
PLANNING COMMITTEE – 25 JANUARY 2018

PLANNING APPEALS

1. There were 19 appeals determined between Sept and Dec 2017. Three appeals were against a decision by the 
Planning Committee and the remainder against delegated decisions.

A breakdown is in point 3 below. 

2. Members have been issued with the full decisions.  The table at Appendix A details those that were dismissed or 
upheld and identifying the main issues that the Inspectorate considered. This is to identify whether there are any 
patterns in the Inspectorate’s decision making and to further inform our own approach.  For information this also 
includes when the decision was taken and identifies the Case Officer and Planning Inspector.

3. The current annual target is that a maximum of 15% of appeals are upheld. The overall performance is 54.55%. 
Nationally, the average is circa 33%



3.1 Appeal data for decisions made by Planning Committee

Quarter Committee Appeals
Appeal 
Dismissed

Appeal 
Upheld % Upheld

1 4 2 2 50
2 4 2 2 50
3 3 2 1 33.33
4     

3.2 Appeal data for delegated decisions

Quarter Delegated Appeals
Appeal 
Dismissed

Appeal 
Upheld % Upheld

1 9 2 7 78
2 8 4 4 50
3 16 8 8 50
4     

3.3 Appeal data for all decisions

Year to 
date All appeals

Appeals 
Dismissed

Appeals 
Upheld % Upheld

Q1 13 4 9 69.23
Q2 12 6 6 50.00
Q3 19 10 9 47.37
Q4     
Total 44 20 24 54.55



DDC Local target is 15% of appeals upheld as a percentage of those appeals submitted
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3.4 Appeal data for Government P.I
Appeals upheld as a % of all decisions taken over Apr 16 - Mar 18

Govt Target for designation is 10% upheld

Apr 2016 
- Mar 
2018 Major Applications Decided

Appeals 
Upheld  % Upheld

 89 2  2.25
     
 Non-Major Apps Decided    
 1614 37  2.29



4.  Learning Points

The breakdown of the appeal decisions identifies no discernible pattern that signifies specific areas where our 
decision-makers are out of step with the current approach of the Planning Inspectorate.  The majority of appeals are 
in relation to a development’s impact on neighbours and/or the character and appearance of the area. However, 
where this has been the case, there is a fairly balanced outcome of those that have been upheld and those 
dismissed. 

 It was agreed at the last Committee meeting that the Head of Regeneration and Development would review a 
sample of previous decisions to decide whether he was in agreement with the decision-making process. His analysis 
indicates that there are some recurring grounds of refusal that the Council has been unsuccessful in defending, 
specifically harm to the character of the area (including to conservation areas) and harm to residential amenity 
through overlooking.  Additional measures were recently put in place to scrutinise the robustness of proposed 
recommendations for refusal and this analysis of Inspectors’ decisions shows a need to pay particular attention to 
reasons of harm to the character of an area and harm to residential amenity

Dave Robinson

Attachments - Appendix A - Breakdown of all appeal cases Q3  


