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Report No. 
DRR00000 

London Borough of Bromley 
 

PART ONE - PUBLIC 
 
 

   

Decision Maker: DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE 

Date:  Thursday 25th January 2018 

Decision Type: Urgent  
 

Non-Executive 
 

 

Title: ST HUGHES PLAYING FIELDS 
 

Contact Officer: Tim Horsman, Planning Development Control Manager 
Tel: 020 8313 4956    E-mail:  Tim.Horsman@bromley.gov.uk 
 
Greg Ullman, Senior Solicitor 
Tel: 020 8464 3333   E-mail: Greg.Ullman@bromley.gov.uk 
 

Chief Officer: Chief Planner / Director of Corporate Services 

Ward: Bickley 

 
1. REASON FOR REPORT 

This report considers new material planning considerations arising since the resolution to grant 
planning permission for application 17/02468/FULL1 and offers Members an opportunity to take 
these into account prior to the issue of a decision on the current planning application. 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. RECOMMENDATION(S) 

Having regard to the new material considerations set out in the report, Members can 
ratify their decision made on 4th October 2017 
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Impact on Vulnerable Adults and Children 
 
1. Summary of Impact: School place need as set out in report and application documents  
________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Corporate Policy 
 

1. Policy Status: Existing Policy:   
 

2. BBB Priority: Children and Young People Quality Environment Safe Bromley:  
________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Financial 
 

1. Cost of proposal: Not Applicable:  
 

2. Ongoing costs: Not Applicable:  
 

3. Budget head/performance centre: Planning / Development Control 
 

4. Total current budget for this head: £N/A 
 

5. Source of funding: N/A 
________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Personnel 
 

1. Number of staff (current and additional): N/A        
 

2. If from existing staff resources, number of staff hours: N/A        
________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Legal 
 

1. Legal Requirement: Non-Statutory - Government Guidance:  
 

2. Call-in: Not Applicable:   
________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Procurement 
 

1. Summary of Procurement Implications: N/A   
________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Customer Impact 
 

1. Estimated number of users/beneficiaries (current and projected): N/A       
________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Ward Councillor Views 
 

1. Have Ward Councillors been asked for comments?  
 

2. Summary of Ward Councillors comments:  Any comments will be reported verbally 
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3. COMMENTARY 

General Background to the Report 

3.1 Planning application reference 16/03315/FULL1 [“the first application”] for “Proposed erection of 
a 6FE Secondary Boys School comprising a part 2 storey, part 3 storey school building of 
8,443m2 including a sports hall (also for wider community use) together with hard and soft 
landscaping, creation of a new vehicular access on Chislehurst Road, 68 parking spaces, drop 
off/pick up area and associated works. Erection of a temporary 2 storey classroom block on site 
for 12 months to accommodate 5 classrooms, a laboratory, offices and toilets” was refused by 
Development Control Committee on 25th January 2017 by decision dated 31st January 2017 for 
the following reason. The decision notice is appended to this report (Appendix 1). 

“The potential traffic generation and capacity of the existing highway network along with the 
proposed access arrangements raise both road and pedestrian safety concerns that have not 
been fully addressed in the proposal and are likely to cause severe cumulative impacts contrary 
to Policy T18 of the Unitary Development Plan 2006 and paragraph 32 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework 2012.” 
 

 An appeal was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate against this refusal with a start date of 
21st September 2017. The appellant requested the written representations procedure. 

3.2 Planning application 17/02468/FULL1 [“the current application”] for “Proposed erection of a 6FE 
Secondary Boys School comprising a part 2 storey, part 3 storey school building of 8,443m2 
including a sports hall (also for wider community use) together with hard and soft landscaping, 
creation of a new vehicular access on Chislehurst Road, 69 parking spaces, drop off/pick up 
area and associated works. Erection of a temporary 2 storey classroom block on site for 12 
months to accommodate 5 classrooms, a laboratory, offices and toilets (amended submission of 
application DC/16/03315/FULL1)” was considered at Development Control Committee on 4th 
October 2017. Members resolved to grant planning permission subject to planning conditions 
and a S106 legal agreement and referral to the Mayor of London and Secretary of State. The 
committee report (Appendix 2), minutes (Appendix 3) and draft conditions and heads of terms 
for the s106 legal agreement (Appendix 4) are all appended to this report. 

