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Relevant Appendices: 

Appendix 1 – 20th August 2019 Committee Report: 

https://moderngov.boston.gov.uk/documents/s8335/Planning%20Application.pdf 

Appendix 2 - 20th August 2019 Committee Minutes: 

https://moderngov.boston.gov.uk/documents/g1509/Printed%20minutes%2020th-Aug-

2019%2010.00%20Planning%20Committee.pdf?T=1 

Appendix 3 – Comparison of schemes 

1.0 Background: 

1.1 Members will recall the discussion of this item at the 20th August Planning 

Committee. The application being a revised scheme which sought to address a 

previous refusal by the Planning Committee.  

1.2 The Officer Report (see Appendix 1) set out a recommendation for refusal of the 

application. Members will also recall that changes were proposed to the application 

at a late stage (following formal submission and consultation on the application) - 

those changes had not been formally accepted by Officers, with the 

recommendation having been based upon the scheme as originally submitted. 

1.3 Following public speaking, it was clear that there were mixed views of the scheme 

within the Committee. Councillor Noble proposed refusal. Following further debate 

regarding the submission of late changes to the application, the Growth Manager 

confirmed that these changes would need to be the subject of the due process of 

consultation before they could be considered. As a consequence Members 

discussed deferring the application.  

1.4 Councillor Peter Bedford proposed that the application be deferred in order that the 

amended application could be considered at a future meeting and this was 

seconded by Councillor Alison Austin. This was then carried on a vote (11 for, 2 

against).  

1.5 The resolution of the Planning Committee being: that the application be deferred 

in order that the due process of consultation can be carried out on the amended 

application and considered at a future meeting. 

1.6 This addendum report covers the following: 

  Actions arising following the Committee resolution 
  Revisions made to the proposals 
  Additional consultations and the responses 
  Evaluation of the revised proposals 
  Recommendation for the application 
 

1.7 This addendum report should be read in conjunction with the previous report to the 

Planning Committee (appendix 1) as large parts of the original report remain 

unchanged and remain valid (eg planning policy, planning history etc), as such, it 

is only intended to address those matters which have been amended from the 

original report.  

 

https://moderngov.boston.gov.uk/documents/s8335/Planning%20Application.pdf
https://moderngov.boston.gov.uk/documents/g1509/Printed%20minutes%2020th-Aug-2019%2010.00%20Planning%20Committee.pdf?T=1
https://moderngov.boston.gov.uk/documents/g1509/Printed%20minutes%2020th-Aug-2019%2010.00%20Planning%20Committee.pdf?T=1


2.0 Actions arising following the Committee resolution: 

2.1 Since the resolution identified above, Officers have been in lengthy discussions 

with the applicant and their agent in order to attempt to address both the concerns 

of Officers in respect of the scheme which have resulted in the previous 

recommendation for refusal, and the comments of Members raised at the meeting.  

2.2 Those meetings have been productive in many respects, and sufficient 

opportunities have been afforded to the applicant consider their position in respect 

of the scheme and to offer up amendments to the proposals. This has also included 

consideration of alternative options, particularly in relation to the design of the units. 

2.3 As a result, on 8th November 2019, revised plans were provided to the Council for 

consideration as formal amendments to the scheme. These plans have been duly 

accepted and have been re-consulted upon as set out later in this report. 

3.0 Revisions to the proposals: 

3.1 The scheme has undergone a number of changes which do make a material 

difference to the scheme from its earlier iteration. Most notably the scheme has 

now been reduced to 4 dwellings (removal of 1 unit), and the layout of the units 

and the site in general has been amended. The design of the units (including the 

form and material to be used on the roof, and elevation treatment) has also been 

revised. 

3.2 The Agent has provided a summary of the changes to the scheme, and some 

associated rationale and this is set out below: 

1. The total number of units is down from the original 6 units of the Refused 
application B/18/0263 to 4 i.e. 2 pairs of dwellings. 
 

2. We looked at different orientation of the dwellings, but believe that all other 
orientation options reduced the clarity of the architecture of the current proposal, 
and its ability to create a very positive impact on the Church Road, street scene. 

 
3. We looked at a traditional pitched roof solution and this had two major defects; 

a) It raised the ridge height of the roof; and 
b) It reduced the amount of floor area generated at 2nd floor level. 
 

4. We also, as advised, looked at gabled front elevations, but this; 
a) Raised the height of the front elevation, bringing it out of character with the 
2storey dwellings that dominate the street scene. 
b) Created an excessive level of roof on each of the gables; and 
c) It reduced the floor area at 2nd floor level to an unviable level. 
 

