
 
R06 F/TH/18/0749 

 
PROPOSAL: 
 
LOCATION: 

Erection of a close boarded fence to a maximum height of 
1.83m to front elevation together with erection of decking to 
rear elevation 
 
The Square Meal Cafe  374 Canterbury Road BIRCHINGTON 
Kent CT7 9UB 
 

WARD: Birchington South 
 

AGENT: Mr Ian Horswell 
 

APPLICANT: Mr Alker 
 

RECOMMENDATION: Refuse Permission 
 

For the following reasons: 
 
 
 1 The fence, by virtue of its prominent location, height and materials, forms a dominant 
and visually intrusive element within the street scene, severely detrimental to the open 
character and appearance of the area, contrary to Policy D1 of the Thanet Local Plan, and 
paragraphs 127 and 130 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 
 
 
SITE, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 
  
The Fishbone Grill is a restaurant located on the north-west side of Canterbury Road.  
Adjoining the site, to the south-west, is a car sales and hand car wash business.  Residential 
properties sit adjacent to the site to the north-east and directly opposite fronting Canterbury 
Road. The rear boundary of the site sits adjacent to open farmland to the north-west and 
south-west and the boundary of the site defines the edge of the urban confines.  Consent is 
sought to erect a close boarded fence to the front elevation dividing the restaurant from the 
car sales and car wash business and to the rear it is proposed to erect decking for additional 
outside customer seating. 
  
RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 
  
There have been numerous planning applications relating to this site but the most relevant 
are: 
  
F/TH/17/1722 - Change of use from restaurant (Use Class A3) to mixed use restaurant and 
hot food takeaway (Use Classes A3 and A5) together with erection of extraction system and 
flue. Granted. 26.07.2018 
 



F/TH/17/1180 - Variation of condition 2 attached to planning permission F/TH/16/0637 'for 
the erection of a single storey rear extension and a mono pitched side extension together 
with alterations to door and windows on front elevation' to allow for alterations to door and 
windows on front elevation, blocking up of windows on north east and south west elevations, 
enlargement of seating area to front together with relocation of two parking spaces and 
bollards.  Alterations to width of pedestrian path to side and rear, relocation of waste bin 
store, repositioning of rear fence together with insertion of pedestrian gate.   Granted   
05.10.2017 
 
F/TH/17/0713 - Variation of condition 2 of planning permission F/TH/16/0637 for the erection 
of a single storey rear extension and a mono pitched side extension together with alterations 
to door and windows on front elevation to allow alterations to fenestration and boundary 
treatment and pedestrian area    Granted   17.07.2017 
 
F/TH/16/0637 - Erection of a single storey rear extension and a mono pitched side extension 
together with alterations to door and windows on front elevation   Granted   16.08.2016 
  
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 
  
Consent is sought to erect a close boarded fence to the front of the site to divide the 
restaurant site from the car wash and car sales business.  To the rear of the restaurant it is 
proposed to install raised decking to provide further outdoor seating. 
  
DEVELOPMENT PLAN POLICIES 
 
 Thanet Local Plan 2006 Saved Policies 
  
D1 - Design Principles 
TR16 - Car Parking Provision 
  
NOTIFICATIONS 
  
Neighbours have been notified and a site notice posted.  One representation has been 
received in support of the application providing the following things are considered: 
- The 1m high fence nearest to the main road needs to be further back than .90 for vision 
reasons 
- The car wash and car sales customers exiting right out of 376 (next door) will have a car 
overhang into the road to be able to see to exit right on the A28 Canterbury Road, which is 
dangerous 
- If the fence is kept back from the highway at least 2 meters this would not cause any 
issues. 
- The fence should be kept clean and tidy at all times and no advertisements or anything 
should be attached to the fence advertising on the 376 side at any time 
  
Birchington Parish Council - Raise no objection. 
  
CONSULTATIONS 
  



Kent Highways - Make no comment as this is a non protocol matter and KCC provide 
standing guidance for such applications.  They advise that all necessary consents should be 
obtained for any works within the highway. 
  
TDC Environmental Health - Although I have no objection to the proposal for some rear 
external seating associated with the cafe/restaurant I would be concerned if the number of 
seats exceeded those shown in drawing P03 i.e shall be restricted to no more than 10.  In 
addition, as ambient noise drops into the evening and the site is licensed for alcohol I would 
recommend attaching a safeguarding 9pm curfew condition. 
  
COMMENTS 
  
The application is brought before Members at the request of Councillor Brimm who requests 
that Planning Committee consider the impact of the development on character and 
appearance of the area. 
  
The main considerations with regard to this planning application are the impact of the 
proposal on the character and appearance of the area and the street scene, residential 
amenity of neighbouring residential occupiers and impact on highway safety. 
  
Character and Appearance 
  
The site is located adjacent to Canterbury Road and is located at the edge of the urban 
confines.  The restaurant building (No.374) and that of its neighbour (No.376) is set back 
from the highway and the area to the front comprises parking bays associated with the 
business.  The area to the front of No.376 is used for the display of vehicles and hand car 
washing. 
  
