
 
 

 
 

DEMOLITION OF EXISTING GARDEN SHED & 
ERECTION OF AN ANCILLARY ANNEXE 
Planning, Design & Access Statement 
 

 

15 Oakbank Avenue 
Manchester 
M9 4EX 

Date:   May 2025 

Document Ref: NAPC/JD/1907/JM 

01285 283200 | www.napc.uk | info@napc.uk  
Registered office: NAPC Limited, Watermoor Point, Watermoor Road, Cirencester, GL7 1LF| 

Company number: 12849395 VAT Registration number: GB366872746 
 



 

 
2 

 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 

Introduction 3 

Proposal 3 

Site Context 4 

Application Site 4 
Site Designations 4 

Planning Policy 5 

Manchester Core Strategy Development Plan Document (2012) 5 
Places For Everyone Joint Development Plan Document (2024) 5 
SPD’s/SPGs 5 
NPPF (2024) 5 

Planning Assessment 6 

Principle of Development 6 
Design and Character 7 
Neighbouring Amenity 8 
Access 8 

Material Considerations 9 

Appeal Precedents 9 
Consistency in Decision-Making 9 
Planning Precedents 10 

Conclusion 11 

Appendices 12 

Appendix A – Appeal Ref: APP/Q5300/D/16/3147827 12 
Appendix B – Appeal Ref: APP/B3438/A/12/2188171 13 

  



 

 
3 

 
 

Introduction 
This Planning, Design & Access Statement has been prepared by NAPC Ltd to support the householder 
planning application for the demolition of an existing garden shed and the erection of a single-storey 
timber prefabricated annexe, for ancillary residential use associated with the dwelling 15 Oakbank 
Avenue, Manchester, M9 4EX. The proposed annexe will be used as additional ancillary living 
accommodation to the main dwellinghouse. 

The supporting documents submitted as part of this application are: 

• Location Plan 

• Existing Block Plan 

• Proposed Block Plan 

• Proposed Elevations 

• Proposed Floor Plan 

• Supporting Letter from the Applicant 

 
Proposal 

This application seeks approval for the erection of a single-story annexe within the residential curtilage 
of an established Class C3 dwellinghouse. 

The purpose of the annexe is to serve as an ancillary space to the main dwelling, fostering strong 
functional connections between the two. Any occupants of the annexe will regularly engage in 
activities within the main dwelling, including preparing and consuming meals, relaxing, socialising with 
family, and using existing household facilities. 

The proposed annexe will not have any separate or independent: 

• Address 

• Post box 

• Utility metres 

• Services (such as internet, phone line, and television) 

• Parking area 

• Garden area or residential curtilage 

• Access 

The use of the annexe is heavily reliant on the main dwellinghouse. It is important to clarify that this 
proposal does not constitute a separate, standalone unit of accommodation and it could not operate 
as such, given the site constraints and reliance on the main dwellinghouse. 
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Site Context 
Application Site 

The application site is situated on the northern side of Oak Bank Avenue, in the north-eastern part of 
Manchester, within the administrative boundaries of Manchester City Council. The property 
comprises a three-store semi-detached Class C3 dwellinghouse, finished in brickwork and featuring a 
pitched tiled roof. The site benefits from ample private amenity space to the north and off-street 
parking to the front of the main dwelling. 

The plot is bordered by neighbouring gardens to the eastern and western boundaries, and a public 
park to the northern boundary. The residential curtilage is clearly defined with domestic fencing and 
mature vegetation, serving as an effective screen to minimise any potential impact on neighbouring 
amenity and on the street scene. 

The surrounding area is primarily residential, meaning it is therefore not out of character to find 
ancillary outbuildings located in gardens. 

Site Designations 

As per the adopted Manchester Local Development Framework Proposals Map extract below, the 
application site is not covered by any specific planning or landscape designations. 

 

The Environment Agency’s Flood Risk Map confirms that the site is within Flood Zone 1, which is 
categorised as having the lowest risk of flooding from rivers and the sea.  
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Planning Policy 
Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states that decisions must be made 
in accordance the Local Development Plan unless material considerations suggest otherwise. 

