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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 20 November 2017 

by K Ford  BSocSc (Hons) MSc MRTPI 

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

Decision date: 8th December 2017 

 
Appeal Ref: APP/E3715/W/17/3182873 

Land at Manor Lane, Clifton upon Dunsmore CV23 0BS 

 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 Richard Bubb against the decision of Rugby Borough Council. 

 The application Ref R17/0170, dated 4 January 2017, was refused by notice dated         

6 July 2017. 

 The development proposed is a dwelling. 
 

 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Main Issues 

2. The main issues are: 

 The effect on the character and appearance of the area including the 

setting of the Clifton upon Dunsmore Conservation Area. 

 The effect on the living conditions of the occupiers of the neighbouring 
property The Woodlands with regards outlook and light. 

Reasons 

Character and Appearance 

3. The appeal site is a small triangular piece of overgrown land housing a concrete 
shed. It is positioned in a prominent location on the corner of Newton Road and 
Manor Lane close to the junction between North Road and Newton Road. 

Although on the edge of the urban area its characteristics mean that it forms 
part of the transition into the adjacent countryside setting. The site borders the 

Clifton upon Dunsmore Conservation Area. 

4. The proposal would fill much of the small plot with the size and bulk of the 

development creating a contrived incongruous addition out of character with 
the edge of the urban setting and at odds with surrounding properties which sit 
on larger plots. 

5. Whilst use of render and brick incorporates both types of material used on 
properties in the vicinity the overall design would be at odds with the 

predominant character of neighbouring dwellings. In particular, the catslide 
roof would be a discordant feature that would be especially noticeable in the 
corner location. The neighbouring dwelling has a deep set roof but is set back 
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within the plot. Similarly, the properties referred to by the appellant on Church 

Street are also set back from the road reducing the impact. The predominant 
character in the area is pitched roofs. It is acknowledged that design can be 

subjective but the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) advises that 
good design, whilst not preventing or discouraging appropriate innovation, 
should ‘respond to local character and history, and reflect the identity of local 

surroundings’. 

6. The location and scale of the proposal would mean that it would be visible from 

within the adjacent Conservation Area. Although the site is not referred to in 
the Conservation Area Appraisal or identified as part of a key view it 
nevertheless forms part the setting of the ‘Area 2: Church Street’ part of the 

designated heritage asset. The proposal would contrast and detract from the 
wider street scene as a result of its prominence and discordant appearance and 

would harm the transition into the countryside which characterises the edge of 
this part of the Conservation Area consequently harming the setting of the 
Conservation Area. 

7. The proposal would harm the character and appearance of the area and would 
adversely affect the valued qualities, significance and special interest of the 

Conservation Area. It would therefore fail to preserve or enhance its character 
and appearance. Whilst the harm to the significance of the Conservation Area 
would be less than substantial, the public benefits would not be sufficient to 

outweigh the harm the development would cause. The proposal would 
therefore conflict with those parts of Policy CS16 of the Rugby Borough Council 

Final Version Core Strategy June 2011 (Core Strategy) which seeks to ensure 
that development is of a high quality and is of a design that would not cause 
any material harm to the qualities, character and amenity of the areas in which 

they are situated. 

Living Conditions 

8. The Woodlands is a small 2 storey cottage that fronts directly onto Manor Lane 
opposite the appeal site. From what I witnessed on my site visit the 4 windows 
that front onto the Lane appear to be to habitable rooms.  

9. The height of the proposal would be lower than previous schemes for the site 
but the proximity of the proposal to the boundary along with the massing of 

the roof would still create an overbearing sense of enclosure, harming the 
outlook of the neighbouring property to an unacceptable level. It is not 
considered that the trees on the boundary would be sufficient to ameliorate the 

impact. The height and proximity of the proposal to The Woodlands would also 
lead to a substantial loss of light to the habitable rooms on the front elevation 

of The Woodlands.  

10. Whilst it is noted that the windows on the proposal are primarily not on the 

elevation that fronts Manor Lane, the kitchen area window does however face 
directly opposite the neighbouring property. Even if obscure glazed, the 
proposal would still create a perception of overlooking and therefore harm the 

privacy of the occupants of The Woodlands due to the proximity of the 
development. 

11. The amendments to previous designs of the proposal are noted. However the 
proposal before me would nonetheless harm the living conditions of the 
occupants of The Woodlands and therefore would conflict with the parts of 
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Policy CS16 of the Core Strategy which seek to ensure that the amenities of 

existing and future neighbouring occupiers are safeguarded. 

Other Matters 

12.  The appellant has identified that the authority does not have a 5 year 
deliverable supply of housing and this is not disputed by the Council. In the 
absence of a 5 year supply paragraph 49 of the NPPF indicates that relevant 

policies for the supply of housing should not be considered up to date. In 
addition paragraph 14 of the NPPF sets out that where the relevant policies in 

the development plan are out of date the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development means for decision taking that planning permission should be 
granted unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and 

demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed against the policies in the 
NPPF taken as a whole or specific policies in the NPPF indicate that 

development should be restricted. 

13. The proposal would make a positive contribution to the housing land supply of 
the Borough in a reasonably sustainable location which would lead to social and 

economic benefits during the construction period and by occupation of the 
dwelling thereafter. The scale of the benefits is however limited by the modest 

size of the development and is outweighed by the substantial harm to the 
character and appearance of the area, the setting of the Conservation Area and 
living conditions that I have described above.  

Conclusion 

14. For the reasons identified, I conclude that the appeal is dismissed. 

 

K Ford 

INSPECTOR 
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