
Appeal Statement 
25 Southern Road, West End, Southampton, SO30 3ES 

29 September 2023  

  



CONTENTS 
 

2  
 

 

1 QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 3 

2 REFUSAL REASONS 5 

3 REBUTTAL OF REASON 1 7 

4 CONCLUSION 10 

5 APPENDIX 1 12 

6 APPENDIX 2 13 

7 APPENDIX 3 14 

 

 



 

3  
 

 

 

 

1 QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 



QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE 
 

4  
 

1.1 I hold a 2:1 Planning Studies Bachelor of Arts Honours degree and a 
Diploma in Urban Planning from Oxford Brookes University. I am a 
member of the Royal Town Planning Ins�tute. 

1.2 I have worked in Hampshire since 1996. From 1996 to 2014 I worked 
at Eastleigh Borough Council as a Senior Planning Officer and then as 
a Principal Planning Officer in the Major Applica�ons Team. 

1.3 I have prac�sed as a planning consultant since September 2014. I 
established my Town Planning prac�ce, Wessex Planning Ltd, in 
September 2016, specialising in small to medium scale residen�al 
development. 

1.4 I was instructed to appeal against the refusal of planning permission 
H/23/95400. 
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2.1 Planning permission for the Erec�on of front boundary fencing 
(Retrospec�ve Applica�on), applica�on reference H/23/95400, 
refused by the LPA on 4th September 2023 for the following reason: 

The front boundary fencing, by reason of its design, height and 
prominent siting, results in a discordant addition. It has an 
unacceptable effect on the character and appearance of the street 
scene. The proposal is therefore contrary to Policy DM1 of the 
Eastleigh Borough Local Plan (2016-2036), Quality Places SPD 
(2011), and the contents of the National Planning Policy Framework 
(2021). 
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3.1 The Local Planning Authority (LPA) consider the proposal to be 
contrary to Local Plan Policy DM1. The relevant parts of this policy 
state that all development should not have an unacceptable impact 
on the character and appearance of urban areas. 

3.2 Addi�onally, the LPA also usually uses its ‘Quality Places SPD’ (see 
Appendix 1) when considering the design of proposals. In terms of 
boundary structures, page 23 of this SPD states: 

“For existing properties, the boundary treatment should be reflective 
of the general character of an area.”   

3.3 As evidenced in the planning statement suppor�ng the retrospec�ve 
applica�on, there are numerous examples of similar boundary 
fencing within the area, with the examples shown below and 
comparison with this proposal, for ease of reference. 

25 Southern Road (the appeal proposal) 

 

Southern Road 

Beacon Road 

 

Southern Road 

 

Western Road 
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3.4 As a close-board �mber fence, the boundary fence the subject of this 
proposal will ‘weather’ over �me. This will cause the exis�ng fence 
to darken in colour and closely resemble the boundary fences shown 
in the examples above, all of which are viewable within this 
established residen�al area. 

3.5 The Inspector is encouraged to walk the surrounding area in order to 
appreciate the general character of the area and the myriad of 
different plot enclosures, including high fencing. 

3.6 It is worthy of note that during the determina�on process, (on 10th 
August) the case officer e-mailed to confirm that the fence would be 
capable of officer support (please see Appendix 2). However on 28th 
August, the case officer e-mailed to confirm that the fence would 
now not be supported a�er discussion with ‘managers’. The reason 
given was that “properties along Southern Road maintain a low 
boundary, which is a characteristic of the street. This element creates 
an open and unobstructed view of the front of all buildings, with the 
only elements blocking these views being hedges. Consequently, the 
current front boundary fence, due to its height and nature, does not 
align with the existing character of the street and is deemed 
unsupportable” 

3.7 Whilst the majority of the dwellings in the road do have low 
boundary walls and frontage hedging, it is plainly not the case that 
none have high frontage boundary fencing, par�cularly around 
junc�ons. The LPA suggested in the case officer’s e-mail that, due to 
the loca�on of 25 Southern Road at a junc�on point the impact is 
‘poten�ally more disrup�ve’. However, if the Inspector were to walk 
the Western/ Eastern/Southern Road loop, at least 5 examples of 
high close-boarded fencing along the highway boundary would be 
seen.  