The relevant policies for assessing this proposal are outlined in the adopted Manchester Core Strategy 
Development Plan Document (2012), Places for Everyone Joint Development Plan Document (2024), 
the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2024), and any relevant Supplementary Planning 
Documents and Guidance (SPDs/SPGs). 

 

Manchester Core Strategy Development Plan Document (2012) 

- Policy SP1 – Spatial Principles 

- Policy DM1 – Development Management 

- Policy H1 – Overall Housing Provision 

- Policy EN1 – Design Principles and Strategic Character Areas 

 

Places For Everyone Joint Development Plan Document (2024) 

- Policy JP-P1 – Sustainable Places 

 

SPD’s/SPGs 

- The Guide to Development in Manchester SPD (2007) 

- Manchester Residential Quality Guidance (2016) 

 

NPPF (2024) 

- Paragraph 8 – Achieving sustainable development 

- Paragraph 11 – Presumption in favour of sustainable development 

- Paragraph 39 – Approaching decision making in a positive and creative way 

- Paragraph 63 – Creating homes for older people 

- Paragraph 96 – Achieving healthy, inclusive and safe places 

- Paragraph 124 – Making effective use of land 

- Paragraph 131 – Creating high quality, beautiful and sustainable buildings and places 
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Planning Assessment 
Principle of Development 

This proposal seeks to erect an annexe to provide additional living ancillary accommodation to the 
main dwellinghouse. Such development is supported by local and national planning policy, and a 
further assessment regarding the design and impact of the proposal will be discussed further below. 

Ancillary Use 

Regarding its relationship with the main dwelling, although the annexe won't be physically attached 
to this, it will have a clear dependence on the main dwelling for essential services. The clear functional 
relationship between the main house and the annexe, along with the site layout, clearly indicate that 
independent use would be challenging and undesirable. 

To confirm, the proposed annexe will have no separate: 

• Access 
• Address 
• Utility metres 
• Garden 
• Residential curtilage 
• Septic tank 
• Post box 

Residential annexes are typically considered ancillary units, even if they contain all the facilities 
necessary for independent living (such as a kitchen, bathroom, and bedroom). The key distinction is 
that they are functionally linked to the main dwellinghouse, rather than being separate, self-contained 
units of accommodation. Furthermore, annexes are typically designed to accommodate family 
members, such as elderly relatives, and are used to allow them to live close to the primary household 
while remaining part of the same residential unit. The physical layout, including proximity to the main 
house and shared access points, demonstrates that annexes are extensions of the main dwellinghouse. 

Thie above point carries notable significance considering the Uttlesford v SoS (Environment & White) 
landmark case. In that case, the Inspector acknowledged that the annexe, while equipped with all the 
facilities for day-to-day domestic life, had the potential to function as a separate dwelling. 

However, the Inspector emphasised that the capability for independent use did not necessarily imply 
that it had been used as such. Notable factors in this determination included the lack of separate utility 
meters, a distinct postal address, and a dedicated telephone line. Additionally, the Inspector 
highlighted the absence of any separate curtilage or distinct access arrangements as relevant 
considerations in assessing the independent nature of the annexe. 

This is further supported by the case of R. (on the application of Fuller) v London Borough of Bromley 
[2012] EWHC 191 (Admin), where the High Court held that the Planning Inspector had correctly 
identified that an annexe was designed to be used ancillary to the main dwelling, even if it was capable 
of independent occupation. 

Future Use 

The applicant would be happy to agree to an appropriate condition to restrict the use of the annexe 
solely for ancillary purposes. Whilst the National Planning Practice Guidance published on 6th March 
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2014 and Circular 11/95 was cancelled, Appendix A of the Circular is currently retained. Therefore, 
such a condition continues to be promoted by the Government. 

Quoting the circular, it emphasises that if there are valid planning reasons why the creation of an 
additional dwelling would be unacceptable, it is appropriate to impose a planning condition ensuring 
that the building permitted is used solely as accommodation ancillary to the main dwelling house. The 
applicant will accept the following condition, derived from model condition 47 (Circular 11/95): 

‘The proposed building hereby permitted shall not be occupied at any time other than for purposes 
ancillary to the residential use of the main dwellinghouse.’ 

