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Appeal Decision
Site visit made on 5 May 2023
by A M Nilsson BA (Hons) DipTP MRTPI

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State

Decision date: 25 May 2023

Appeal Ref: APP/B5480/D/23/3314650

13 Briscoe Road, Havering, Rainham RM13 9QE

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

e The appeal is made by Mrs D Jay against the decision of London Borough of Havering.

e The application Ref P1631.22, dated 5 October 2022, was refused by notice dated
6 December 2022.

e The development proposed is the erection of boundary wall with wrought iron railings
and gates.

Decision
1. The appeal is dismissed.
Preliminary Matter

2. The development has been undertaken. I am therefore considering the appeal
retrospectively.

Main Issue

3. The main issue is the effect of the development on the character and
appearance of the area.

Reasons

4. The appeal property is a two-storey detached dwellinghouse. It is situated on a
residential street where there are a variety of property styles and sizes.
Properties are set back from the highway with front gardens and/or driveways.
Some properties have no front boundary treatments giving them an open
appearance. Others have walls of around 1m in height or less, whilst others
have low walls with railings in between low brick piers. Although there is a wide
range of front boundary treatments, for the vast majority, they are low in
nature, that gives the area an open aspect which positively contributes to its
overall character and appearance.

5. The boundary treatment at the appeal property is markedly different to those
of the surrounding properties. Although the brick part of the lower sections of
the wall are not too dissimilar in terms of height and design to other properties,
the cumulative impact of the railings on top of the wall, and several high brick
piers, results in it being harmfully out of character with the immediate
surroundings.
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The combination of its height, length and design results in a dominant feature
being created in the street-scene, which, when viewed against the other
boundary treatments, appears incongruous and visually discordant.

I therefore find that the development causes significant harm to the character
and appearance of the area. It is contrary to Policies 7 and 26 of the Havering
Local Plan (2021) which require, amongst other things, that development is of
high-quality design, respects and complements the distinctive qualities, identity
and character of the site and the local area, including the street-scene and
frontages.

The development is also contrary to guidance contained in the Havering
Residential Extensions and Alterations Supplementary Planning Document
(SPD) (2011) which outlines that boundary treatments should reinforce the
prevailing character of the streetscape.

Other Matters

9.

10.

I acknowledge that the boundary treatment has been installed in the interests
of security. There is limited substantive evidence on this matter that would lead
me to conclude in favour of the development and that would outweigh the
harm I have identified. Such security measures, in the form of high boundary
treatments, have not been undertaken at surrounding properties and there are
often other measures that can be taken to improve security.

I agree, as the appellant has outlined, being the first to do something, is not a
reason to withhold planning permission on its own. It is, however, pertinent to
consider how a development fits with its surroundings, as I have done in my
decision. Furthermore, I accept that the boundary treatment may have been
installed in good faith. The fact that it was installed without planning
permission has itself had no bearing on my decision, other than I have
acknowledged it is being considered retrospectively. This would not, however,
be a reason to allow the appeal.

Conclusion

11.

For the reasons given above, and having had regard to all other matters raised,
I conclude that the appeal should be dismissed.

A M Nilsson

INSPECTOR
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