3.8 Neither the Local Plan policy nor the Quality Places SPD require 
boundary treatments to match the majority of exis�ng boundary 

treatments. This fence is a good quality close-boarded fence that is 
also ‘so�ened’ by the beech hedge which has been planted behind 
it, and rises approximately 0.5m above the fence. Many of the other 
high fences in the area do not have this so�ening feature.  

3.9 The Hedge End, West End and Botley Character Appraisal (See 
Appendix 3), whilst sta�ng that boundaries are predominantly brick 
walls, does not insist that all new boundary treatment should be the 
same. Indeed in the ini�al paragraphs of this character appraisal 
when giving guidance on how to use the document, it is stated: “ In 
the use of this report, it is important to recognise that the guidance 
does not prescribe hard and fast rules on the design of new 
development” 

3.10 It is noteworthy that the Urban Design Officer’s comments for the 
accompanying cladding applica�on including a comment about the 
fencing. These comments appear to have been taken at face value 
with regard to the impact of the fencing on the street scene without 
any independent analysis of whether the harmful impact suggested 
actually existed. This is considered unreasonable. 

3.11 Should the Inspector consider that the fence should be stained a 
darker colour now, rather than be allowed to weather naturally, the 
appellant is willing to accept a condi�on requiring details of the 
maintenance of the fence, which should include the colour of the 
stain to be used, or a condi�on with similar wording.  

3.12 But, overall, it is contended that, with very similar high fences in close 
proximity, the decision to refuse this proposal was unreasonable.      
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4.1 The high close-boarded fence is a high quality fence so�ened by an 
exis�ng mature beech hedge which rises above by approximately 
0.5m. Whilst currently bright in colour, due to the fact that the fence 
is newly installed, the fence will weather down to a darker 
brown/grey over �me and beter blend in with the exis�ng high 
fences in the area. 

4.2 Whilst the frontage boundary treatment in the area is predominantly 
low brick walls and vegeta�on, there is an abundance of similar high 
close-boarded fences along highway boundaries. It is contended that 
this exis�ng diversity of boundary treatment is part and parcel of the 
character of this suburban area. As such a new high close-boarded 
fence is in keeping with the character of the area. It is certainly not 
considered so out-of-keeping as to be materially harmful to the 
character of the area.  

4.3 The Character Appraisal for the area does not require replica�on of 
the predominant frontage boundary material, nor does the Quality 
Places SPD. 

4.4 It is therefore the appellants case that the fence is in accordance with 
Local Plan policy DM1 in that it is not harmful to the character or 
appearance of this established residen�al area. 
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 5 APPENDIX 1 



Quality Places
Supplementary Planning Document

ADOPtED

November 2011



Fig 1: Extract from PUSH Quality Places Charter
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The PUSH Quality Places Charter
Eastleigh Borough Council is committed to creating good quality places.  As 
part of its committment in October 2010 the Leader of the Council , along 
with the Leaders of all the other authorities in the Partnership for Urban South 
Hampshire (PUSH), signed the PUSH Quality Places Charter.

A quality place has a number of essential components which are identified in 
the PUSH Quality Places Charter diagram fig1.

Title of Document:
Quality Places Supplementary Document

Purpose of the Document
This document provides detailed guidance in support of the Local Plan Policy 
59.BE which relates to the design of development buildings and spaces in 
Eastleigh Borough.

This Supplementary Planning Document provides guidance for all those 
involved in creating new buildings and spaces in the Borough of Eastleigh. 
Good urban design is an essential part of our plans for delivering high quality 
sustainable development.  New development should respect, enhance and 
create places which are attractive and of real quality. New places should 
connect to local facilities by effective sustainable transport. 

New development should be designed to meet the practical, everyday 
needs of residents, visitors and employees. Layouts and spaces which provide 
safe streets and pedestrian routes, convenient and well-integrated parking 
and carefully sited refuse facilities raise the quality of life for everyone.

Attractive homes and places of work or leisure that are a pleasure to live in, 
visit or work in with beautiful streets, gardens and open spaces should be 
created. New homes should be built to last, have enough space to meet the 
requirements of modern living and be adaptable as people’s needs change 
through life.

This document clearly outlines the criteria by which all development proposals 
will be assessed, from one house to the largest estate or commercial 
project. A variety of examples show how design problems may be solved, 
applying best practice in urban design to deliver the sustainable, attractive 
and safe places we need. By following the guidance and working closely 
with our design and planning officers everyone involved in delivering new 
development will find the process of achieving planning permission a positive 
and rewarding experience.