5. The new proposal; 
a) Provides two car parking spaces per dwelling plus a visitor space. 
b) Each dwelling is provided with a charging unit for at least one vehicle. 
c) By including a parking space between plots 2 and 3 we create an 

increased distance between each of the blocks. 
d) We have enlarged the front windows on the stairwells as requested and 

moved the 2nd floor en-suite windows to the roof top.  The study/bed 3 
window of unit 4 is now on the gable end. 



e) The north east elevation has a double height bay to provide a positive 
architectural feature to that gable facing traffic from the north.  We have left 
the windows at rear ground level since they do not impact on other 
properties. 

f) You will also note the angled profile of the roof compared with that of the 
previously refused application.  Like the scheme in Winchester it is now in 
slate rather than metal. 

 
3.3 The agent also comments that: 

 “We have, I believe, taken on board all of the potentially adverse comments 
raised during the rejection of the application for 6 dwellings and would hope now 
that the Committee members will see that we have now proposed only 4 units 
but still retain the positive architectural character which will enhance the Church 
Road area.  We have provided examples of a number of similar roof concepts 
in Harrogate, Highgate, Winchester, Bath and Hammersmith (attached) which 
incorporate a mixture of vertical and angled roof cladding.  All are located in a 
historic context where the Local Planning authorities have supported this 
contemporary detail even though, in each case, they are different from the 
remainder of the street scene.” 
 

 “…the examples I have provided will show members that they are not taking a 
risk with this application.  It can enable my client to produce the sort of 
architecture that she believes will enhance her town for many years to come, 
and hopefully inspire others in the town to raise the design bar.” 
 

3.4 A comparison of the schemes is provided in Appendix 3 

4.0 Additional Consultation & Outcomes: 

4.1 As the revised plans make significant material amendments to the scheme, it was 

considered that a re-consultation exercise was required in this instance. This has 

been done on a limited basis, to neighbouring properties (who were first notified of 

the scheme) and those who responded to the original consultation. This allowed 

an additional 14days for comments. 

4.2 As a result of the above, a further 4 responses were received, the following is a 

summary of those responses: 

 Still representative of over-development – flawed concept 
 Not suitable for the context of Church Road or Boston – more suited to a city 

centre 
 Potential for target market ‘young professionals’ to sub-let or share which would 

increase the impact of the development, particularly in terms of parking 
provision. 

 2 dwellings, with a more traditional roof pitch would be more suitable 
 Insufficient parking provision – in particular visitor parking 
 Overlooking towards 120 Church Road. 
 Distraction of passing drivers – highway safety concerns 
 Will dominate the street-scene. 
 Will impact on amenities of neighbouring properties 
 Unsympathetic design 
 Does not address previous concerns 



 

4.3 It should be noted that as matters covered by statutory consultees remained largely 

unchanged, no further consultation with them was undertaken. The original 

responses as set out in the report at Appendix 1 remain valid. 

4.4 Equally due regard should also continue to be given to the responses by Third 

Parties on the application, that are summarised within Appendix 1.  

5.0 Evaluation 

 Matters covered within the previous report (see Appendix 1): 

5.1 Matters relating to the Principle of Development, and Flood Risk, were addressed 

within the original report and were found to be acceptable. These matters remain 

unchanged and therefore remain acceptable. 

 Design, Size and Scale and the resulting impact on the Character and 

Appearance of the Area 

5.2 As identified above, the proposals have undergone quite significant changes since 

the previous report to the Planning Committee in August. Most notably the scheme 

has been reduced by a further unit, taking the total number of units now proposed 

down to 4 (noting the original submission was for 5 and the refused scheme was 

for 6). As a result of this reduction, it has been possible to amend the layout of the 

site and the arrangement of the dwellings, and the proposals are now for 2 x Semi-

detached pairs. The parking has been re-distributed throughout and additional 

landscaping proposed to the front of the units. 

5.3 The each pair would approximately 10m wide by 7.5m deep with an overall height 

of 8.35m from existing ground level. It is proposed to raise the ground floor 500mm 

above existing ground level with the use of flood resilient construction and 600mm 

high flood barriers to accommodate flood risk.  

5.4 The design ethos of the units remains largely as per the earlier iteration, however, 

fenestration changes have been incorporated. The main materials would be red-

multi stock brickwork, natural slate roof, grey UPVC windows, lead window 

surrounds and cladding. 

5.5 Polices 2 and 3 are the key policies that would be used when assessing the 

appearance of the building, its size and scale and how the development will 

assimilate with its surroundings. Residential amenity, as well as other matters, are 

also assessed under these policies. These are supplemented by the principles of 

good design embedded in Section 12 of the NPPF. 