3.3 The second application amended the scheme with the following changes: improvements to the 
Chislehurst Road access including the insertion of safety railings and a new pathway 
(approximately 17m in length and 1.8m in width) and a raised table crossing; 15 additional drop 
off bays in the car park; and changes to the coach access (coaches would now enter the site). 
As well as these changes, the second application was supported by additional assumptions 
about trip generation and modal split which differed from the original scheme. 

3.4 During preparation of the Section 106 legal agreement for the current application 
17/02468/FULL1 (which is required to be completed prior to the issue of the planning 
permission), the appeal decision for the first application (16/03315/FULL1) was published on 
11th December 2017, following consideration by a government Planning Inspector. The appeal 
was dismissed and the decision letter is appended to this report (Appendix 5). 

 Procedural Background 

3.5 The Council has sought legal advice prior to the publication of this report on the procedural 
matters raised. This report is published taking into account the advice received. 

3.6 Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (the 1990 Act) says as follows:  
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 “In dealing with an application for planning permission or permission in principle that authority 
shall have regard to the provisions of the development plan, so far as is material to the 
application, and to any other material considerations.”  

3.7 Case law is clear that if a delegated officer becomes aware of a new material consideration 
before issuing a decision, the authority is bound to have regard to it. It is also clear that in this 
context a new material consideration must be one that might have had an effect on 
deliberations had it occurred before the decision was made, but it need not be one that is 
determinative to a decision. In other words, upon reconsideration, it is open to a committee to 
make the same decision as it did before, so long as it has taken into account the new material 
consideration.  

3.8 Material planning considerations are not specifically defined in legislation or guidance, however 
it is widely accepted that a planning decision on a related application would constitute a material 
planning consideration. The Inspector’s decision is considered to be a new material planning 
consideration which ought to properly be considered by the Local Planning Authority prior to the 
issue of the planning permission subject of the resolution of Development Control Committee on 
4th October 2017. This report provides Officer comments on the matters raised in the appeal 
decision and how they relate to the current application, to assist the committee in its 
consideration of all relevant matters and in deciding whether to confirm its previous decision to 
approve the application and upon what basis.  

3.9 Further advice has been also been sought from the Council’s Highway Engineer (Appendix 6) 
and the externally appointed independent Highway Consultant (Appendix 7) on the points raised 
in the Inspector’s decision. This advice is appended and has been considered in the drafting of 
the report. The content of this report should be read in conjunction with the application 
documents and original committee report for the current application. 

3.10 Members should note that the Inspector mistakenly referred to Bickley Road as part of the 
Transport for London Road Network (TLRN) in his Decision Notice.  It is a classified road, a 
London Distributor route, and part of the A222.  It is, as he said, a main east-west route across 
south London and a bus route.   

 
 Matters raised in the appeal decision 

3.11 The Inspector was determining the first application, and therefore his comments and decision 
are required to be considered in that context, however there are considerable similarities 
between the two proposals, the main differences being set out above in section 3.3 above.  

3.12 The Inspector notes from his own observations that the queueing to the roundabout on Bickley 
Road is much greater in length than the queues recorded in the appellant’s queue survey for the 
same time on a weekday.  

3.13 The Inspector specifically raises concerns about the impact of queuing through the site which 
he considers would be worse as a result of difficulties for drivers turning right out of the site. He 
considers not only that this would constitute a safety hazard but also that it would have the 
effect of some drivers not entering the site but picking up and dropping off pupils on surrounding 
roads, concluding (paragraph 11) that there would be “a severe and unacceptable cumulative 
impact on highway safety on Bickley Road and Chislehurst Road which are already subject to a 
lack of capacity at peak times.” 

3.14 The Inspector dismissed the appeal, stating (paragraph 12) that “…the mechanisms by which 
traffic [entering the site], and its users, would interact with the other traffic on the network which 
is my concern and which in my view, would be likely to prevent the achievement of safe and 
suitable access to the appeal site in conflict with paragraph 32 of the [National Planning Policy] 
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Framework. In terms of the limited vehicle stop times to drop-off or pick-up, this interaction 
would be difficult to regulate.” He concludes (paragraph 14)“…that the proposal would have an 
unacceptable adverse impact on highway safety and that it would thus conflict with UDP Policy 
T18 and the [National Planning Policy] Framework”. 