Considering the above, the principle of development can therefore be considered acceptable. 

Design and Character 

Manchester Core Strategy Development Plan Document (2012) (‘Core Strategy) Policy SP1 states that 
developments in all parts of the city should create well designed places which enhance or create 
character. Supporting this, Policy DM1 states that new developments should have appropriate siting 
and appearance, with Policy EN1 further stating that all new developments are expected to make use 
of opportunities for good design to enhance the overall image of the city. 

The proposed development involves the demolition of an existing garden shed and the erection of a 
detached single-storey annexe located within the rear garden of the main dwellinghouse. The 
replacement of the existing garden shed ensures that the development does not introduce an entirely 
new built form into the rear garden but simply instead upgrades an existing structure. This helps to 
mitigate any impact on the character of the site and surrounding area by maintaining a similar built 
envelope in terms of footprint and siting. 

The annexe has a modest footprint of 7m x 7m (40 sqm) and is subservient in scale and height to the 
main dwelling. It features a contemporary but conspicuous design with a pent roof that slopes from 
south to north, reducing the overall perceived height and minimising its visual impact from 
neighbouring properties. 

The materials for the proposed annexe are as follows: 

• Foundations – Ground Screw foundations 

• Roof – Pent roof sedum green, sloping east to west 

• Fenestration – Anthracite Grey uPVC windows and doors 

• External cladding – Anthracite Grey vertical composite cladding to all elevations 

These external materials have been carefully selected to ensure the building sits comfortably within 
its garden context. The annexe will be finished in natural timber cladding to all elevations, paired with 
white uPVC windows and doors. This palette offers a warm and suppressed appearance that blends 
into the domestic setting. The use of ground screw foundations further reduces ground disturbance 
and promotes a lightweight construction method appropriate for garden development. 

The proposed materials soften the visual presence of the structure when viewed from upper-floor 
windows or neighbouring properties. Overall, the proposed annexe represents a high-quality, 
contextually sensitive design that respects the character of the existing property and its surroundings, 
in line with national and local planning policy promoting well-designed, sustainable development. 

Considering the above, the proposal complies with Core Strategy Policies SP1, DM1, and EN1, and is 
therefore acceptable regarding its design and impact on the character of the surrounding area. 
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Neighbouring Amenity 

Core Strategy Policy DM1 states that new developments should consider their effects on neighbouring 
amenity, including privacy, light, noise, vibration, air quality, odours, and litter. 

The proposed annexe replaces an existing garden shed located at the rear of the property, thereby 
avoiding any significant increase in built form and helping to minimise any potential impact on 
neighbouring amenity. The annexe remains single-storey in height and adopts a low-profile, sloping 
roof, with the eaves line set lower along the northern boundary, which further reduces any sense of 
enclosure or dominance for adjoining residents. 

Set back within the plot and appropriately distanced from shared boundaries, the building has been 
carefully sited to avoid any significant loss of daylight, sunlight, or outlook to neighbouring properties. 
The limited height and sensitive positioning of the structure ensure that the amenity of surrounding 
occupiers is preserved. 

All fenestration is at ground floor level and has been positioned to maintain privacy, including a high-
level window to serve the kitchenette. The ancillary nature of the annexe means it will remain in the 
same planning unit as the main dwelling and will not result in intensification of the site or disturbance 
to neighbours. 

By replacing an existing garden shed and incorporating a thoughtful design, the proposal avoids harm 
to neighbouring living conditions and complies with the relevant development management policies 
that seek to protect residential amenity. 

Considering the above, the proposal complies with Core Strategy Policy DM1 and is therefore 
acceptable regarding its impact on neighbouring amenity. 

Access 

Access to the proposed annexe will utilise the existing arrangement, with no provision for independent 
access. This means there will be no requirement for a separate highway access or any alterations to 
the existing access point.  
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Material Considerations 
Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states that decisions must be made 
in accordance the Local Development Plan unless material considerations suggest otherwise. In the 
case of the proposed annexe, several material considerations are deemed relevant in the decision-
making process. 

