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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 21 May 2019 

by Chris Forrett  BSc(Hons) DipTP MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State 

Decision date: 10 May 2019 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/Z2505/W/18/3215639 

89 Woodville Road, Boston, Lincolnshire PE21 8BB 

• 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 M Moore & Mr L Taylor against the decision of Boston 

Borough Council. 
• The application Ref B/18/0052, dated 7 February 2018, was refused by notice dated     

9 May 2018. 
• The development proposed is a dwelling at rear of land adjacent to 89 Woodville Road. 
 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Procedural Matters 

2. The Council have described the proposal as the ‘erection of detached two 

storey dwelling at rear of land adjacent to 89 Woodville Road, Boston, 

Lincolnshire PE21 8BB’.  The Appellant has utilised a different description on 

their appeal form (Proposed Dwelling at the Rear of 89 Woodville Road, Boston, 
PE21 8BB). 

3. Given that the proposed dwelling would be located to the rear of 89 Woodville 

Road I find the Appellants description of the development on their appeal form 

the most accurate of all the descriptions of the development before me. 

4. Since the determination of the appeal application, the National Planning Policy 

Framework published in 2012 has been replaced, with the latest version being 

published in February 2019 (the 2019 Framework).  Paragraph 212 of the 2019 
Framework outlines that the policies contained within it are material 

considerations which should be taken into account in dealing with applications 

from the day of its publication 

5. In addition to the above, the Council has now adopted the South East 

Lincolnshire Local Plan 2011-2036 on the 8 March 2019 (the SELLP).  The 
SELLP has superseded all policies from the Boston Borough Local Plan (1999). 

6. I have therefore determined the appeal with all of the above in mind. 

Main Issues 

7. The main issues are the effect of the development on the character and 

appearance of the area and on the living conditions of the occupiers of the 
neighbouring dwellings with particular regard to outlook. 
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Reasons 

Character and appearance 

8. The appeal site is located on the corner of Woodville Road and Ivy Crescent 
and currently consists of a brick and tiled residential property containing four 

flats and a detached double garage to the side. The boundary treatment largely 

consists of open metal railings which give clear views of the land surrounding 

the existing buildings which is in the main covered in loose stones. To the rear 
of the existing building is an area of land which has been fenced off from the 

residential building and the appeal development is to erect a new dwelling on 

this part of the site. 

9. The dwelling itself would have a finished floor level one metre above the 

ground level with steps to all external doorways.  The dwelling itself would 
have a lounge and kitchen area at ground floor level with two bedrooms and a 

bathroom at first floor level, albeit that this would be within the roofspace.  

There would also be an aluminium framed box dormer window to the front 
elevation. 

10. From my site visit I saw that the majority of premises in the immediate area 

are two storey dwellings.  However, there are bungalows in the area including 

two properties on the south side of Ivy Crescent opposite the appeal proposal. 

11. The proposed dwelling would be lower in height than its neighbouring 

properties on the north side of Ivy Crescent.  Whilst this height differential is 

not to my mind a determinative factor on its own, the dwelling would have a 
squat appearance owing to its raised ground floor level and its low overall 

height. This is further compounded by the design and appearance of the front 

dormer which appears excessively bulky. It also gives out a strong  horizontal 
emphasis to the front elevation of the dwelling which highlights its low overall 

height. To my mind, the overall appearance of the dwelling would be 

significantly out of character with the prevailing development in the area which 

is generally well proportioned and of a post war and 1970s style. 

12. In coming to that view, I acknowledge that the design of the dwelling has been 
influenced by the need to ensure that adequate flood protection precautions 

have been undertaken and that its overall height has been designed to 

minimise the impact on the occupiers of adjoining properties. However, neither 

of these factors provide for a suitable justification to grant planning permission 
for what is an unsuitable development for the character of the area. 

13. The Council has also raised concerns over the visual impact of the parking 

areas associated with the existing and proposed development. At my site visit, 

I observed that the existing frontage to 89 Woodville Road was already laid out 

for the purposes of parking. The part of the appeal site where the proposed 
development would be was also covered in loose stones and readily available 

for parking purposes. Therefore, in my opinion, the proposed development 

would not result in any significant changes in respect of the visual implications 
of car parking and as such I find that no harm to the area would result in this 

respect. However, that does not outweigh the harm I have identified in relation 

to the other aspects of the development. 