3.15 The Inspector also stated in his conclusions (paragraph 15) that “The existence of clear 
educational planning policy context support for the proposed facility and an urgent and 
demonstrable need for the scheme are relevant matters in the consideration of this appeal. 
They would not however outweigh the harm that I have identified which does not relate to the 
facility or its location as such, but to the chosen access arrangements for the site.”  

3.16 The designation of Chislehurst Road as a yellow route on the London Cycle Network is raised in 
the appeal decision (paragraph 11) and this is a matter which has not been considered 
previously. The Inspector considers that the concerns raised in paragraph 11 about driver 
behaviour on Chislehurst Road would conflict with the aims of this designation. 

3.17 The Inspector also sets out that he does not consider that the quantum of additional traffic that 
would result from the proposal would have a severe impact on the transport network.  

3.18 The Inspector’s concerns can therefore be summarised as follows: 

 (ii) ‘Much greater’ queuing at the roundabout junction of Bickley Road on his site visit than 
identified in the applicant’s survey work;  

(i) Safety and suitability of the Bickley Road egress from the site; 

 (iii) Severe and unacceptable cumulative impact of the consequential increase in pick up and 
drop off on surrounding roads on highway safety; and  

(iv) Conflict with the London Cycle Network designation for Chislehurst Road.  

Commentary on matters raised 

 (i) Queuing 

3.19 The Inspector also identifies ‘much greater’ queuing at the roundabout on Bickley Road than 
that identified in the applicant’s survey work. His observations led him to be concerned that the 
queue would pass the Bickley Road egress and make the egress unsafe and delay traffic 
entering the site.  

3.20 The applicant and supporters of the scheme have provided information that points to the fact 
that the circumstances in the road network on the day of the Inspector’s visit were out of the 
ordinary due to various incidents. It is clear that the incidents and roadworks identified could 
have had an impact on traffic in this area, but it is not possible to come to a clear conclusion 
about the impact of road conditions on this specific location on a date in the past. It should be 
noted that the traffic survey data submitted to the Council with the applications do not show 
queuing as far back as the Inspector witnessed. 

3.21 The Council’s Highway Engineer has commented as follows on this point: 

 “Queue lengths are likely to vary on a day to day basis, particularly when a junction is nearing or 
at capacity.  The applicant’s survey showed lengthy queues here during the AM peak between 
7:50am until the end of the survey at 8.30am.  The queue may also extend past the site at other 
times of the day including at the time of the Inspector’s site visit.   

Page 5



  6

 The potential for road works to have affected the queuing and traffic conditions on Bickley Road 
on the day of the site visit (15/11/17) have been raised.   There were 2 such locations in the 
vicinity of the application site, a road closure by the railway bridge in Yester Road and 
temporary lights in Bromley Road, Chislehurst.  There was also a closure of the London bound 
carriageway of the A20 between Frognal Corner and Fiveways due to diesel spill.  There were 
substantial delays in the morning through Chislehurst associated with the temporary lights on 
Bromley Road which were removed around midday.  Whether there would have been any 
knock-on effects from any of these works on Bickley Road during the afternoon of the 
Inspector’s site visit is very difficult to ascertain.” 

3.22 The Inspector does not consider that the quantum of additional traffic that would result from the 
proposal would have a severe impact on the transport network and his concerns appear to be 
limited to the impact of queuing on the behaviour of drivers and those dropping off or picking up 
children, and the resultant safety impacts of that behaviour, which he considers would be 
‘severe and cumulative’. 

(ii) Bickley Road Access 

3.23 The Inspector’s concerns about safety at and the suitability of the Bickley Road egress were not 
available for the committee to consider; indeed, this issue was not a matter considered in detail. 
Moreover, although previously the committee would have been aware of concerns raised about 
pick up and drop off on surrounding roads, these were not in the context of the Inspector’s 
concerns relating to the Bickley Road egress and the lack of attractiveness of the route through 
the site consequent on this.  

3.24 By comparison to the first application, the current application includes assumptions that 
considerably fewer drivers will wish to turn right from the site. This was 80% in the first 
application and is 43% in the current application. The assumption is understood to come from 
postcode information of prospective parents’ home addresses. Despite the difference in 
information provided about likely use of the egress between the first and current applications, 
Members did not take specific issue with these assumptions when the application was 
considered previously, however the Inspector’s concerns about safety were not evident to the 
committee previously. 