The raised decking with post and rails separating it from the car park, would be 
approximately 3.5 metres by 9.5 metres and located directly off the rear elevation of the 
extension, and as such would be partially screened from longer views by the existing 
buildings on the site and adjacent properties fronting Canterbury Road.  The decking area is 
not therefore considered to be harmful to the character and appearance of the area.  
  
To the front of the site it is proposed to erect a close boarded fence between the site and the 
adjacent business.  The fence would be approximately 1.83 metres high alongside the edge 
of the patio and reduce to approximately 1.22 metres for the next 3.8 metres and reduce to 
approximately 0.9 metres for the last 2 metres and end approximately 2 metres from the 
edge of the highway.  The fence would be close boarded timber and the drawing shows the 
1.8 metre high section of fence, facing the patio area, covered in artificial green planting. 
  
This part of Canterbury Road is particularly open in character with this site appearing 
particularly open and exposed, forming the edge of the urban development.  Beyond the site 
to the south is open countryside.  The site and neighbouring dwellings in the vicinity are set 
back from the highway and generally have low level boundary fences and walls.  Either side 
of Canterbury Road there is a grass verge between the pavement and the edge of the 
highway which adds to this very pleasing open character. 
  



The proposed fence would appear extremely prominent in this location, when viewed from 
the public highway and particularly on the approach along Canterbury Road from the south.  
The addition of artificial green planting to the 1.8 metre section of fencing would, in my 
opinion, further draw the eye to the prominence of the fence.  Whilst there are examples in 
the vicinity of walls and fenced boundaries enclosing garden land the majority have low front 
boundaries and an openness to their frontages. This makes a significant contribution to the 
visual character and spacious appearance of the Canterbury Road streetscene. 
  
In contrast to the low boundaries and landscaped frontages the proposed fence would be a 
stark and highly visible feature which would appear as an inconsistent projection of built 
development. As a result the fence is visually harmful to the character and appearance of 
this area and as such would be contrary to Policy D1 of the Thanet Local Plan, and 
paragraphs 127 and 130 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 
  
Living Conditions 
  
The fence would be located some distance from neighbouring residential properties and is 
not considered harmful to residential amenity. 
  
The raised decking to the rear would be located approximately 12 metres from the 1.8 metre 
boundary fence with No.370.  The site has been in commercial use for a considerable 
number of years and the area to the rear is used for parking for which there is a certain 
degree of noise and disturbance likely as patrons enter and leave the premises.  The size of 
the decking (3.5 metres by 9.5 metres) which includes access to the rear entrance door, 
would naturally limit the number of patrons able to use the outdoor seating, however the 
decking would have the potential for an increase in noise and disturbance to neighbouring 
residential properties, particularly in good weather.  
 
Environmental Health raise no objections to the decking providing the amount of outdoor 
seating is restricted to 10 as shown on the submitted drawing and that the use ceases after 
9pm.  The use of the patio area to the front of the building was recently approved 
(F/TH/17/1180) and restricted by condition to only be used between the hours of 9am and 
9pm.  It would therefore not be unreasonable to restrict the use of the rear seating area, 
which is closer to neighbouring residential gardens, to the same hours.  Providing the use of 
the decking is conditioned, I consider the use is unlikely to lead to a significant increase in 
noise or disturbance to neighbours.  Furthermore, if the use of this area is subsequently 
found to result in unacceptable noise nuisance to neighbours the Environmental Health 
Department has powers within its own legislation to deal with this. 
  
Having regard to the above it is considered the proposal accords with Thanet Local Plan 
Policy D1 and the NPPF and is acceptable. 
  
Highway Safety 
  
The car parking layout has been agreed through previous consents.  The patio area does 
not reduce the number of spaces available but does project approximately 2.5 metres from 
the rear elevation towards the parking bays. 
 



At the time of my visit there were tables and chairs outside and patrons were using them and 
this did not appear to be causing an obstruction to the use of the parking bays. 
  
The distance from the edge of the decking to the closest parking space is 4.2 metres and 
from the corner of the decking to the corner the nearest space next to the side boundary is 
5.4 metres.  The reduced width created by the addition of decking would not, in my opinion, 
make maneuverability impossible, even if vehicles were to be parked carelessly or overhang 
the marked out spaces.  The distance between the space directly behind No.376 would be 
reduced to only 3.8 metres from the edge of the decking but this space could be approached 
from an angle.  At the time of my visit it was noted that cars were not parked neatly within 
the bays and cars were parked where there were no markings next to the rear timber fence 
and alongside the main building.  Poor parking could not reasonably be controlled within the 
site but on the evidence of the site visit the addition of decking to the rear would not be 
detrimental to highway safety. 
 
With regards to the fencing to the front the two parking spaces provided in front of the patio 
would be unaffected and the staggered height design of the fence would maintain 
acceptable visibility splays for vehicles entering and leaving both the application site and the 
neighbouring business. 
  
Conclusion 
  
The proposal would conflict with Policy D1 of the Thanet Local Plan 2006 that seeks new 
development to respect or enhance the character or appearance of the surrounding area, 
amongst other matters. The proposal would also be contrary to the aims of paragraphs 127 
and 130 of the National Planning Policy Framework that seek to secure high quality design 
and take into account the character of the area and, as such, it is recommended that 
Members refuse the application. 
 
 
Case Officer 
Rosemary Bullivant 
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