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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 9 January 2018 

by J Ayres  BA Hons, Solicitor 

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

Decision date: 1st December 2018  

 
Appeal Ref: APP/Z3825/W/17/3184807 

Land at Church Road, Mannings Heath, West Sussex RH13 6JE 

 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 Alexander Ealey of Bellavue Homes against the decision of 

Horsham District Council. 

 The application Ref DC/17/0815, dated 6 April 2017, was refused by notice dated  

6 September 2017. 

 The development proposed is the erection of three two storey detached dwellings with 

associated garages, provision of vehicular access, and hard and soft landscaping. 
 

 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Preliminary Matter 

2. An amendment to the description of the proposed development was agreed by 

the parties, accordingly I have used the amended description.  

Main Issue 

3. The main issue is the effect of the proposal on the character and appearance of 
the area. 

Reasons 

4. The appeal site is within the defined development boundary of Mannings Heath.  
Both the Horsham District Planning Framework 2015 (HDPF) and the Nuthurst 

Parish Neighbourhood Plan 2015 (NPNP) specify that development within the 
defined boundary is acceptable subject to it being appropriate in terms of scale 
and in maintaining the character of the area.  The NPNP specifies that 

development should accord with the provisions of the NPNP and the HDPF. 

5. The built grain of Mannings Heath comprises a mixture of two storey houses 

and more modest bungalows.  The residential form is interspersed with mature 
vegetation and trees, and the surrounding properties occupy reasonably 
generous plots.  There is no dominant pattern to the built environment, and the 

area has a strong semi-rural character.      

6. The proposal would introduce three large detached dwellings of significant scale 

and mass to the site.  Two of the dwellings would also provide habitable 
accommodation in the roof space.  The bulk and scale of the dwellings, along 
with their positioning in relation to each other, would significantly erode the 
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openness and semi-rural quality of the area.  Although there are other large 

properties in Mannings Heath, when the site is viewed in its immediate context 
the scale and mass of the dwellings proposed would stand very prominently 

and would appear as an incongruous addition to the street scene.  This would 
be to the detriment of the character and appearance of the area.    

7. The dwellings would be angled to face the access, with the associated amenity 

space to the rear of the proposed houses.  Although the evidence suggests that 
each house would be proportionate to the size of its respective plot, it does not 

take account of other additions, such as the driveways, patios and associated 
residential paraphernalia.  This would significantly increase the level of 
hardstanding and domestication, which when considered in conjunction with 

the scale and mass of the three dwellings, would give the impression that the 
houses had been shoe-horned onto the site.   

8. The proposed siting of the properties, being accessed off Church Road, would 
reflect the nature of the secondary road layout seen elsewhere in the area.  
However, the properties in the surrounding roads display a level of openness, 

contributed to by the fact that there are a number of more modest dwellings 
benefitting from relatively generous plots.  The scale of the proposed dwellings 

means that this relationship would not be reflected by the proposal, and the 
result would be a cramped and over intensive form of development.   

9. For these reasons I find that the overall effect of the proposal in terms of its 

scale and mass, siting and layout, would cause material harm to the character 
and appearance of the area.  The proposal would fail to integrate with its 

surroundings.  It would therefore conflict with Policies 32 and 33 of the HDPF in 
this regard.  The proposal would also conflict with policy 10 of NPNP which 
seeks to ensure that development reflects the scale, density and massing of 

surrounding buildings.     

Conclusion 

10. For the reasons above, and taking into account all other matters raised, I 
conclude that the appeal should be dismissed. 

J Ayres 

INSPECTOR 
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