3.25 The applicant has in the light of the Inspector’s decision and evident concern informally 
proposed a ‘no right turn’ out of the site onto Bickley Road and comments from the Council’s 
Highway Team are that this would be technically feasible and enforceable. However, there is a 
concern that this restriction would also discourage drivers from entering the site at all, given that 
if they wished to head westwards into Bromley, they would need to make an approximate 1.2 – 
1.5km detour, meaning they may then choose to drop off on local roads instead.  

3.26 The Council’s Highway Engineer comments that there are two likely scenarios which could 
occur with the proposed ‘no right turn’:  

 “(1) those drivers who wanted to turn right are unlikely to go through the site as the 
diversion route via either Pines Road / Chislehurst Road or Page Heath Lane / Bird in 
Hand Lane would add between 1.2 – 1.5km to their journey depending on the route the 
vehicles are taking.  The alternative is to park on the road to drop off and pick up pupils. 

 (2) given these are drivers who would use the access on a daily basis, there are some that 
may still try and turn right.”   

3.27 Therefore, whilst a ‘no right turn’ would partly address the Inspector’s concern in that it would 
improve the safety of the egress onto Bickley Road, it is considered that it would also potentially 
discourage drivers from entering the site due to the additional journey time it would add if they 
wished to continue their journey westwards. Thus it is possible it would have a similar impact to 
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the delays the Inspector considered would occur as a result of queuing cars waiting to turn right 
out of the site. 

3.28 Notwithstanding the above, if Members do agree with the Inspector’s concerns regarding right 
turns from the Bickley Road egress, it would be possible to impose a specific planning condition 
requiring a ‘no right turn’ out of the site and based on design and signage this would be 
enforceable. 

  (iii) Impact of Pick Up and Drop Off on Local Roads 

3.29 The Inspector is concerned about the highway safety impact of picking up and dropping off on 
local roads. This was a matter raised by the Council’s Highway Engineer during consideration of 
the current application and therefore is not a new issue in itself, however the Inspector’s 
observations of the local traffic conditions and his concerns around the Bickley Road egress are 
directly related to this concern.  

 (iv) Impact on London Cycle Network designation 

3.30 The London Cycle Network point was not a point raised as a concern by the Committee. 
Chislehurst Road is a ‘yellow’ route which is defined on the Transport for London Local Cycling 
Guide as “other roads that may have been recommended by cyclists that may connect other 
route sections.”  The road is therefore identified as a potential quiet route for cyclists, and there 
may be some impact on cyclists using the road during busier school pick up and drop off times.  

3.31 Whilst the status of the road was known at the time of the Committee’s previous decision, it is to 
be noted that the Inspector considered that this designation added weight to his concerns about 
indiscriminate short term parking relating to the school. However, this designation is not a 
specific planning policy designation at local or London level, and carries limited weight as a 
planning consideration. 

 Applicant’s comments  

3.32 The applicant has been given an opportunity to make further submissions pursuant to the 
publication of the appeal decision. No formal amendments to the application have been 
submitted; however information has been submitted informally for comment, including technical 
details of a ‘no right turn’ option for Bickley Road.  

3.33 The applicant has also set out that they consider the Inspector finds in favour of the appellant in 
respect of education need and highways impacts with regard to capacity and further confirms 
that the dismissal of the appeal is not related to the location or facility proposed. They consider 
that there is nothing new in the Inspector’s decision which Members did not consider previously 
when determining the application. The applicant also considers that the ‘no right turn’ option 
addresses the Inspector’s concerns about Bickley Road. Any further submissions will be 
reported to the committee. 

 Public representations received 

3.34 A number of representations have been received in respect of this matter and in summary these 
raise the following issues set out below. Any further representations will be reported to the 
committee and representations are available on the Council’s website.  