Appeal Precedents 

Appeal Ref: APP/Q5300/D/16/3147827 (Appendix A) 

The appeal, challenging the refusal of an annexe application by the London Borough of Enfield, was 
allowed. Despite concerns that the proposal might create a separate dwelling, the Inspector disagreed, 
noting the importance of a model condition to restrict use to ancillary purposes. 

This appeal highlights the Inspector's view that the inclusion of facilities for independent occupation 
does not mean that an annexe would be used as such, highlighting the enforceability of a condition 
restricting the annexe to remain in ancillary use. 

Appeal Ref: APP/B3438/A/12/2188171 (Appendix B) 

The appeal against the decision of Staffordshire Moorlands District Council resulted in permission 
being granted. The Inspector acknowledged that while the proposed annexe could contain 
independent facilities, its small size and basic amenities were indicative of ancillary use. The Inspector 
also recognised the enforceability of a model condition to maintain ancillary occupation. 

This case reinforces the notion that certain characteristics, such as size and amenities, support the 
ancillary nature of the proposed unit. It emphasises the enforceability of conditions outlined in 
national planning guidance. 

Consistency in Decision-Making 

Planning law emphasises consistency in decision-making to ensure fairness in the determination of 
planning applications. This principle has been reinforced through case law, where courts have 
repeatedly stressed that decision-makers should aim for consistency to uphold fairness, equality, and 
the rule of law in planning decisions. 

A key case that reinforces this point is North Wiltshire District Council v Secretary of State for the 
Environment [1992] 3 PLR 113, which highlights the importance of consistency in decision-making. In 
this case, it was held that local planning authorities should not depart from their previous decisions 
unless there are good reasons to do so, and if they do depart, they must clearly justify why. This 
judgment has often been cited to underscore that fairness requires similar cases to be decided in a 
similar manner unless there is a significant material difference in circumstances. 

While recognising the uniqueness of each application, consistency in decision-making is crucial for 
instilling confidence in the planning system. This principle aligns with legal precedents and decisions 
by appeal Inspectors. Consistency is not only paramount for public confidence but has legal weight, as 
evidenced in High Court decisions and appeal Inspector statements. 

Considering the above, it is argued that the proposed annexe aligns with established principles, 
emphasising the enforceability of conditions to restrict usage. These considerations should carry 
weight in the decision-making process to ensure a fair and consistent application of planning principles. 
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Planning Precedents 

Whilst we note that all planning applications should be judged on their individual merit, it is important 
to consider the successful approvals of applications in the same local area as the application site, or 
those of a comparable nature to this proposal. This ensures fairness and consistency in the decision-
making process. As such, it is worthwhile noting that the below applications were all granted planning 
permission by Manchester City Council. 

• 139371/FH/2024 | Erection of outbuilding to provide granny annexe. | 3 Queens Park Close, 
Manchester, M9 5TS 

• 133631/FH/2022 | Erection of a single storey granny annexe within rear garden for ancillary use 
to the main dwellinghouse following demolition of existing garage. | 30 Sandacre Road, 
Manchester, M23 1AF 

• 133507/FH/2022 | Erection of a single storey granny annexe within rear garden for ancillary use 
to the main dwellinghouse. | 49 Dudley Road, Manchester, M16 8FW 

• 130501/FH/2021 | Erection of a single storey detached building to form granny annexe. | 64 
Shawbury Road, Manchester, M23 2ZQ 

• 128657/FO/2020 | Erection of a single storey outbuilding to form self-contained granny annexe 
following demolition of existing garage. | 31 Holliney Road, Manchester, M22 5JF 

• 127821/FH/2020 | Erection of a single-storey rear extension and proposed granny annexe 
outbuilding to rear garden. | 20 Egerton Road South, Manchester, M21 0YN  
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Conclusion 
This planning, design and access statement has been prepared by NAPC Ltd to support the planning 
application for the demolition of an existing garden shed and the erection of a single-storey, timber, 
prefabricated annexe, for ancillary residential use associated with the dwelling 15 Oakbank Avenue, 
Manchester, M9 4EX. This statement has demonstrated that the proposals align with both national 
and local planning policies, regarding its design, use, and visual impact. 

