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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 19 February 2019 

by Tobias Gethin  BA (Hons), MSc, MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date: 27 March 2019 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/W1145/W/18/3211419 

Barn at West Druxton Farm, St. Giles-On-The-Heath, Launceston, Devon 

PL15 9SX 

• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
against a refusal to grant approval required under Article 3(1) and Schedule 2, Part 3, 
Class Q of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) 

Order 2015 (as amended). 
• The appeal is made by Mr T Stanbury against the decision of Torridge District Council. 
• The application Ref 1/0550/2018/AGMB, dated 25 May 2018, was refused by notice 

dated 20 July 2018. 
• The development proposed is described as prior notification for the change of use of 

agricultural building to 1 no. dwelling under Class Q. 
 

Decision 

1. The appeal is allowed and prior approval is deemed to be granted under the 

provisions of Article 3(1) and Schedule 2, Part 3, Class Q(a) and Q(b) of the 

Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order 

2015 (as amended) for prior notification for the change of use of agricultural 
building to 1 no. dwelling under Class Q at land at Barn at West Druxton Farm, 

St. Giles-On-The-Heath, Launceston, Devon PL15 9SX in accordance with the 

terms of the application Ref 1/0550/2018/AGMB, dated 25 May 2018, and the 
plans submitted with it including the site location plan, existing location plan, 

existing block plan, J1813/01 and J1813/02, pursuant to Article 3(1) and 

Schedule 2, Part 3, Class Q, paragraphs Q(a) and Q(b). 

Procedural Matters 

2. I have taken the description of development from the appeal form as the 

application form on the appeal file does not include one. Although that 

description suggests that the application relates only to a change of use, the 
appellant’s Supporting Information Statement (SIS) and the Council’s Officer 

Report are clear that the development includes both a change of use and 

building operations reasonably necessary to convert the building, as referred to 
in paragraphs Q(a) and Q(b) of Schedule 2, Part 3, Class Q of the General 

Permitted Development Order 2015 (as amended) (GPDO). 

3. The appellant’s block plan and SIS indicate the area of residential curtilage 

proposed in association with the conversion of the building. Schedule 2, Part 3, 

paragraph X of the GPDO sets out that for the purposes of Class Q, the 
curtilage may be no larger than the land area occupied by the agricultural 

building proposed for conversion. The Council does not identify a conflict in this 

respect, and I am satisfied that the curtilage shown satisfies paragraph X of the 
GPDO as it is an area of land immediately beside or around the agricultural 
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building which is no larger than the land area occupied by the agricultural 

building to be converted. 

4. The Council considers that the development accords with the requirements set 

out in Paragraph Q.1 of Schedule 2, Part 3, Class Q of the GPDO. There is no 

evidence before me to the contrary. 

5. Paragraph Q.2 of Schedule 2, Part 3 of the GPDO sets out that where the 

development proposed is under Class Q(a) together with development under 
Class Q(b), development is permitted subject to an application to the local 

planning authority for a determination as to whether their prior approval is 

required in relation to the matters sets out in paragraphs Q.2(1)(a) to (f). I 
have therefore determined the appeal on this basis. 

6. The Council has not cited a conflict with policies from the development plan, 

including the recently adopted North Devon and Torridge Local Plan 2011-

2030. Accordingly, I have approached the appeal on this basis. 

Main Issue 

7. The main issue is whether the location or siting of the building makes it 

otherwise impractical or undesirable for the building to change from agricultural 

to residential use, with particular regard to the effect of the development on 

the rural setting of the area.  

Reasons 

8. Impractical or undesirable are not defined in the regulations. However, 

Planning Practice Guidance1 sets out that: local planning authorities should 
apply a reasonable ordinary dictionary meaning in making any judgment; 

impractical reflects that the location and siting would not be sensible or 

realistic; and undesirable reflects that it would be harmful or objectionable.  

9. The building that would be converted is an agricultural field barn consisting of a 

mix of stone walls, brick quoins and elements of rendered blockwork. Sitting on 
compacted earth and hard surfacing, the barn features a solid roof structure 

overlaid with corrugated sheeting. The appellant has indicated that the barn is 

presently surplus to the agricultural requirements of West Druxton Farm.  

10. A previous appeal proposal at the site involved provision of an access track and 

the barn’s conversion to residential use. In do not have the full details of that 
proposal, and I am not certain what evidence was submitted with the previous 

appeal, including whether the Inspector for that appeal had a Landscape and 

Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) before them. However, I observed on my site 
visit that there is now a track which serves the barn. Although the track does 

not have a bound surface, I am satisfied from the evidence before me that it 

would not be unsuitable for domestic vehicles and that use of the barn as a 

dwellinghouse would not necessarily result in the need to resurface the track. 
In any event, a different track surface would not inevitably detract from the 

area’s rural setting and any proposal to do so would be considered on its own 

merits. 

11. Situated on a rise in a relatively exposed and isolated position in the 

countryside and surrounded by fields, there are far reaching views from the 

                                       
1 Paragraph: 109 Reference ID: 13-109-20150305. Revision date: 05 03 2015 
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barn to the surrounding rural area. However, I observed on my site visit that 

generally only the barn’s roof would be visible in limited views from the nearest 

buildings at West and East Druxton farms. This is due to topography, existing 
landscaping including hedgerows and trees, and the distance between the barn 

and other buildings. Short distance views from the public realm are also limited 

to glimpses of the barn’s roof through the hedgerow running along the 

unnamed highway to the south of the site. Visibility of the entire barn and the 
area immediately around it – which would be its proposed domestic curtilage – 

is generally limited to longer distance views only. 

12. The appellant submitted a LVIA with their appeal statement. From my site visit 

observations, I am satisfied that the viewpoints in the LVIA are representative 

of the publicly accessible vantage points that would be affected by the 
proposal. The LVIA also confirms my site visit observations, indicating that 

visibility of the barn is generally limited to long distance views or closer views 

of only the barn’s roof. Items of domestic paraphernalia that would accompany 
use of the barn as a dwellinghouse, the parking of domestic vehicles and 

general domestic activities at the site would therefore be unlikely to be 

noticeable from the surrounding area. Accordingly, domestication of the barn 

and its curtilage would not be particularly apparent in the surrounding 
landscape. Consequently, I am satisfied that the development would not 

detract from the site’s rural setting and character. 

13. In determining this appeal, I have relied on my site visit observations and the 

evidence before me. For the above reasons, I am satisfied that the 

development for a change to residential use would not be particularly 
perceptible in the rural landscape. The development’s effect on the surrounding 

area would therefore be limited and the area’s rural setting would not be 

harmed. Consequently, I conclude that the location or siting of the building 
would not make it otherwise impractical or undesirable for it to change from 

agricultural to residential use, with particular regard to the effect of the 

development on the rural setting of the area. 

Conclusion and Conditions 

14. For the above reasons, the appeal should be allowed and prior approval is 

deemed to be granted. 

15. Any planning permission granted for the change of use of agricultural buildings 

to dwellinghouses under Article 3(1) and Schedule 2, Part 3, Class Q(a) and 
Q(b) of the GPDO is subject to the condition Q.2(3) which specifies that the 

development shall be completed within a period of 3 years starting with the 

prior approval date. 

Tobias Gethin 

INSPECTOR 
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