5.6 The previous report (paras 7.6-7.14 of Appendix 1) identified that Officers 

considered that the revised submission remained unacceptable in design terms, 

this related to the following aspects: 

1. Size of the site and amount of development proposed – over-development 
2. Modern design of the terrace – out of character 
3. Car dominated environment 
4. In combination, the development would appear alien and visually intrusive. 

 



5.7 The applicant and their agent have sought to address these points through the 

revised plans, and respond to the concerns of Members raised during the debate 

at the August Planning Committee. 

5.8 Officers have re-considered the above points in light of the revisions to the scheme 

and would comment on each aspect as follows: 

1. Size of the site and amount of development proposed – over-development 
 

5.9 It is considered that the reduction in number of units is an improvement to the 

scheme, this has a positive effect in so far as it creates more space within the 

development and allows the 4 units now proposed to be distributed in a different 

manner. 

5.10 The spatial arrangement of the dwellings (as 2 x Semi-detached pairs) is 

considered to be an improvement and is more in-keeping with existing semi-

detached forms which are found within the local area. This weighs in favour of the 

scheme. 

5.11 The layout of the site has tried to balance creating a frontage onto Church Road, 

whilst ensuring appropriate relationships with the surrounding development and 

providing useable amenity spaces for future occupants. This does result in the 

development appearing a little tight in places, in particular the close proximity to 

Church Road of the northern-most pair. With the exception of this relatively minor 

criticism, the general layout of the site is considered to be acceptable and an 

improvement. 

5.12 Whilst the scheme is not ideal in respect of the amount of development proposed, 

and there are some minor criticisms in respect of the layout, it is no longer 

considered that the scheme could be considered as being symptomatic of over-

development, and thus it is considered that a refusal citing this reason would be 

unlikely to be sustainable at Appeal. 

5.13 However, concerns remain that the amount of development (ie the size of each 

unit) is directly impacting upon the design solution in a negative way, however, this 

is addressed in more detail under point 2 below.  

2. Modern design of the terrace – out of character 
 

5.14 The revised proposals still seek a modern/contemporary approach to development 

on this site. This remains a concern. 

5.15 It is considered that a large part of the design is influenced by the desire to achieve 

a third-floor of accommodation (contained within the roofspace). The applicants 

position is that in order to deliver a viable, high quality, market-led scheme based 

upon a desire for contemporary designs and modern living, this is the minimum 

level of accommodation that would be necessary and expected. As a consequence, 

the agent has considered alternatives (including a gabled arrangement) and 

considers that this is the most appropriate design response and is one which has 

been utilised within other contexts in a successful way – examples such as 

Winchester and Harrogate are cited.  



5.16 Officers have had sight of sketches of the alternative roof designs, and agree with 

the agent that alternative approaches also have their own negatives (such as 

increased overall height). This therefore confirms that the amount of 

accommodation is restrictive to the design solution and what can be achieved in 

relation to respecting the character and appearance of the area. This weighs 

against the proposal. 

5.17 Notwithstanding that improvements have been made to the fenestration of the 

development, including when viewed from the north, there remain concerns that 

the development is unacceptable in design terms. Officers remain of the opinion 

that this development, by virtue of its modern design approach would still appear 

out of character, incongruous and alien in the established context of Church Road. 

The overall design of the units and in particular the roof-form would be out of 

character with the existing developments in the area, and would lead to the 

development failing to integrate into the street scene and appearing as a stand-out 

feature. Given the size of the development and the visual prominence in the street, 

this would in officers opinion have an adverse impact. This weighs against the 

proposal. 

5.18 As a stand-alone development, it is accepted that on the whole it would be a quality 

solution and would deliver a style of development which seeks to raise the standard 

of design generally. It is clearly a development of the current time, with the use of 

fenestration details such as window proportions, surrounds and cladding to 

reinforce this. However, Officers remain of the view this is an inappropriate design 

response for this location. Officers accept that there are examples where this 

approach to development can be acceptable, as it would integrate into or raise the 

standards of design within an area, but each case must be considered on its own 

merits.  

5.19 Design is somewhat subjective in nature, and there will clearly be differing opinions 

on the proposed scheme. Officers believe that on balance the design of the scheme 

remains a concern, and that this is influenced (to an unacceptable degree) by the 

amount of accommodation that is required within each unit. To that end, it is 

considered that the development is unacceptable and that a reason for refusal 

could be based upon these elements, with relevance to the requirements of policies 

2 and 3 of the SELLP. 