- The Borough is building more houses and therefore we need more school places 
- More people will move to the Borough for a good school which is therefore more money 

coming into Bromley 
- The planning application was blighted by the traffic conditions on a single day when a burst 

water main and temporary traffic lights caused chaos. 
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- The staff and pupils are ready and expecting this school to open in September 
- The children will walk to school 
- There is room on the playing fields for the girls and the boys 
- There is a considerable shortage of school places for boys 
- This school has gone through the process and all issues regarding traffic / noise / safety have 

been addressed and dealt with 
- The Inspector should have checked mitigating circumstances before writing his report 
- The process is a farce 
- The site is well connected 
- If traffic is going slowly as part of the normal morning rush hour it is a safer environment for 

pedestrians. 
- It's hugely disappointing to learn that following approval this appeal has to come back to the 

council. 
- There is huge local support for a new school for boys alongside Bullers Wood Girls School and 

the council should consider this in their review of the appeal and uphold the democratic 
process by supporting the original decision made in the support of this appeal 

- Bullers Wood School for Boys has received Department for Education approval and is showing 
as "pipeline" on the DofE website successful applications data. It now needs to be built in 
order to achieve a more equitable distribution of educational resources in the area 

 
In addition video evidence showing traffic flowing freely on Bickley Road in the vicinity of the site 
on the afternoon of 17th January has been presented from supporters of the proposal. 

 
 Other Matters 

3.35 Members should also consider the recent refusal of planning permission (application 
17/00429/FULL1) by the Council for the proposed secondary age school at 1 Westmoreland 
Road, Bromley. This refusal occurred after the resolution to grant planning permission for the 
current application and is also therefore a new material planning consideration. This decision 
does effectively increase the educational need for secondary places within the Borough as it 
results in delivery of a school on that site being delayed for an unknown period of time or 
precluded, and thus weighs in favour of the proposal. 

 Summary 

3.36 The Inspector’s concerns focus on highway safety. These are primarily in connection with the 
proposed right turn onto Bickley Road from the site, and pick up and drop off on local roads as a 
consequence of the unattractiveness of the route through the site. In particular, the Inspector’s 
conclusion that there would be a severe lack of safety due to right turn movements out of the 
site onto Bickley Road is an important new point which the Committee should take into account.  

3.37 As a direct response to the Inspector’s decision, the applicant has informally proposed a 
technical solution to address some of the Inspector’s concerns. This comprises a ‘no right turn’ 
onto Bickley Road, which has been drawn up to a technical level and is feasible and 
enforceable. Therefore the concerns raised regarding the safety of the Bickley Road egress can 
be resolved. A specific condition requiring the Bickley Road ‘no right turn’ could be added to the 
appended draft conditions. This is a new requirement which results from the Inspector’s 
decision as it is clear that this egress would be unsafe in the Inspector’s view without such an 
arrangement. The National Planning Policy Framework sets out (paragraph 206) that “Planning 
conditions should only be imposed where they are necessary, relevant to planning and to the 
development to be permitted, enforceable, precise and reasonable in all other respects”. The 
committee is asked in particular to give consideration to this question.  

3.38 However, this solution will mean that the route through the site remains unattractive to some 
users, and will potentially encourage pick up and drop off on local roads, potentially having a 
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similar impact as the difficulties turning right from the site identified by the Inspector. This pick 
up and drop off and its impacts were also a concern of the Inspector. The London Cycle 
Network designation is also a new point related to this although carrying limited weight. 

3.39 Thus the Inspector’s highway safety concerns which result from the consequence of drivers 
being less likely to enter the site remain outstanding. Members may consider that the impact of 
pick up and drop off on Chislehurst Road was a matter that they considered previously and that 
the impact of the ‘no right turn’ would potentially be similar to that impact previously identified to 
be caused by the potential queuing through the site, and therefore acceptable based on the 
previous committee resolution. 

3.40 The increased unmet educational need identified as a consequence of the application at 1 
Westmoreland Road being refused is a new material consideration which does lend support to 
the proposal and which Members should take into account. 

3.41 Members are asked to give consideration to the Inspector’s decision and the advice above in 
the context of their previous decision and resolve accordingly with clear reference to any 
conditions to be imposed and reasons for granting permission in order to address any concerns 
arising from their deliberations. A decision to approve the application can then lawfully be given 
in the light of the new material planning consideration considered in this report, subject to the 
conditions and obligations (to be taken forward in the form of a Section 106 legal agreement) 
appended to the report. Any permission issued would be subject to the confirmation from the 
Mayor of London and Secretary of State that they do not wish to consider the matters raised in 
this report. 