Keith House 

Leader of Eastleigh Borough Council  

Preface
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stances.  In rural locations, timber 
picket fences and/or hedges may 
be suitable.  Hedge plants without 
railings or any other inappropriate 
material are liable to suffer easy 
damage or decay. Boundary struc-
tures on a gradient should always 
step down to accommodate the 
slope rather than run parallel to it.
For existing properties, the boundary 
treatment should be reflective of 
the general character of an area. 
Should the boundary treatments of 

Boundary Structures

Rear garden boundary structures 
abutting onto public or semi-public 
spaces should consist of well detailed 
brick walls (unless they need to ac-
commodate existing mature trees).
 
Front garden boundaries for larger 
developments should consist of 
robust railings or brick walls and 
gates. For infill development, cues 
should be taken from local circum-

the majority of properties in an area 
consist of low fencing or walling and 
dense planting, a 1.8m high brick wall 
will not be acceptable.

However, in general terms, it is 
advisable for boundaries that abut 
a public footway to be as robust 
as possible.  Should planting be the 
preferred option, then prickly hedge 
species may offer a good choice 
for crime prevention reasons. This 
planting should be reinforced with 
temporary fencing (eg. wooden 
or post and wire) to support it until 
established.  

Fig.31: Appropriate boundary structures for rear private gardens

Fig.32: Appropriate boundary structures for front private gardens

1.8m high fence

brick wall, not timber fence

bins discretely 
located behind 
wall

brick wall

railings

bricks and railings

fence accommodates existing 
mature tree

Fig 33. Attractive and robust front 
boundary structures screening wheelie 
bins at Bodmin Road, Bishopstoke
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From: Hei-Tung-Hoh, Dorothy
To: Joe Cutts
Cc: Louise Cutts
Subject: RE: H/23/95400 - 25 Southern Road, West End, SO30 3ES
Date: 10 August 2023 15:53:52
Attachments: image002.png
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Hi Joe,
 
Thank you for the amended block plan.
 
Yes, The proposal would be capable of officer support and can be determined under delegated powers.
 
Kind regards,
 

Dorothy​ Hei‑Tung‑Hoh
Planning Officer
Planning & Environment ‑ Planning/Development Management
023 8068 8314

Eastleigh Borough Council | Eastleigh House | Upper Market Street | Eastleigh | SO50 9YN

From: Joe Cutts <joecutts@wessexplanning.com> 
Sent: 10 August 2023 15:02
To: Hei-Tung-Hoh, Dorothy <Dorothy.Hei-Tung-Hoh@eastleigh.gov.uk>
Cc: Louise Cutts <louisecutts@wessexplanning.com>
Subject: RE: H/23/95400 - 25 Southern Road, West End, SO30 3ES
 
Hi Dorothy,
 
Further to the below, please find attached amended block plan with the fence line more clearly marked.
 
I also confirm that on the basis that the application is positively determined, the client will continue the
planting to the end of the fence line towards the entrance and will also replace the tree.
 
Please could you advise if the application will be determined under delegated authority or whether it will
be called into committee?  Also, please could you advise whether you are minded to recommend
approval of this application?
 

mailto:Dorothy.Hei-Tung-Hoh@eastleigh.gov.uk
mailto:joecutts@wessexplanning.com
mailto:Louisecutts@wessexplanning.com
tel:8314
http://www.eastleigh.gov.uk/
http://www.eastleigh.gov.uk/
http://www.facebook.com/EastleighBC/
http://www.twitter.com/EastleighBC
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCbLxB8-mgFBvoOvO3S4RAoA
http://www.linkedin.com/company/eastleigh-borough-council
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Thanks,
 
Kind Regards
 
Joe Cutts
Director
 

Meadowsweet Cottage, Morleys Lane, Ampfield SO51 9BJ
Tel: 07825 363850
Email: joecutts@wessexplanning.com
Website: http://www.wessexplanning.com/
 

From: Hei-Tung-Hoh, Dorothy <Dorothy.Hei-Tung-Hoh@eastleigh.gov.uk> 
Sent: Thursday, August 10, 2023 12:34 PM
To: Joe Cutts <joecutts@wessexplanning.com>
Cc: Louise Cutts <Louisecutts@wessexplanning.com>
Subject: RE: H/23/95400 - 25 Southern Road, West End, SO30 3ES
 
Hi Joe,
 
There are some outstanding matters to be addressed before I can put forward the application for a
decision. 
 