Furthermore, the proposal seeks to erect an ancillary annexe to enable the family to stay together, 
while facilitating the provision of essential care and support. Beyond the familial context, the proposal 
also addresses a broader societal concern by alleviating pressure on our public healthcare system. 
Additionally, it is an extremely sustainable form of development which should be championed. 

We therefore politely request that this application is granted planning permission without delay. 

 

Positive and Proactive Decision-Making 

NPPF Paragraph 39 states that local planning authorities should approach decisions positively and 
proactively, working with the applicants and agents to reach amicable solutions. As such, we ask that 
Manchester City Council works positively and proactively with the applicant and agent on this 
application. Should the council require any further information or any clarification on any aspects of 
the application, we ask that this is requested from NAPC Ltd before a decision is issued, to ensure that 
a positive outcome can be reached on the application.  
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Appendices 
Appendix A – Appeal Ref: APP/Q5300/D/16/3147827 

  



  

 

 
 
 

 
 

 

Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 13 July 2016 

by Gary Deane BSc (Hons) DipTP MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 16 August 2016 

 
Appeal Ref: APP/Q5300/D/16/3147827 

82 Perry Mead, Enfield EN2 8BS 

 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 Leslie Ernest and Ella Blinko against the decision of the 

Council of the London Borough of Enfield.  

 The application Ref 16/00020/HOU, dated 5 January 2016, was refused by notice dated 

1 March 2016. 

 The development proposed is the erection of an ancillary granny annexe. 

Application for costs 

1. An application for costs was made by the appellants against the Council.  This 
application is the subject of a separate decision. 

Decision 

2. The appeal is allowed and planning permission is granted for the erection of an 
ancillary granny annexe at 82 Perry Mead, Enfield EN2 8BS in accordance with 

the terms of the application Ref 16/00020/HOU, dated 5 January 2016, subject 
to the conditions set out in the schedule to this decision. 

Main issues 

3. The main issues are firstly, whether the proposal would constitute a separate 
unit of residential accommodation, rather than an ancillary use; and secondly, 

the effect of the proposal on the character and appearance of the local area. 

Reasons 

Whether a separate unit of residential accommodation 

4. Although the Council considers that the proposal is tantamount to a new 
independent unit of residential accommodation that is not what has been 

applied for.  The application forms lodged with the Council make clear that 
planning permission is sought for the erection of an ancillary granny annexe.  

The Council validated the application on that basis. 

5. The Council supports its opinion with reference to the intended occupier, which 
would be the appellant’s daughter, the self-contained nature of the 

accommodation to be provided, the limited connection to the main house, and 
the ability to provide separate access and to subdivide the plot that is to be 

shared with No 82.  With a bedroom, lounge, kitchen, bathroom and store, the 
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new building would have adequate facilities and sufficient space within and 
around it potentially for independent use by a separate household.  Therefore, 

the Council’s concern is not unfounded.  

6. However, the evidence is not conclusive that the proposal would actually be 
used in this way.  The appellants contend and have repeatedly stated in writing 

that it would not.  The new building would provide for the needs of the 
appellant’s daughter, enabling her to be on hand to care for her elderly parents 

that reside within the main dwelling.  From my inspection of the plans, the use 
of the site, in its entirety, would remain for single-family occupation.  The 
proposal would not have a separate address nor would it have separate utility 

provision or garden.  All of these matters consistently point towards the 
ancillary nature of the proposal.   

7. The use of the new building as an annexe could also be controlled by a 
condition if planning permission were to be granted.  The model condition for 
granny annexes put forward in national guidance is designed to prevent the 

creation of an additional dwelling.  This condition is capable of being enforced 
in this instance because there is no obvious reason why the Council should not 

be able to investigate and take any action with regard to any alleged breach of 
the condition.  