4. IMPACT ON VULNERABLE ADULTS AND CHILDREN  

School place need as set out in report and application documents  

5. LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 

The legal implications are set out in paragraphs 3.3-3.8 of this report. It is important to 
remember that Members made a decision to approve the grant of permission (subject to 
conditions and the completion of a Section 106 legal agreement) on 4th October 2017. The 
purpose of this report is therefore to enable Members to consider whether having regard to the 
new material considerations they should change that decision or not, rather than inviting 
Members considering the matter afresh. The Officer recommendation advises that Members 
can ratify their previous decision. 

6. POLICY IMPLICATIONS 

Addressed in the report and appended documents 

Non-Applicable Sections: FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS; PERSONNEL 
IMPLICATIONS; PROCUREMENT IMPLICATIONS 

 
Background Documents: 
(Access via Contact 
Officer) 

Planning application and policy documents referred to in this 
report and previous appended committee report 
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                           Town Planning 
                Civic Centre, Stockwell Close, Bromley BR1 3UH 
 
               Telephone: 020 8464 3333       Fax: 020 8461 7725 
                 Direct Line: 020 8313 4956      Internet: www.bromley.gov.uk 

             Email:planning@bromley.gov.uk      DX5727 Bromley
 

  
 /25th January 2017 

Kier Construction (Southern) 
C/o Mrs Laura Jackson 
DHA Planning 
Eclipse House Eclipse Park 
Sittingbourne Road 
Maidstone 
ME14 3EN 

Application No :
Date :

DC/16/03315/FULL1 
31st January 2017 

  
 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 
THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT 

PROCEDURE) (ENGLAND) ORDER 2015 (AS AMENDED) 
 

NOTIFICATION OF REFUSAL OF PLANNING PERMISSION 
 
 

Take notice that the Council of the London Borough of Bromley, in exercise of its powers as local 
planning authority under the above Act, has REFUSED planning permission for the development, 

referred to in your application received on  
11th July 2016. 

 
 

at : St Hughes Playing Fields Bickley Road Bickley Bromley    
 
Proposal: Proposed erection of a 6FE Secondary Boys School comprising a part 2 storey, part 3 

storey school building of 8,443m2 including a sports hall (also for wider community 
use) together with hard and soft landscaping, creation of a new vehicular access on 
Chislehurst Road, 68 parking spaces, drop off/pick up area and associated works. 
Erection of a temporary 2 storey classroom block on site for 12 months to 
accommodate 5 classrooms, a laboratory, offices and toilets. 
 

For following the reasons :- 
 
 1 The potential traffic generation and capacity of the existing highway network along with the 

proposed access arrangements raise both road and pedestrian safety concerns that have not 
been fully addressed in the proposal and are likely to cause severe cumulative impacts 
contrary to Policy T18 of the Unitary Development Plan 2006 and paragraph 32 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework 2012. 

 
 
 
 
Signed: 
 

 

Appendix 1
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CHIEF PLANNER 
On behalf of the London Borough of Bromley Council 
 

YOUR ATTENTION IS DRAWN TO THE NOTES OVERLEAF – these include information on time 
limits within which to submit an appeal, which can be a short as 28 days from the decision date. 

 
To assist applicants the Local Planning Authority has produced policies and written guidance, all of which is 
available on the Council’s website at www.bromley.gov.uk/planning. Through the provision of a pre-application 
advice service the Local Planning Authority encourages early engagement to resolve problems that can occur in 
relation to dealing with a planning application by providing clear guidance as to how the aims of the development 
plan can be achieved in a sustainable and appropriate manner in accordance with paragraphs 188 - 190 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework 2012.

Appendix 1
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Approvals with or without conditions, or refusals of applications for planning permission under the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990 and the Town and Country Planning (General Development Procedure) Order 2015 (as amended) 
and applications for Listed Building and Conservation Area Consent under the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation 
Areas) Act 1990 (as amended) 
 
If you disagree with the decision of the Local Planning Authority (LPA) to refuse permission or approval for the proposed 
development, or to grant permission or approval subject to conditions, you may appeal to The Planning Inspectorate (PINS). 
This is an independent Executive Agency which provides fair and impartial decisions on appeals against LPA decisions on 
planning consents in accordance with Section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and for Listed Building and 
Conservation Area consents in accordance with Section 20 and 21 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) 
Act 1990.  
 
