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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 12 March 2019 

by M Heron  BA (Hons) MA MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date: 10 May 2019 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/Z2505/W/18/3210572 

Land adjacent to Lloyds Farm, Old Main Road, Fosdyke, Boston  PE20 2DB 

• 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 and Mrs Adrian Butterfield against the decision of Boston 

Borough Council. 
• The application Ref B/18/0228, dated 3 June 2018, was refused by notice dated         

22 August 2018. 
• The development proposed is residential development – up to 10 dwellings. 
 

 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed.  

Procedural Matters 

2. The application is in outline with all matters reserved for future consideration. A 
drawing showing an indicative layout of the development was submitted with 

the application, and I have considered it on this basis. 

3. During the determination of the appeal I was made aware that the South East 

Lincolnshire Local Plan (SELLP) was adopted on 8 March 2019. This forms the 

new development plan for both Boston Borough Council and South Holland 
District Council. I have been provided with Policy 1 and Policy 2 of the SELLP 

which replace saved Policies CO1, G1 and G2 of the Boston Borough Local Plan 

that are referred to in the Council’s decision notice. I am required to determine 

this appeal having regard to the development plan and national policy which 
are in place at the time of my decision and have done so on this basis.  

Main Issues 

4. The main issues are: 

• the effect of the proposal on the character and appearance of the 

countryside; and  

• whether or not the appeal site is a suitable location for residential 

development having regard to local and national planning policy for the 
delivery of housing.  
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Reasons 

Character and Appearance 

5. The appeal site comprises a large, broadly rectangular, field and a commercial 
yard which are separated from one-another by an established tree belt. The 

site is directly to the south of Lloyds Farm, which is within the ownership of the 

appellant, and it is bound to the west by the A17. Beyond this carriageway are 

open agricultural fields which are only interrupted by a small collection of linear 
residential and commercial properties accessed off Surfleet Bank. There are 

also large field systems beyond the southern and eastern site boundaries. This 

particular area is not subject to any national or local landscape designation. 
However, its flat topography allows for long distance views of the appeal site 

and of the surrounding open and undeveloped countryside. This gives the area 

a distinctly rural feel and the appeal site contributes strongly to this character. 

6. The proposal seeks permission for up to 10 dwellings on the site, each with an 

associated garage, which it is suggested would be served by a new private 
driveway. Although only indicative, it would appear that the dwellings would be 

two storey in height in order to minimise flood risk. The proposal would 

introduce urbanising features including dwellings, hard surfaces, parking areas 

and gardens with their associated domestic paraphernalia to the site. This 
would substantially erode its predominately open character and represent a 

conspicuous encroachment of built form into the countryside.  

7. The absence of residential development in the immediate vicinity of the site 

means that the proposal cannot be described as ‘infill’ development. On the 

contrary, it would represent and inappropriate linear extension to the 
settlement. Taking everything together, in my view the proposal would fail to 

integrate effectively with its surroundings. This harmful impact would be clearly 

visible when travelling in either direction along the adjacent A17.     

8. I am aware that two developments to the north of the appeal site along Old 

Main Road have been granted permission by the Council. The first, for up to 
five dwellings1, was considered to represent acceptable infilling. The second 

was for up to six dwellings2 on a site closer to the settlement boundary of 

Fosdyke, and on part of a parcel of land enclosed on all sides by roads. That 
site does not, therefore, contribute as strongly to the rural setting as the 

appeal site. Consequently, these developments would be less harmful to the 

countryside than the appeal proposal and do not alter my findings on this main 
issue.  

9. For the reasons given, I conclude that the proposal would significantly harm 

the character and appearance of the countryside. It would therefore conflict 

with Policy 2 of the SELLP which seeks to support proposals which meet 

sustainable development considerations in relation to, amongst other things, 
the character and appearance of the area, layout and quality of design. 

10. Turning to the National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework), this 

encourages the development of previously developed land and states that 

windfall developments, in the right location, can make a contribution to 

meeting housing requirements. However, this should not be at the expense of 
achieving high quality development which is sympathetic to local character, 

                                       
1 Ref B/17/0407 
2 Ref B/18/0227 
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including the surrounding landscape setting. I have found that the proposal 

would not achieve this. There is therefore conflict with the design objectives of 

the Framework.  

