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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 27 January 2015 

by R C Kirby  BA (Hons) DipTP MRTPI 

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

Decision date: 12 March 2015 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/L3245/A/14/2217575 

South of 6 Old Top Cottages, Church Road, Uffington SY4 4SS 

• 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 Mr Timothy John Hiles and Mr Daniel Thomas Exley Ritchie 
against the decision of Shropshire Council. 

• The application Ref 13/02834/OUT, dated 17 July 2013, was refused by notice dated 12 

March 2014. 
• The development proposed is an outline application for 5 No open market dwellings and 

1 No affordable dwelling. 
 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Application for costs 

2. An application for costs was made by Mr Timothy John Hiles and Mr Daniel 

Thomas Exley Ritchie against Shropshire Council.  This application is the 

subject of a separate Decision. 

Procedural Matters 

3.   The application was submitted in outline and the application form makes it 

clear that access and layout are to be determined at this stage.  It is on this 

basis that I have determined the appeal. 

4. During the course of the planning application the description of development 

and layout was amended from 10 No affordable dwellings and 4 No open 

market dwellings to that described in the banner heading. The Council 

subsequently determined the application based on this amended scheme and 

accordingly, I have determined the appeal on this basis.  

5.  The Shropshire Site Allocations and Management of Development Plan 

(SAMDev) was submitted for Examination at the end of July 2014, after the 

application was determined.  Neither party has drawn my attention to policies 

within this document that I should consider, and accordingly, I have 

determined the appeal of the basis of the policies referred to in evidence and 

national planning policy as contained within the National Planning Policy 

Framework (the Framework).   

6. During the course of the appeal the Council submitted an updated Five Year 

Housing Land Supply Statement for Shropshire (HLSS).  The appellant was 
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given the opportunity to comment on the submitted material and I have taken 

those comments received into account in my decision. 

Main Issue 

7. The main issue is whether new housing in this location is acceptable having 

regard to the principles of sustainable development, particularly the 

accessibility of the site to walking, cycling and public transport and the impact 

of the scheme on the character and appearance of the area. 

Reasons 

8. The appeal site comprises part of a large open field, which is adjacent to the 

built up edge of Uffington, a linear village surrounded by attractive open 

countryside.  For planning policy purposes, I consider that the appeal site is 

located within the countryside.  The appeal scheme would extend the linear 

form of development along this stretch of road, with 3 pairs of semi-detached 

dwellings with detached garages.  There would be a central access into the 

scheme and a new pavement is proposed between the access and the existing 

pavement outside No 6 Old Top Cottages. 

9. Policy CS5 of the Adopted Core Strategy (Core Strategy) seeks to strictly 

control new development in the countryside.  New dwellings to house 

agricultural, forestry or other essential workers are an exception to this strict 

control, as is accommodation to meet a local need.  This policy broadly accords 

with the Framework which advises at paragraph 55 that new isolated homes in 

the countryside should be avoided unless there are special circumstances.   

10. The proposal would not provide accommodation for agricultural, forestry or 

other essential workers.  Furthermore, the Council’s Housing Enabling Officer 

stated within their consultation response that there was a limited housing need 

in Uffington and that this need had been satisfied by a recent scheme that had 

been implemented.  On this basis the proposed affordable dwelling would not 

meet a local need.  The proposal would therefore be in conflict with local and 

national planning policies in respect of new housing in the countryside.   

11. The appellant considers that as Uffington has been identified as a Community 

Cluster within the emerging SAMDev, the appeal site is in a sustainable location 

and suitable for new housing development.  Policy CS4 of the Core Strategy 

sets out criteria for development within Community Hubs and Community 

Clusters and its objective is to focus private and public investment in such 

settlements.  The appellant considers that a precedent for new housing within 

the village has been established with the granting of permission for 4 new 

dwellings on agricultural land to the north of Old Top Cottages.  On my site 

visit I observed that this site is located between existing residential 

development within the village, such that it comprises an infill site.   

12. Although I have not been provided with a plan showing the settlement 

boundary for Uffington, the supporting text to Policy CS4 makes it clear at 

paragraph 4.69 that ‘development within Community Clusters will be within the 

village, or on land that has been specifically allocated for development’. From 

my observations, the site to the north of Old Top Cottages is located within the 

village, surrounded on 3 sides by residential development.  The Council has 

also confirmed that this site was an allocated housing site within the SAMDev.   
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13. The supporting text further states that ‘To prevent fragmented development, 

windfall development adjoining the village is not acceptable, unless it is an 

exception site for affordable housing or other development allowed under Policy 

CS5’. The appeal site adjoins the village; it is not being promoted as an 

exception site for affordable housing (albeit I acknowledge that it was originally 

the appellant’s intention to provide 10 affordable dwellings on the site); and it 

would not represent development allowed by Policy CS5.  There would 

therefore be conflict with the objectives of Policy CS4 of the Core Strategy.  

Accordingly, the appeal site is not directly comparable to the site to the north 

of Old Top Cottages. 

14. At the time the Council determined the planning application, it accepted that it 

could not demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable housing sites and 

therefore its housing polices were out of date (in this case Policies CS4 and 

CS5).  However, during the course of the appeal the Council produced its 

revised HLSS which indicates that there was a 5.47 year supply of deliverable 

housing sites in the County on 12 August 2014.  The appellants dispute the 

Council’s figures and consider that they do not meet the aspirations of Core 

Strategy CS1 which would require additional housing above and beyond the 

SAMDev allocations.  Furthermore, the supply includes sites that are being put 

forward through the SAMDev.  These sites have not been examined, are 

subject to unresolved objections and there is no certainty that the sites will be 

carried forward.  The appellants submit that the Council has a supply of 2.65 

years. 

