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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 28 October 2013 

by J Flack  BA Solicitor 

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

Decision date: 26 November 2013 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/H0520/A/13/2202126 

Site adjacent to Highfield, Raveley Road, Great Raveley, Cambridgeshire  

• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
against a refusal to grant outline planning permission. 

• The appeal is made by Optimum Land and Property Ltd against the decision of 
Huntingdonshire District Council. 

• The application Ref 1300417OUT, dated 6 March 2013, was refused by notice dated 7 

May 2013. 
• The development proposed is the erection of two dwellings. 
 

 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed.  

Main Issues 

2. The main issues are the effect of the proposal on the character and appearance 

of the area, and whether the proposal would be consistent with development 

plan policy relating to the provision of new housing. 

Reasons 

3. The application is made in outline with all matters reserved.  Some illustrative 

drawings and information have been provided and I have taken them into 

account so far as relevant to my decision. 

Character and appearance  

4. The appeal site is a grassed area of open land between existing dwellings. It is 

located in the middle of the village at its edge, there being no development to 

the rear of site.  The site does not appear to be in active use and is somewhat 

unkempt.  However, I consider that it has a fundamentally agricultural 

character and appearance which contrasts strongly with the residential 

development to either side.  The front boundary of the site is open, comprising 

a raised bank overgrown with nettles.  The rear boundary of the site is an open 

fence. The site slopes gently upwards from the road to its rear boundary, 

beyond which the land falls away.  Views from the road across the site to the 

open countryside are therefore limited, although more extensive at the north 

west end of the site.  Despite these limited views, I consider that the site is 

clearly part of the countryside in visual terms and has a strong connection with 

the open countryside beyond it. 
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5. The appellant has referred to the description of the village as “linear” by 

Inspectors in a number of decision letters.  The appellant considers that such a 

village should contain its road, and contends that in this context the site is 

harmful to the essential character of the village as it breaks the containment of 

the village, provides no essential view nor creates an additional place.  

6. I disagree with this analysis.  To my mind, previous descriptions of the village 

as “linear” serve simply to summarise that the village is set in open countryside 

along a single street and that in only a few instances is there development 

behind that facing the street.  This is apparent from the approaches to the 

village and numerous passing views between dwellings, and I consider it an 

important element of the village’s character.  

7. However, I do not consider that such a village should necessarily contain its 

road or that an undeveloped gap in the street frontage is harmful to its 

character.  On the contrary, I consider that the appeal site serves to bring the 

countryside within the village at its centre.  In so doing, the site performs a 

valuable role in confirming and reinforcing the very close connection between 

the existing built development with the countryside.  It also complements the 

views across open countryside when looking north west from the appeal site 

along the road.  The proposal would remove these functions from the site, as 

built development would fill the majority of the street frontage, and although 

an access to the field to the rear of the site is indicated, the unbuilt portions of 

the site would in essence take on the role and appearance of a residential 

curtilage.  I therefore conclude that the proposal would cause significant harm 

to the character and appearance of the area. 

 Development plan policy relating to the provision of new housing 

8. The Council’s development plan is in a period of transition.  The 

Huntingdonshire Local Plan (the Local Plan) was adopted in 1995.  I note that 

the appeal site was not shown as a protected frontage in the Great Raveley 

village inset map.  However, I consider that this has limited current 

significance, noting that paragraph 7.30 of the Local Plan states that changes 

and developments in the plan period may create frontages which will merit 

protection but cannot be identified at the time of adoption.  

9. More fundamental to my decision is that the appeal site was excluded from the 

village limits defined by the Local Plan.  It follows from this that saved policies 

En17 and H23 of the Local Plan have effect to impose a general presumption 

against the proposal, as it would not fall within any of the exceptions specified 

in these policies.  Given the significant harm I have identified to the character 

and appearance of the area, I consider that their presumptions should be 

applied here and that the proposal would be contrary to both policies. 