Suitable Location 

11. The appeal site is outside of the Fosdyke settlement boundary as defined within 

the SELLP. Consequently, for the purposes of planning policy the site is in the 

countryside. Policy 1 of the LP sets out the spatial strategy for the Council. It 
defines a hierarchy with settlements where development is to be directed, 

others where there are limited development opportunities and areas of 

development restraint. It also states that, within the countryside, development 
will be permitted that is necessary to such a location and/or where it can be 

demonstrated that it meets the sustainable development needs of the area in 

terms of economic, community or environmental benefits. 

12. A relatively recent study3 has outlined that Fosdyke has some services and 

facilities, including a village hall, a public house and a social club. These would 
meet some day to day needs of future residents. Nevertheless, there is no 

evidence to suggest the proposal is required to maintain the viability of these 

local services. In addition, I note that the site would offer some public travel 

options as well as opportunities to walk and cycle to facilities. However, larger 
settlements such as Sutterton are further away and are more likely to be 

accessed by car.  

13. Furthermore, the reasoned justification for Policy 1 of the SELLP illustrates the 

important role of settlement boundaries in stopping further incremental linear 

extensions to settlements. I have already found that this scheme would not 
achieve this. Taking this and all of the above into account, although the site 

cannot be described as truly isolated or remote, I am not persuaded that the 

proposal would meet the needs of the area in terms of economic, community or 
environmental benefits.   

14. Paragraph 74 of the Framework states that a 5 year supply of deliverable 

housing land (5YHLS), with the appropriate buffer, can be demonstrated where 

it has been established in a recently adopted plan. Given the recent adoption of 

the SELLP, I am therefore satisfied that the Council can demonstrate a 5YHLS 
at this time and have no other evidence to suggest that the proposal is 

necessary in this countryside location.  

15. My attention has been drawn to a number of appeal decisions4. In addition to 

the residential developments along Old Main Road referred to earlier in this 

decision, I also note that there are several other schemes5 that have been 
granted permission by either South Holland District Council or Boston Borough 

Council. However, most of these decisions appear to have been made in the 

absence of a 5YHLS. I find that none of these developments are directly 
comparable to the appeal scheme, which I have assessed on its own merits. 

16. For the reasons given, I conclude that the appeal site would not be a suitable 

site for housing as it would conflict with the settlement strategy of the Council 

set out in Policy 1 of the SELLP.  

                                       
3 South East Lincolnshire – An assessment of settlements and their sustainability credentials June 2015 
4 APP/Z2505/W/17/3189604, APP/Z2505/W/17/3189797, APP/A2525/W/17/3186996 and 
APP/A2525/W/17/3170487.  
5 H13-0073-16, H13-0013-18, H23-0980-17 and B/17/0402.  
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Planning Balance  

17. The Government is seeking to significantly boost the supply of housing. The 

proposal would provide up to 10 dwellings, which would make a small 

contribution to the Council’s housing stock. In addition, there would be 

economic benefits through construction and occupation. These social and 
economic benefits weigh in favour of the proposal.  

18. I accept that it is likely that a detailed design could be achieved to prevent 

harm to the living conditions of the occupants of surrounding properties, and 

that issues including biodiversity, flood risk and drainage could be addressed 

through the imposition of appropriate conditions. However, these are 
requirements of the development plan and are neutral factors in the overall 

balance.  

19. On the other hand, although the Parish Council may welcome some 

developments within the parish, I have found that the proposal would 

significantly harm the character and appearance of the countryside and would 
undermine the Council’s settlement strategy. The proposal would therefore be 

clearly contrary to the development plan.  

20. Consequently, the harm that I have identified would significantly and 

demonstrably outweigh the modest social and economic benefits associated 

with the provision of up to 10 dwellings. There are no material considerations, 
including the advice of the Framework, that justifies a decision other than in 

accordance with the development plan. 

Conclusion 

21. For the above reasons, and having regard to all other relevant matters raised, I 

conclude that the appeal should be dismissed. 

 

M Heron   

INSPECTOR 
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