15. Whilst noting the appellants’ submissions, there is no agreement on this mater 

between the parties.  I find the evidence in this regard insufficient to allow an 

accurate conclusion to be reached in respect of the supply of deliverable 

housing sites.  Nevertheless, even if there is a 5-year supply of deliverable 

housing sites, the Framework at paragraph 49 is clear that housing applications 

should be considered in the context of the presumption in favour of sustainable 

development. 

16. Paragraph 7 of the Framework identifies three dimensions to sustainable 

development: economic, social and environmental.  Paragraph 55 advises that 

to promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing should be located 

where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities.  For 

example where there are groups of smaller settlements, development in one 

village may support services in a village nearby.  

17. There would clearly be economic benefits associated with the proposal 

including the creation of construction and trade jobs.  The scheme would 

attract Community Infrastructure Levy contributions.  I have no reason to 

doubt that future residents of the new dwellings would use local facilities in the 

village including the pub and restaurant and services and facilities in both 

Uffington and nearby towns and villages.  However, these benefits would be so 

regardless of where the housing was constructed and I attach limited weight to 

this matter in my overall conclusion.   

18. The social role of sustainability includes supporting strong, vibrant and healthy 

communities with accessible local services.  Uffington has a limited range of 

services.  Mention is made of a bus service to Shrewsbury and Newport from 

the village, public house/restaurant, village hall and church.  The village is 

located approximately 1 mile from Sundorne where there is a GP practice and 
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medical centre, supermarket, sports facilities, retail outlets and a secondary 

school, and approximately 3.5 miles from the centre of Shrewsbury.  A free 

school bus operates from the village daily to the primary school in Upton 

Magna where there is also a village shop and a small business park. 

19. I am satisfied that the new houses would be sited in a location that would be 

accessible to local services and facilities; key services including shops, places of 

employment and education, health, sport and leisure facilities are within close 

proximity of the appeal site.  Whilst the opportunities to use public transport 

are limited at certain times of the day, this is not uncommon in rural areas.  

Indeed the Framework recognises that opportunities to maximise sustainable 

transport solutions will vary from urban to rural areas.  There is a pavement 

throughout the village that extends to facilities at Sundorne and the appellant 

proposes extending this along the frontage of the site.  There are also public 

footpaths and a designated cycle route which connects neighbouring towns and 

villages.  Whilst the pavements, footpaths and cycle route are unlit and are 

unlikely to be used in inclement weather and during the evening, their 

presence is likely to encourage more sustainable forms of travel than the 

private car.   

20. In light of the above, I consider that future residents of the new dwellings 

would be given a real choice about how they could travel to facilities and 

services in the area.  Even if future residents choose to travel by private car, it 

is likely that the journeys would be short given the close proximity to key 

services and facilities.  

21. However, the environmental role of sustainability requires the planning system 

to contribute to protecting and enhancing our natural, built and historic 

environment.  The appeal site comprises part of a large open field.  Along with 

the field on the opposite site of the road, it provides an attractive open setting 

to the village.  The proposal would encroach into the open countryside so it 

would not preserve or enhance the natural environment.  Although the semi-

detached form of development would reflect the adjoining development at Old 

Top Cottages, there would be limited space between the dwellings as result of 

the proposed layout, and the site frontage would be dominated by 

hardsurfacing to the front of the dwellings.  This would be out of character with 

the established spacious development within the vicinity of the site.  The 

proposal would therefore lead to an urbanisation of the countryside to the 

detriment of its intrinsic character and beauty.  This would be in conflict with 

Policy CS6 of the Core Strategy.  

Other Matter 

22. The appellants submitted a Unilateral Undertaking (UU) with the appeal dated 

12 May 2014.  The Council raised concerns that the obligations contained 

within it could not be satisfactorily implemented and it was subsequently 

amended and submitted for consideration.  The UU contains planning 

obligations to provide for one of the units on the site to be affordable and I am 

satisfied that the obligation would accord with CS11 of the Core Strategy and 

the requirements of paragraph 204 of the Framework.  However, this matter 

does not over-ride my conclusions above.  
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Conclusion 

23. I have concluded that there would be limited economic benefits associated with 

the proposal.  There would also be social benefits.  However I have found that 

the proposal would conflict with the environmental role of sustainability 

because of the harm that would be caused to the character and appearance of 

the countryside.   The Framework is clear that the 3 roles of sustainability 

should not be undertaken in isolation because they are mutually dependent.  In 

light of the above, I conclude that the proposal would not represent sustainable 

development for which the Framework indicates there should be a presumption 

in favour.  Further harm is caused as a result of conflict with Policies CS4, CS5 

and CS6 of the Core Strategy.  Even if a 5-year supply of deliverable sites 

could not be demonstrated, the presumption in favour of granting planning 

permission as expressed in paragraph 14 of the Framework does not apply in 

this case as the proposal would not represent sustainable development.  

24. For the above reasons and having regard to all other matters raised including 

Officer support for the proposal, and that the number of dwellings proposed 

would not exceed the number of dwellings previously granted in the village, the 

appeal is dismissed.  

R  C Kirby 

INSPECTOR 

 