8. A request to use the new building independently could be made in the future. 

However, its location within the garden of No 82, away from the road, with only 
pedestrian access would indicate that the building would not be suitable for use 

as a separate dwelling.  If such a proposal did come to pass, it could be 
resisted on the grounds that the building would be unsuitable for use as a 
separate residential unit with support from adopted planning policies. 

9. With a suitably worded condition in place to restrict the use of the new building 
to an ancillary annexe, I conclude on the first main issue that the proposal does 

not constitute a separate unit of residential accommodation and that it would 
be ancillary to No 82.  Therefore, I find no conflict with Policy DMD 12 of the 
Enfield’s Development Management Document (DMD).  This policy notes that 

proposals for outbuildings will only be permitted if its criteria are met, which 
include a requirement that the building is ancillary to the use as a dwelling. 

10. As the proposal is not for a separate dwelling, it follows that Policies 3.5 and 
3.8 of the London Plan and DMD Policy DMD 8 are not applicable.   

Character and appearance 

11. The new addition would be a single storey detached building with timber walls 
and a dual pitched tiled roof.  It would stand to one side of No 82 within its side 

and rear garden.  It would be a sizeable addition and larger than ancillary 
outbuildings and structures that are generally found in the gardens of 

residential properties.  During the site visit, I saw no outbuildings there were 
comparable in size to the proposal. 

12. Even so, the proposal would be clearly subordinate in relation to the more 

substantive 2-storey host building and the site.  A good-sized garden would 
remain with the new built form in place.  With appropriate external materials 

and a low profile due to its modest height and shallow pitched roof, the new 
building would not be obtrusive.  While the full-length windows would give the 
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proposal a residential character, its design would be simple with a utilitarian 
appearance that would not look out of place in a residential garden setting.  

Consequently, the new building would not be incongruous in its context.  

13. The proposed building would be partly screened from public view by the main 
house and the boundary fence around the perimeter of the back garden.  Only 

a small part of the new building would be glimpsed from the road, between the 
existing buildings.  From this direction, the new development would be 

inconspicuous and have no discernable effect on the character and quality of 
the street scene.  The upper part of the new addition would be visible from 
some gardens and windows of nearby properties.  In these views, it would be 

largely seen in the context of the more substantial 2-storey flank wall of an 
adjacent property.  In that context, the appeal development would not appear 

excessively large or an overly dominant addition. 

14. For these reasons, I conclude on the second main issue that the proposal would 
not be out of keeping with the character and appearance of the local area.  

Accordingly, I find no material conflict with CS Policy CP30 and DMD Policies 
DMD 7, DMD 12 and DMD 37 insofar as they aim to ensure that development is 

appropriate to, and reflects an understanding of, its context and does not harm 
the character of the local area.    

Other matters  

15. The Council is critical of the appellants for failing to provide sufficient evidence 
to demonstrate a need for the proposed accommodation.  In this instance, the 

proposed annexe would enable the appellant’s daughter to live close to but 
independent from her parents.  In this way, the appellants could stay in their 
home, thereby providing continuity and stability, while enabling them to be 

cared for and supported as they become more infirm and dependent.  The 
appellants have provided a cogent case that the proposal, when taken together 

with the main house, would meet a need that is particular to their personal 
circumstances.  In those circumstances, the new annexe would not, in itself, 
satisfy a specialist housing need, to which DMD Policy DMD 15 refers, but the 

application was not promulgated on the basis that it would.   

16. Reference is made to case law and several recent appeal decisions involving 

proposals for annexes elsewhere.  From the limited information provided, none 
appear to reflect the particular circumstances of this case.  In the absence of 
full background details, I am unable to attach significant weight to these 

decisions either for or against the appeal scheme.  In any event, each proposal 
should be considered on its own merits, as I have done in this instance.  

