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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 17 April 2018 

by S Rennie  BA (Hons) BSc (Hons) MA MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date: 25th May 2018 

 
Appeal Ref: APP/W1145/W/17/3190326 

Higher Way, South Wonford, Thornbury, Holsworthy, Devon EX22 7DR 

 The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a refusal to grant planning permission. 

 The appeal is made by Mr & Mrs Comerford against the decision of Torridge District 

Council. 

 The application Ref 1/0128/2017/FUL, dated 7 February 2017, was refused by notice 

dated 7 July 2017. 

 The development proposed is for a dependant relative annex as separate unit within the 

garden. 
 

 

Decision 

1. The appeal is allowed for a detached self-contained annex at Higher Way, 
South Wonford, Thornbury, Holsworthy, Devon EX22 7DR in accordance with 
the terms of the application, Ref 1/0128/2017/FUL, dated 7 February 2017, 

and the plans submitted with it, subject to the following conditions: 

1) The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than 3 years from 

the date of this decision. 

2) The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with 
the following approved plans: 16 145 01a; 16 145 02b; 16 145 03. 

3) The annex hereby permitted shall not be occupied at any time other than 
for purposes ancillary to the residential use of the dwelling known as Higher 

Way, in South Wonford, Thornbury. 

4) The annex hereby permitted shall not be occupied until foul and surface 
water drainage has been carried out in accordance with details which shall 

have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning 
authority. 

Procedural Matters 

2. Whilst the description of development in the banner heading above is as per 
the planning application form, the extent of the proposed development is more 

clearly described by the appellants in their appeal form, as a detached 
self-contained annex. I shall consider the appeal based on this description. 

Main Issues 

3. The main issues are whether the development would comprise a new self-
contained dwelling in the countryside contrary to both local and national policy, 
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and the effect of the proposed annex on the character and appearance of the 

area. 

Reasons 

Whether the annex would be a self-contained dwelling 

4. Although the proposed building would include two bedrooms, the proposal is for 
it to be used as an annex, ancillary to the existing bungalow known as Higher 

Way. Some justification for the need to have this annex has been provided, 
as  Mr & Mrs Comerford currently living at Higher End intend to move into the 

annex so that their son and his family can move into the bungalow and so be 
near at hand to care for them as they get older. A medical letter relating to the 
appellants has been submitted to further justify the need for the annex. This 

includes reasons for the need to have two separate bedrooms. Considering the 
submitted justification, I also find that the size of the annex is commensurate 

with the demonstrated need of the intended occupants. 

5. The annex, detached but close to the bungalow, would have sufficient facilities 
inside so that it could be used independently from the main dwelling. However, 

there is no separate access (pedestrian or vehicular) proposed, with the access 
gates the opposite side of the bungalow from the annex. Furthermore, the 

amenity space within this spacious plot would be jointly used by occupiers of 
the annex and bungalow. On this basis I do not find it likely that the annex 
would be used separately from the main house as an independent dwelling.  

6. Whilst the proposed annex is not physically attached to the bungalow, it would 
be positioned in close proximity with a narrow gap to be left for services such 

as drainage. Whilst it may have been possible to build an annex as an 
extension to the bungalow, I do not find this necessary as the location and 
layout does not lend itself to the use of the annex as a separate dwelling, 

especially due to the close proximity between buildings.  

7. For these reasons, I do not regard the annex as being tantamount to a new 

dwelling in the countryside. To ensure this, it is reasonable to restrict the 
occupancy of the proposed annex so it remains ancillary to the main dwelling 
for the future.  

8. I note that policy HSC4 (House Extensions and Annexes) of the Torridge 
District Local Plan 2004 (LP) allows for annexes where a new dwelling would 

not usually be permissible, such as in the countryside. This policy requires 
annexes to be attached to the main house (criterion C). This is not the situation 
with the proposed arrangement.  

9. However, I am of the opinion that the narrow gap and generally close 
relationship between the host dwelling and where the proposed annex would 

stand are such that, subject to controls to ensure that the use of the annex 
remained ancillary to the parent property, the objectives of LP Policy HSC4 

would be met, notwithstanding any factual tension with its Criterion C.  The 
Council has also included Policy DVT2C of the LP in its reason for refusal on this 
issue. This policy has regard to what is acceptable development in the 

countryside. The criteria within policy DVT2C do not include any reference to 
ancillary buildings or annexes, such that the proposal does not accord with this 

Policy. However, the development plan, through Policy HSC4, clearly envisages 
this type of ancillary use in this sort of location.  
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10. On this basis, whilst I do not regard the proposal as being in full accordance 
with Policies HSC4 and DVT2C, I do not consider the principle of an annex in 

this location as being an inappropriate form of development in the countryside 
in these circumstances, and I do not regard the proposals as constituting a 
separate dwelling.  For the above reasons, I conclude that the proposed 

development would not comprise a new self-contained dwelling and would not 
be an inappropriate development in the countryside. The particular 

circumstances described above are sufficient to over-ride the conflict identified 
with LP policies DVT2C and HSC4 in this instance. 

Character and appearance 

11. The site is within a small hamlet in a rural area. The existing bungalow is set 
within a spacious plot, but is located close to the boundary with the road to the 

front. The proposed annex would be positioned alongside the bungalow, so 
again would be close to the road. There is a hedgerow to this boundary, but it 
is not particularly tall and there are gaps, which would be greater in the winter. 

The hedgerow would provide some level of screening but the annex would 
remain partially visible.  

12. However, the annex would have a low profile roof and be clearly subservient to 
the main dwelling in scale, which would minimize the visual impact. The scale 
of the annex is therefore suitable in this regard.  

13. The annex would have a timber clad appearance, which would appear similar to 
other timber clad rural structures, most notably the stables nearby in the 

adjacent field, which are also positioned close to the road. Although the cabin 
would not visually match the existing house I do not find this necessary as it is 
not uncommon to have outbuildings of different materials and design to the 

main dwelling. In this case, the building with an appearance of a timber clad 
structure with the materials proposed would be suitable within this rural 

context.  

14. Overall, the design and scale of the annex is appropriate and would not be 
visually intrusive to such a degree that it would harm the character and 

appearance of the countryside. Therefore, I conclude that the proposed annex 
would not materially harm the character and appearance of the area. In this 

regard, it would accord with LP policies DVT2 and HSC4, which seek to, 
amongst other things, ensure an appropriate design and scale for proposed 
self-contained annexes, and safeguard the character of the countryside. 

Conditions 

15. In addition to the standard time limit, it is necessary for the development to 

accord with the approved plans for reasons of clarity.  An occupancy restriction 
is needed as already discussed.  Details of foul and surface water drainage are 

required to ensure satisfactory provision and to prevent a risk of increased 
flooding.  I have amended the suggested drainage condition to ensure that 
such provision is put in place prior to the annex’s occupation. 

Conclusion 

16. For the reasons given above I conclude that, subject to conditions, the 

appeal should be allowed. 

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate


Appeal Decision APP/W1145/W/17/3190326 
 

 
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate                          4 

Steven Rennie 

INSPECTOR 
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