 was a poster box which was originally displayed within the reveal in the front elevation.  
It was now on the main facade, but still at a low level where it was seen in the same commercial 
context. 

 
Items 11, 15/16 comprised a projecting sign and wall sign both measuring 3.7m x 0.7m.  Item 12 
was a round logo sign measuring 2m in diameter.  These signs were to be displayed at first floor 
level and in the Inspector’s opinion would appear overlarge.  The signs would also be visible 
from either direction and would be sited above the level of commercial activity.  The Inspector 
felt that they would stand out as unduly intrusive features in the street scene, particularly at night 
when illuminated. 

 
He concluded that the display of items 3, 4, 5, 8 and 14 would not be detrimental to the interests 
of amenity, but that the display of items 11, 12 and 15/16 would. 

 
The Inspector dismissed the part of the appeal that related to items 11, 12 and 15/16, but 
allowed the appeal in respect of items 3, 4, 5, 8 and 14. 
 
 
(i)  Change of use from ancillary accommodation to separate dwelling unit at Bussells 
Farm, Blackmoor, Wellington (46/2003/035)  
 
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.   
 
 
 
 
Contact Officer:  Donna Durham   Telephone: 01823 356382 or 
                           e-mail: d.durham@tauntondeane.gov.uk 
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