Appeals must be made within 12 weeks of the Decision Notice date for householder planning applications and within 6 months 
for any other application. They must be submitted on a form, which is obtainable from The Planning Inspectorate Temple Quay 
House, 2 The Square, Temple Quay Bristol BS1 6PN or online from https://www.gov.uk/appeal-planning-decision. If an 
enforcement notice is or has been served relating to the same or substantially the same development as in your application, 
then the time limit to appeal will expire 28 days after the enforcement notice is served – except that you will have a minimum of 
28 days to appeal after the right of appeal begins and the time limit will expire no later than it would if there were no 
enforcement notice. 
 
The Secretary of State (including PINS) is not required to entertain an appeal if it appears to him that permission for the 
proposed development could not have been granted by the Local Planning Authority, or could not have been so granted 
otherwise than subject to the conditions imposed by them, having regard to the Statutory requirements, to the provisions of the 
development order, and to any directions given under the order. 
 
If planning permission, listed building or conservation area consent to develop land is refused, or granted subject to conditions, 
whether by the Local Planning Authority or by the Secretary of State (including PINS) on appeal, and the owner of the land 
claims that the land has become incapable of reasonably beneficial use in its existing state and cannot be rendered capable of 
reasonably beneficial use by the carrying out of any development which has been or would be permitted, he may serve on the 
London Borough of Bromley a purchase notice requiring that the Council purchase his interest in the land in accordance with the 
provisions of Part VI Chapter 1 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 or in accordance with the provisions of Section 32 of 
the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. 
  
In certain circumstances, a claim may be made against the local planning authority for compensation, where permission or 
consent is refused, or granted subject to conditions by the Secretary of State on appeal or on a reference of the application to 
him. These circumstances in which compensation is payable are set out in Section 114 of the Town and Country Planning Act 
1990 and in Section 27 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. 
  
Applications for Express Consent under the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and the Town and Country Planning 
(Control of Advertisements) Regulations 2007 
 
If you disagree with the decision of the local planning authority to refuse consent for the display of an advertisement or to grant 
consent subject to conditions, you may by notice served within 8 weeks of the receipt of this notice, or such longer period as the 
Secretary of State may agree, appeal to the Planning Inspectorate in accordance with the provision of Part 3 Section 17 of The 
Town and Country Planning (Control of Advertisements) Regulations 2007.  Forms are available from The Planning 
Inspectorate Temple Quay House, 2 The Square, Temple Quay Bristol BS1 6PN or online from https://www.gov.uk/appeal-
planning-decision 
 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended). A Certificate of Lawfulness for an existing proposed use or 
development 
 
If you are aggrieved by a refusal to grant, a Certificate of Lawfulness, you may appeal to the Planning Inspectorate under 
Section 195 and 196 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended). 
 
AN IMPORTANT FOOTNOTE 
Permission or approval referred to overleaf is confined to permission under the Town and Country Planning Act 1990,  Planning 
(Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, the Town and Country Planning General Development Order 2015 as 
amended, and the Town and Country Planning (Control of Advertisements) Regulations 2007, and does not obviate the 
necessity of compliance with any other enactment, by law, or other provision whatsoever or of obtaining from the appropriate 
authority or authorities any permission, Building Regulation, consent, approval or authorisation which may be required.  
  
You are reminded that the Borough Council’s permission does not modify or affect any personal or restrictive covenants, 
easement, etc., applying to or affecting either this or any other land or the rights of any persons (including the London Borough 
of Bromley Council) entitled to the benefits thereof or holding an interest in the property concerned in this development or in any 
adjoining property. 
 
ACCESS FOR PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES 
Your attention is drawn to British Standard and Government advice concerning means of access for people with a disability. 
This advice applies to educational, recreational and retail premises as well as office, factories and business premises. 
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Development Control Committee 4th October 2017 

Item 5.1 – St Hughes Playing Fields – Addendum to Report 

Two changes to the published report are set out below.  

These changes do not affect the recommendation to refuse as set out in the report. 