Please can the fence line be clearly shown on the proposed block plan?
Is the applicant intending to replace the sycamore tree that has been removed?  
Will the applicant continue the planting to the end of the fence line, up to the entrance (as
shown)?

 

 

mailto:joecutts@wessexplanning.com
http://www.wessexplanning.com/
mailto:Dorothy.Hei-Tung-Hoh@eastleigh.gov.uk
mailto:joecutts@wessexplanning.com
mailto:Louisecutts@wessexplanning.com


 
Many thanks
 

Dorothy​ Hei‑Tung‑Hoh
Planning Officer
Planning & Environment ‑ Planning/Development Management
023 8068 8314

Eastleigh Borough Council | Eastleigh House | Upper Market Street | Eastleigh | SO50 9YN

From: Joe Cutts <joecutts@wessexplanning.com> 
Sent: 08 August 2023 12:17
To: Hei-Tung-Hoh, Dorothy <Dorothy.Hei-Tung-Hoh@eastleigh.gov.uk>
Cc: Louise Cutts <louisecutts@wessexplanning.com>
Subject: RE: H/23/95400 - 25 Southern Road, West End, SO30 3ES
 
Hi Dorothy,
 
Thanks for coming back to me.
 
With regard to the Parish Council’s objection, on the grounds of the proposal not being in keeping with
the street scene, you are naturally aware of the many other examples of 1.8m fences within the
surrounding area, as evidenced in the supporting planning statement.  For ease, I replicate the examples
below:
 

 

 

Given the prevalence of similarly high fencing within the street scene, it is difficult to understand this
objection as clearly the proposals are in keeping with the street scene.
 
I trust you will take the above into consideration in balancing the parish council’s objection with your own

tel:8314
http://www.eastleigh.gov.uk/
http://www.eastleigh.gov.uk/
http://www.facebook.com/EastleighBC/
http://www.twitter.com/EastleighBC
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCbLxB8-mgFBvoOvO3S4RAoA
http://www.linkedin.com/company/eastleigh-borough-council
mailto:joecutts@wessexplanning.com
mailto:Dorothy.Hei-Tung-Hoh@eastleigh.gov.uk
mailto:louisecutts@wessexplanning.com


assessment, in determining this application.
 
Kind Regards
 
Joe Cutts
Director
 

Meadowsweet Cottage, Morleys Lane, Ampfield SO51 9BJ
Tel: 07825 363850
Email: joecutts@wessexplanning.com
Website: http://www.wessexplanning.com/
 

From: Hei-Tung-Hoh, Dorothy <Dorothy.Hei-Tung-Hoh@eastleigh.gov.uk> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 8, 2023 11:59 AM
To: Joe Cutts <joecutts@wessexplanning.com>
Cc: Louise Cutts <Louisecutts@wessexplanning.com>
Subject: RE: H/23/95400 - 25 Southern Road, West End, SO30 3ES
 
Morning Joe,
 
Thank you for your email.
 
Two letters of representations were received to the application. 1.no was supporting and 1.no was
objection. Please check via the following link:
https://planning.eastleigh.gov.uk/s/papplication/a1M4J000001gtLr/h2395400
 
Regards,
 

Dorothy Hei‑Tung‑Hoh
Planning Officer
Planning & Environment ‑ Planning/Development Management
023 8068 8314

Eastleigh Borough Council | Eastleigh House | Upper Market Street | Eastleigh | SO50 9YN

This email is subject to recording and/or monitoring. Any content or attachments are for the person to  ​​
 whom it is addressed and may be confidential.
 If you get it by mistake, please email us back as soon as possible, and then delete it from your system; 
 please do not pass it on to anyone else or use the information in it.
 We do our best to guard against viruses. If you get a virus, we cannot accept liability for any damage. 
 You should carry out your own virus check before you open attachments.
 