14. For the above reasons the proposal would harm the character and appearance 

of the area contrary to Policies 2 and 3 of the SELLP which amongst other 
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matters seek to ensure that development has a high quality and inclusive 

design which is appropriate to the local area including its relationship to 

existing development. 

Living conditions 

15. The appeal development would be located around 7.59 metres away from the 

rear elevation of No 89 which from my site visit contains windows which serve 

habitable rooms. The Council have stated that the height of the dwelling would 
be around 6.6 metres from ground level when the raised floor level of the 

dwelling is taken into account. 

16. The appeal site is screened from the rear of No 89 by an existing timber fence 

which appears to be sited in the position of the fencing shown on the proposed 

plans. Notwithstanding this fence, the outlook from the ground floor window of 
flat 4 would be dominated by the side elevation of the proposed dwelling 

including the bulk and massing associated with the aluminium framed dormer 

window to the front elevation. To my mind the proximity of the side of the 
building, together with its overall height, would result in a poor outlook from 

this ground floor habitable room and from the small rear amenity area. 

17. I note that flat 3 also faces the appeal development. However, the rear of the 

proposed dwelling would not be directly in line with the rear window of flat 3 

and as such I find that the development would not adversely affect the 
occupiers of that flat to the extent that it would warrant the withholding of 

planning permission. 

18. Turning to the effect on outlook from other neighbouring dwellings, views of 

the appeal proposal would be from across Ivy Crescent or largely from the side 

elevations of Nos 1 and 3 Ivy Crescent. Given the juxtaposition of these 
properties, the new dwelling would not have any significant impact on outlook 

despite my conclusions on the overall design and appearance of the new 

building. 

19. For the above reasons the proposal would harm the living conditions of the 

occupiers of flat 4 at 89 Woodville Road contrary to Policies 2 and 3 of the 
SELLP which amongst other matters seek to ensure that new development does 

not impact on neighbouring land uses or residential amenity by reason of visual 

intrusion. 

Other matters 

20. The Appellant has drawn my attention to a number of other sites where 

planning permission has been granted since 20141, citing an inconsistent 

approach being taken by the Council. However, I have only been provided with 
very limited details of these developments and from the evidence before me 

none of these appear to be comparable with the appeal proposal. Moreover, 

each application must be considered on its individual merits. 

21. At the time of the determination of the application by the Council, it was 

acknowledged that there was not a deliverable five year supply of housing. 
However, following the adoption of the SELLP, the Council now state that they 

                                       
1 Including 132 Woodville Road, 146 Woodville Road, The Five Bells, 70-72 Granville Street, 51 The Graylings, The 

garages on Hilda Street, 70 Horncastle Road, 7 Muster Roll Lane, Nelsons Way, and land rear of 10 Skirbeck Road. 
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have a five year supply of housing. The Appellant has provided little evidence 

to suggest that this is not the case. 

22. Notwithstanding that, even if the Council cannot demonstrate a deliverable five 

year supply of housing, I have found that the proposal would harm the 

character and appearance of the area and the living conditions of the occupiers 
of flat 4 at 89 Woodville Road. These factors weigh heavily against allowing the 

proposed development. 

23. That said, the development would give rise to some minor social benefits (in 

that it would provide much needed additional housing) together with some 

minor economic benefits through the construction process and ongoing support 
for local facilities. These matters are in favour of the proposed development.   

24. It is clear that the provision of one additional dwelling would not have any 

significant effect in reducing the deficit to the housing land supply in Boston 

should there be such a deficit.   

25. Taking all of the above into account, I consider that the harm identified 

significantly and demonstrably outweighs the minor benefits when assessed 

against the policies in the 2019 Framework when taken as a whole. The 
proposal cannot therefore be considered to be sustainable development. 

Conclusion 

26. Taking all matters into consideration, I conclude that the appeal should be 
dismissed. 

 

Chris Forrett 

INSPECTOR 
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