10. The most up to date development plan policies relevant to my decision are 

policies CS1 and CS3 of the Local Development Framework Core Strategy (the 

Core Strategy).  CS1 is a general policy which sets out criteria against which a 

proposal’s contribution to sustainable development will be judged.  I note that 

the site is poorly located in terms of access to services, but I do not consider 

that this can be said to conflict with Policy CS1 given that Great Raveley is 

identified as a location for limited infill development in Policy CS3.  However, 

the criteria also include the promotion of well designed places that respect the 

setting and character of the surrounding area, and I have concluded that the 
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proposal would fail to do so for the reasons I have given earlier. The proposal 

would thus conflict with Policy CS1. 

11. Policy CS3 sets out the settlement hierarchy for the Council’s area. Great 

Raveley is identified a smaller settlement where residential infilling of up to 3 

dwellings will be appropriate within the built-up area.  A definition of this term 

is provided at paragraph 5.15 of the Core Strategy and in its glossary: it is the 

built form of the village, but with specified exceptions.  The term “built form” is 

not defined, but in my view must be read in the context of the specified 

exceptions to the definition of built-up area and Policy CS3 more generally.  In 

that context, it is clear to me that “built form” is not intended merely to 

encompass buildings, but also that it does not include any land which is part of 

the countryside.  I also note that the exceptions to the definition of built-up 

area include undeveloped land within the curtilage of buildings at the edge of 

the settlement where the land relates more to the surrounding countryside 

than to the built-up parts of the village.  

12. I therefore consider that the site clearly does not fall within the built-up area of 

Great Raveley.  The proposal therefore does not constitute appropriate 

residential infilling for the purposes of Policy CS3.  The site is instead part of 

the countryside.  It is not suggested by the appellant that the proposal has any 

essential need to be located in the countryside, and it follows that the proposal 

directly and substantially conflicts with Policy CS3.  

13. The appellant states that infill sites within Great Raveley cannot be identified, 

that without this Policy CS3 cannot be delivered and that the appeal site is the 

only location where residential infill can be achieved.  No detailed analysis of 

sites within the village has been provided to support this view.  However, I 

note that Policy CS3 permits “up to” 3 dwellings.  This indicates a permissive 

approach dependent on circumstances, specifying an acceptable range of 

development if and when suitable sites come forward.  It does not imply that 

there are such sites in a given settlement or any duty to identify alternative 

locations if suitable sites are not available.  I therefore consider that even if 

there is a lack of available infill sites within Great Raveley, this does not 

mitigate the substantial conflict with Policy CS3 which I have identified. 

14. The parties have also referred to Policies LP11 and LP26 of the Draft 

Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036: Stage 3 (the Draft Local Plan).  Given the 

definitions in Policy LP11, the appeal site is to be treated as part of the 

countryside for the purposes of that Policy.  The proposal is therefore contrary 

to Policy LP26, as it would not fall within any of the criteria which are required 

to be met if a new home in the countryside is to be supported.  

15. The definitions in Policy LP11 closely follow those in Policy CS3 of the Core 

Strategy, and the exceptions in Policy LP26 build on those in the Local Plan and 

appear consistent with paragraph 55 of the National Planning Policy Framework 

(the Framework).  Nevertheless, whilst the Draft Local Plan has been subject to 

public consultation, the results of that consultation have not yet been taken 

account of in its policies.  There may thus be change to the detailed terms of 

Policy LP26 and development to which it will be applied under Policy LP11.  

Noting the appeal decisions provided by the appellant and having regard to the 

Framework’s advice on emerging plans, I consider that I can give only limited 

weight to Policies LP11 and LP26.  To that extent, however, the conflict with 
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Policies LP11 and LP26 serves to reinforce the conflict I have identified with 

current development plan policies. 

16. I have concluded that the proposal would be contrary to policies En17 and H23 

of the Local Plan and policies CS1 and CS3 of the Core Strategy, and I 

therefore conclude that the proposal would conflict significantly with 

development plan policy relating to the provision of new housing. 

 Conclusion 

17. I have concluded that the proposal would cause significant harm to the 

character and appearance of the area and would conflict significantly with 

development plan policy relating to the provision of new housing.  I have 

considered all other matters raised, but none are such as to mitigate or 

outweigh my conclusions on the main issues.  I therefore conclude that the 

appeal should be dismissed. 

 

J Flack 

Inspector  

 

 