Conditions  

17. I have considered the conditions suggested by the Council in the light of 

relevant advice contained within the Planning Practice Guidance.  In addition to 
the standard time limit condition, it is necessary to impose a condition that 
requires the development to be carried out in accordance with the approved 

plans for certainty.  In the interests of the character and appearance of the 
area, a condition is necessary to require that samples of external materials are 

agreed before construction work starts.  In addition, a condition is also 
necessary to ensure the proposed building remains ancillary to the main house. 
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Conclusion  

18. For the reasons set out above, I conclude that the appeal should be allowed. 

Gary Deane 

INSPECTOR 

Schedule of conditions 

1) The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than three years 
from the date of this decision. 

2) The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance 

with the following approved plans: Refs 0392-12-15/1A, 0392-12-15/2A, 
0392-12-15/3A and 0392-12-15/4A. 

3) No development shall take place until samples of the materials to be used 
in the construction of the external surfaces of the building hereby 
permitted have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local 

planning authority.  Development shall be carried out in accordance with 
the approved details. 

4) The building hereby permitted shall not be occupied at any time other 
than for purposes ancillary to the residential use of the dwelling known as 
82 Perry Mead, Enfield EN2 8BS. 
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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 30 April 2013 

by Alison Partington  BA (Hons) MA MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 6 June 2013 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/B3438/A/12/2188171 
Far End Cottage, Quarry Road, Hollington, Stoke-on-Trent ST10 4HP 

• 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 Kevin Corkery against the decision of Staffordshire Moorlands 

District Council. 
• The application Ref 12/00578/FUL, dated 13 July 2012, was refused by notice dated  

9 November 2012. 

• The development proposed is the replacement of existing garage to provide living 
accommodation for dependent relative. 

 

Decision 

1. The appeal is allowed and planning permission is granted for the replacement 

of existing garage to provide living accommodation for dependent relative at 

Far End Cottage, Quarry Road, Hollington, Stoke-on-Trent ST10 4HP in 

accordance with the terms of the application, Ref 12/00578/FUL, dated 13 

July 2012, subject to the conditions set out in Annex A: 

Main Issues 

2. The main issues of the appeal are: 

• Whether the proposed development would constitute a separate unit of 

residential accommodation rather than an ancillary use. 

• The effect of the proposed development on the character and appearance of 

the area. 

Reasons 

Whether an ancillary use 

3. The appeal site is a detached house with a variety of outbuildings situated in a 

rural location on the edge of the village of Hollington, and in a Special 

Landscape Area (SLA).  The proposed accommodation for the dependent 

relative would be built on the site of the existing double garage.  It would 

therefore be separate from the main dwelling but would be directly facing and 

in close proximity to it. 

4. The accommodation would comprise a bedroom, bathroom and living room 

that would include a small kitchen area.  In the Council’s view therefore 

because the accommodation is physically separate from the main dwelling and 

due to the range of facilities proposed within the unit, it could be used as an 

independent residential unit. 
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5. However, the appellant has stated that the accommodation is not to be used 

in this way but to provide accommodation for a dependent relative for whom 

they have to provide care.  I have only been provided with limited evidence 

regarding the level of care needed by the relative, but the need to provide 

care for them has been corroborated by the local councillor.  Furthermore 

given the nature of the illnesses suffered by the relative I consider that the 

need to provide care will increase with time.    

6. Whilst I accept that the proposed accommodation would contain all the 

facilities required for it to be used as an independent unit, its overall size 

would be small and the level of facilities it would provide would be basic, 

which is what would be expected for accommodation that is ancillary to the 

main dwelling.   

7. Furthermore the accommodation would be provided with no separate outdoor 

space of its own and would share the same access as the main dwelling.  

Given its proposed location adjacent to the boundary of the site and in close 

proximity to the main dwelling I cannot envisage any way that it would be 

possible to provide separate outdoor space for the property or a separate 

access either now or in the future.  Consequently any occupiers of the 

accommodation would have to utilise the outdoor space and access associated 

with the main dwelling. 

8. In addition it has been stated that the accommodation would not have a 

separate address nor would it have separate utility provision.  These factors 

again indicate that it would be ancillary to the main dwelling. 

9. I recognise that the grant of planning permission could result in pressure for 

the building to be used as a separate dwelling at the some point in the future.  