3. Car dominated environment 
 

5.20 It is considered that the layout and distribution of the parking is much improved 

from previous iterations. It is considered that the parking is no longer a dominant 

element of the overall scheme and whilst there would be some parking in front of 

the units, on the whole this would not be detrimental to the scheme or the wider 

area. As such, in design terms, this aspect of the previous recommendation has 

been addressed in a positive way and overcome. This clearly weighs in favour of 

the proposal.  

4. In combination, the development would appear alien and visually intrusive 
 
 
 



 
5.21 Point 4 of the previous recommendation to refuse, sought to consider the overall 

effect of the development on the character and appearance of the area. In light of 

the aforementioned comments under the various sub-points, it is considered that 

the scheme would remain as an alien and visually intrusive development within the 

established context and character of the area. This being principally due to the 

modern design of the proposal. This element cannot be considered as having been 

satisfactorily addressed, and thus, this aspect of the previous recommendation has 

not been overcome.  

5.22 In conclusion of this section of the report, when considering matters relating to 

design, size and scale, and the resulting impact on the character and appearance 

of the area, it is Officers view that the proposals remain to be unacceptable. Whilst 

a number of the short-comings of previous iterations have been addressed, and 

the scheme has also sought to propose further enhancements to the design and 

fenestration of the units, it is considered that the scheme remains unacceptable as 

a whole. It is Officers view that the development, by virtue of the amount of 

accommodation proposed and the modern design approach of the proposed 

buildings, would result in a form of development which would appear alien and 

intrusive within the context and character of Church Road. The proposals would 

have an adverse impact on the character of the area, and thus, would be contrary 

to policies 2 and 3 of the SELLP. 

 Impact on residential amenity 

5.23 The previous iteration of the proposal raised concerns in respect of the potential 
impact on neighboring amenities. This was due to concerns regarding the limited 
space to the rear of the proposed properties and potential overlooking (and 
perception of being overlooked) into the garden areas for the existing dwellings – 
particularly given the scale of the development and close proximities. 

 
5.24 Whilst the scheme has not been reduced in overall height and scale, it is 

considered that improvements have been made in terms of the potential to 
reduce overlooking: 

 The number of rear windows have been reduced – including the removal of 
windows previously shown within the roofspace 

 The remaining windows in the rear elevation would serve a bedroom and a 
bathroom within each unit (the bathroom window being obscured).  

 The removal of 1 unit has enabled the layout to be loosened up, to improve 
the provision of amenity space. The closest unit would be 4.41m to the 
common rear boundary. 

 
5.25 When taking account of the surrounding context, including the extent of existing, 

mutual overlooking between properties – which is not uncommon in an urban 
context – Officers are of the view that the scheme is largely acceptable in amenity 
terms. It is not considered that any minor harm that would result would be sufficient 
to make a refusal on amenity grounds defendable at appeal. 

 
5.26 Therefore this aspect of the scheme has been satisfactorily addressed and the 

scheme would comply with policies 2 and 3 in respect of this issue. 
 



 Highway safety and car parking 

5.27 The revised scheme maintains two dedicated spaces per unit (including 

opportunities for EV charging) and one visitor car parking space. This amount 

would accord with the minimum parking standards set out in Annex 6 of the SELLP. 

The layout and distribution of this parking has changed significantly from previous 

iterations. This is considered to be a positive improvement to the scheme and 

reduces the visual dominance of parking within the layout and now better 

represents an organised and logical arrangement throughout the site. This would 

not have been possible were it not for the overall reduction in units on the site. As 

such, it is considered that this is improved in design terms. 

5.28 Given that the Highways Authority did not object to the scheme, it is considered to 

be acceptable in highway safety terms. Thus, this element of the previous 

recommendation for refusal is considered to have been addressed. 

 

Has the revised scheme sufficiently addressed the previous reason for 

refusal? 

5.29 The previous 2018 scheme (B/18/0263) for 6 dwellings was refused by the 

Planning Committee. As per the previous report (appendix 1) it is a material 

consideration that is required to be taken into account when assessing this 

proposal. Although the policy context has changed (with the adoption of the 

SELLP) it is considered that significant weight should be afforded to this decision 

owing as it is a relatively recent decision and there have been no significant 

changes to the site. It is this reason for refusal which the current application seeks 

to overcome and demonstrate that the re-development of the site would be 

acceptable. 

5.30 As per the recommendation in appendix 1, Officers were clear in that the current 

application as originally submitted did not go sufficiently far so as to fully address 

all of the previous concerns. Officers continuing to be of the view that the scheme 

was unacceptable due to the amount of development, its design and layout which 

would have had unacceptable impacts on the amenities of neighbouring properties 

and the character of the area.  As set out earlier in this report, there were clearly 

differing views amongst the Planning Committee on this recommendation. 