 Eastleigh Borough Council ​
​EBC Legal Disclaimer ‑ external

From: Joe Cutts <joecutts@wessexplanning.com> 
Sent: 08 August 2023 09:02
To: Hei-Tung-Hoh, Dorothy <Dorothy.Hei-Tung-Hoh@eastleigh.gov.uk>
Cc: Louise Cutts <louisecutts@wessexplanning.com>
Subject: H/23/95400 - 25 Southern Road, West End, SO30 3ES

mailto:joecutts@wessexplanning.com
http://www.wessexplanning.com/
mailto:Dorothy.Hei-Tung-Hoh@eastleigh.gov.uk
mailto:joecutts@wessexplanning.com
mailto:Louisecutts@wessexplanning.com
https://planning.eastleigh.gov.uk/s/papplication/a1M4J000001gtLr/h2395400
tel:8314
http://www.eastleigh.gov.uk/
http://www.eastleigh.gov.uk/
http://www.facebook.com/EastleighBC/
http://www.twitter.com/EastleighBC
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCbLxB8-mgFBvoOvO3S4RAoA
http://www.linkedin.com/company/eastleigh-borough-council
mailto:joecutts@wessexplanning.com
mailto:Dorothy.Hei-Tung-Hoh@eastleigh.gov.uk
mailto:louisecutts@wessexplanning.com


 
Hi Dorothy,
 
I hope you are well.
 

I note that the consultation period for the above application expired yesterday (7th August) and having
reviewed the LPA’s planning website, I see that no public or statutory consultee responses have been
uploaded.
 
Please can you confirm that no objections to the application have been received and therefore you can
move forward towards a positive determination of this application?
 
If consultee responses have been received, please could you share the responses with me so that I can
review and comment as appropriate.
 
Thanks,
 
Kind Regards
 
Joe Cutts
Director
 

Meadowsweet Cottage, Morleys Lane, Ampfield SO51 9BJ
Tel: 07825 363850
Email: joecutts@wessexplanning.com
Website: http://www.wessexplanning.com/
 

mailto:joecutts@wessexplanning.com
http://www.wessexplanning.com/


From: Hei-Tung-Hoh, Dorothy
To: Joe Cutts
Subject: H/23/95400 - 25 Southern Road, West End, SO30 3ES - decision
Date: 24 August 2023 17:14:02
Attachments: image234432.png

image999405.png
image951097.png
image706576.png
image240423.png
image543060.png

Dear Joe,

I hope this email finds you well. I am writing to inform you of the decision regarding your
retrospective application for the front boundary fence at 25 Southern Road.

Initially, I conveyed that the proposed scheme appeared to be supportable; however, following a
thorough management review and consultation, I regret to inform you that the planning
manager has decided not to authorise it.

The main reason for this refusal is based on our findings that the properties along Southern Road
maintain a low boundary, which is a characteristic of the street. This element creates an open
and unobstructed view of the front of all buildings, with the only elements blocking these views
being hedges. Consequently, the current front boundary fence, due to its height and nature,
does not align with the existing character of the street and is deemed unsupportable.

Furthermore, it's worth noting that the application property is situated at a prominent junction.
As such, the visual impact of any changes to the front boundary, such as a higher fence, becomes
even more significant and potentially disruptive to the overall streetscape.

I understand that this may be disappointing news, but as this is a retrospective application, our
ability to make amendments is limited. Therefore, I will recommend refusal in line with the
planning manager's decision.

Thank you for your understanding and cooperation throughout this process.

Kind regards,

 

Dorothy Hei‑Tung‑Hoh
Planning Officer
Planning & Environment ‑ Planning/Development Management
023 8068 8314

Eastleigh Borough Council | Eastleigh House | Upper Market Street | Eastleigh | SO50 9YN

This email is subject to recording and/or monitoring. Any content or attachments are for the person to  ​​
 whom it is addressed and may be confidential.
 If you get it by mistake, please email us back as soon as possible, and then delete it from your system; 
 please do not pass it on to anyone else or use the information in it.

mailto:Dorothy.Hei-Tung-Hoh@eastleigh.gov.uk
mailto:joecutts@wessexplanning.com
tel:8314
http://www.eastleigh.gov.uk/
http://www.eastleigh.gov.uk/
http://www.facebook.com/EastleighBC/
http://www.twitter.com/EastleighBC
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCbLxB8-mgFBvoOvO3S4RAoA
http://www.linkedin.com/company/eastleigh-borough-council
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 You should carry out your own virus check before you open attachments.
 
 Eastleigh Borough Council ​
​EBC Legal Disclaimer ‑ external
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