For the reasons set out above I consider that it is very unlikely to be occupied 

independently of the main dwelling.  Moreover Circular 11/95 provides a 

model condition which could be attached to this permission to ensure that the 

occupation of this unit remains ancillary.  The fact that such a condition is 

included in national guidance is an indication that it is capable of being 

enforced and I see no reason why the Council should not be able to 

investigate and take any action on any breach of the condition. 

10. I note the concerns of the Council regarding whether adequate consideration 

has been given to either providing the required accommodation within the 

existing house or by extending the existing dwelling.  However given the 

constraints of the site it is not clear to me that the extension of the house 

would be feasible.  Furthermore, given the relative limited size of the current 

dwelling and the lack of any bathroom facilities on the ground floor I consider 

that it would not be possible to provide the required accommodation in the 

existing dwelling without extending it. 

11. Overall therefore I conclude that the proposed development would be ancillary 

to the main dwelling rather than an independent residential unit.  As an 

ancillary use the proposal represents a sustainable form of development and 

therefore accords with Policies D1 of the Staffordshire and Stoke on Trent 

Structure Plan (as amended) (adopted May 2001) (SSSP) and SS1 of the 

Staffordshire Moorlands Local Development Framework Core Strategy 

Development Plan Document (Revised Submission Document December 2011) 

(SMCS). Since I have concluded that the proposed development is not a 

separate dwelling Policies H11 of the SSSP, H7 of the Staffordshire Moorlands 
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Local Plan (adopted September 1998) (SMLP) and R2 of the SMCS are not 

applicable. 

Character and Appearance 

12. The existing garage is a concrete structure that is in a poor state of repair and 

is not in keeping with the stone buildings that are the predominant building 

type in the area.  The proposed building which would be constructed with 

stone walls and a slate roof would therefore reflect the surrounding buildings 

and be more in keeping with the area. 

13. Whilst I accept that the proposed building would have a greater height than 

the existing garage, as a single storey building I consider it would still appear 

subordinate to the main dwelling which is 2 storeys.  Further, in terms of its 

visual impact on the wider area, when approached from Quarry Road the 

proposed building would be partially screened from view by the wall and 

vegetation that forms the boundary treatment at this point.  In addition, given 

the local topography and the close proximity of the proposed accommodation 

to the existing house I am satisfied that the proposed building would not have 

an adverse impact on any views from the nearby public footpath. 

14. The Council have argued that the demolition of the existing garage could 

result in additional outbuildings being constructed for the same purpose which 

could have an adverse impact on the countryside.  In the short term the 

evidence before me indicates that it is unlikely that appellants would want to 

do this.   Furthermore given a suitable condition can be used to ensure that 

this cannot be done under permitted development rights, the acceptability of 

any future outbuilding could be considered by the Council.  Consequently I 

consider that this does not constitute a reason for refusing this current 

application. 

15. As a result I consider that the development would respect the character and 

appearance of the area and it would not materially detract from the high 

quality of the SLA.  As such it would accord with Polices D2, D4, NC1 and NC2 

of the SSSP, Policies N8, N9 and B13 of the SMLP and Policies SS6c, SO8, 

SO9, DC1 and DC3 of the SMCS which seek to ensure that development 

respects the character, appearance and local distinctiveness of the area and 

protects the open countryside for its own sake. 

Conclusions and Conditions 

16. For the reasons set out above I conclude the appeal should be allowed. 

17. In addition to the standard implementation condition, it is necessary for the 

avoidance of doubt, to define the plans with which the scheme should accord.  

In the interests of the character and appearance of the area a condition is 

required to control the external appearance of the building.  A condition is 

also necessary to ensure the proposed building remains ancillary to the main 

house.   
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18. I am not persuaded it is necessary to remove all the permitted development 

rights suggested by the Council.  Circular 11/95 The Use of Conditions in 

Planning Permissions indicates that such restrictions should be exceptional.  

However, in order to protect the character and appearance of the area I have 

restricted rights relating to the development of outbuildings. 

Alison Partington 

INSPECTOR  