5.31 However, further, significant changes have been made since the deferral by the 

Committee, and in light of the assessment within the previous sections of this 

evaluation, it is prudent to reconsider whether this revised scheme has gone 

sufficiently far to address the reason for refusal and demonstrate that the scheme 

is acceptable. 

5.32 On the positive, the parking arrangement would no longer result in a car dominated 

environment, the scheme has addressed the concerns in respect of neighbouring 

amenity, and overall the criticism in relation to overdevelopment can no longer be 

levelled against the scheme. There have also been positive improvements to the 

fenestration of the units and the general design of the scheme. 

 



 

5.33 On the negative, there remain concerns regarding the modern design that has 

been adopted and the consequential adverse impact that the development would 

have upon the character and appearance of the area. This approach is unduly 

influenced (in Officers opinion) by the amount of accommodation that is desired 

within each unit. In consequence, it is considered that the resultant development 

would remain as an alien and intrusive addition to the area, and as such, the 

proposals would continue to be contrary to the objectives of policies 2 & 3 of the 

SELLP. 

5.34 Overall therefore it is Officers view that the changes that have been made are 

commendable, and have moved the scheme forward substantially, however, these 

are not sufficient to fully address all of the previous shortcomings identified by the 

previous refusal, nor do they result in a scheme which of itself is compliant with 

planning policy. 

 

 Planning Balance  

5.35 Section 38 (6) of the Act, requires proposals to be determined in accordance with 

the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. This is 

known as the planning balance. In this particular case, there are a number of finely 

balanced issues as set out within the above section.  

5.36 Whilst Officers appreciate the considerable efforts of the applicant and their agent 

to address the previous reason for refusal, unfortunately, in Officers opinion the 

scheme remains unacceptable. Whilst design can be a subjective issue, Officers 

remain of the opinion that the scheme would not be acceptable in design terms 

and that the proposals would have an unacceptable impact upon the character and 

appearance of the area. Thus, the scheme would be contrary to the objectives of 

policies 2 & 3 of the SELLP. It is considered that a refusal based on design grounds 

would, in this instance, be a defendable position at Appeal. 

5.37 Within the planning balance, due regard must be given to the scheme as a whole, 

including the wider positive effects of the development. Positive weight in favour of 

the scheme could be levied against the net increase in 3 additional housing units, 

which would be brought forward on a previously-developed site in a sustainable 

location. It is also accepted that the site currently does not contribute positively to 

the street scene, and is in need of re-development. Further, the applicant has made 

clear their belief that this scheme is: A viable, deliverable scheme, which would 

deliver modern housing units which would be responsive to market-demand in this 

area, and which would also incorporate sustainable build techniques such as 

energy efficiency and EV charging – all of which could weigh in favour of the 

scheme. There would therefore be elements of the scheme which are compliant 

with other policy objectives of the plan and the NPPF – such as those which relate 

to the delivery of housing in sustainable locations and support for re-development 

of previously-developed land.  

 



 

5.38 However, the Council can currently demonstrate a 5YHLS, and thus the 

presumption in favour of sustainable development as required under para 11(d) of 

the NPPF does not apply in this instance. The proposals must therefore be judged 

primarily against the requirements of the development plan, and it is the advice of 

Officers that the scheme would by contrary to policies 2 & 3 of the SELLP.  

5.39 The relevant policies issues in this situation are finely balanced, with policies which 

are both for and against the proposal. It is considered that on balance, the scheme 

would remain contrary to the objectives of policies 2 & 3 in relation to design and 

the impact upon the character and appearance of the area. As such, it is 

considered that, on balance, the scheme should be recommended for refusal.  

 

6.0 Recommendation 

 

6.1 It is recommended that Committee REFUSE the application for the following 
reason:  

 
1.  Having regard to the amount of accommodation proposed within each unit and the 

resultant modern design, the proposed development would be out of keeping with 
the designs and forms of other properties in the vicinity of the site. The proposed 
development would appear alien, visually intrusive, and out of character, and 
therefore contravenes Polices 2 and 3 of the South East Lincolnshire Local Plan 
(2011-2036) and would not accord with the intentions of Section 12 ‘Achieving 
Well-designed Places’ of the National Planning Policy Framework (2019)  

 
Refused Plans 

 Ref: 17-2384-P-03 Rev A ‘Location Plan’  

 Ref: 17-2384-P-01 Rev K ‘Proposed Plan and Elevations’ 

 

 

In determining this application the Local Planning Authority has taken account of the 

guidance in Paragraph 38 of the National Planning Policy Framework 2019 in order to 

seek to secure sustainable development that improves the economic, social and 

environmental conditions of the Borough. 

 