Change 1: Page 88 (printed agenda) – section headed ‘Conclusion’: 

Delete the following text: 

“The views of the Council's Highway Engineer are that the proposal will result in severe 
impacts on the highways network both in terms of capacity and flow, and also pedestrian 
safety, thus making the proposal contrary to Policy T18 of the UDP and paragraph 32 of the 
NPPF. The applicant has not demonstrated that the residual cumulative impact of the 
development will fall short of severe as outline in para 32 of the NPPF and the application 
should be refused.”  

And replace with: 

“The applicant has not demonstrated that the residual cumulative impact of the development 
will fall short of severe as outlined in paragraph 32 of the NPPF and the development is 
contrary to Policy T18 of the UDP” 

 

Change 2: Pages 82 and 83 (printed agenda) – section headed ‘Acoustic Assessment’: 

Delete the following text:  

“The noise levels will comply with relevant standards and the impact of noise from the car 
park and usage of the external areas is expected to be minor adverse in the short term, 
reducing to negligible in the long term. It is confirmed that all the potential noise issues could 
be controlled through appropriate conditions in accordance with policy 7.15 of the London 
Plan. 

The report does not, however, address noise from the school and site and its impact on local 
residents and their amenities which requires consideration however it is noted that the site is 
allocated as a school site therefore significant weight is given to this and any noise from the 
site can be adequately controlled through the submission of a noise management plan which 
would be conditioned should permission be forthcoming in order to comply with the 
requirements of Policy 7.15 of the London Plan.” 

And replace with:  

“The noise levels will comply with relevant standards and the impact of noise from the car 
park and usage of the external areas is expected to be negligible. The Council’s 
Environmental Health Officer raises no objections subject to suitable conditions being 
imposed should permission be forthcoming.” 
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Description of Development: 
 
Proposed erection of a 6FE Secondary Boys School comprising a part 2 storey, 
part 3 storey school building of 8,443m2 including a sports hall (also for wider 
community use) together with hard and soft landscaping, creation of a new 
vehicular access on Chislehurst Road, 69 parking spaces, drop off/pick up area 
and associated works. Erection of a temporary 2 storey classroom block on site for 
12 months to accommodate 5 classrooms, a laboratory, offices and toilets 
(amended submission of application DC/16/03315/FULL1). 
 
Key designations: 
 
Biggin Hill Safeguarding Area  
London City Airport Safeguarding  
Open Space Deficiency  
Smoke Control SCA 10 
 Urban Open Space  
 
Proposal 
  
The proposed development is the provision of a new 6 Form Entry (FE) boys 
secondary school on the 4.69ha site, to accommodate up to 900 pupils. The age of 
the boys is to be 11-16 and no sixth form entry is being proposed. The application 
is a re-submission of that refused under application reference 16/03315/FULL1. 
The amendments made to this application are as follows: 
 
- Changes to the Chislehurst Road access including insertion of safety 
railings and new pathway (approximately 17m in length and 1.8m in width) and 
raised table crossing.  
- 15 additional drop off bays in the car park (cumulatively 20 in the main car 
park and 5 next to the Chislehurst Road entrance) 
- Changes to the coach access (coaches will now enter the site) 
 
As well as the proposed physical amendments, the TA, and subsequent 
information received also includes additional assumptions about trip generation 
and modal split which differ from the original scheme. Other changes have been 
made to the supporting information to reflect the current scheme. 
 

Application No : 17/02468/FULL1 Ward: 
Bickley 
 

Address : St Hughes Playing Fields, Bickley Road, 
Bickley, Bromley    
 

 

OS Grid Ref: E: 541958  N: 169210 
 

 

Applicant : Kier Construction (Southern) Objections : YES 
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Other than the changes laid out, the development remains as previously proposed 
and comprises the following elements: 
 
Building and Works 
 

 New split level school building of up to 3 storeys in height of 6770sqm 
 Building will comprise main hall, dining hall, library, internal atrium, 39 

teaching spaces and associated facilities 
 Two storey Sports Hall including an activity studio which will also be 

available for community use (18m x 133m) 
 Single entrance to building from Chislehurst Road 
 Modern elevational treatment - grey brick to ground floor and some parts 

of the elevations of the building and a cladding system to the upper 
elevations in a mix of green, blue and grey panels, used horizontally and 
vertically 

 PV panels to the roof 
 Hard surfaced outdoor play areas around school building 
 2 hardstanding enclosed ball/games courts adjacent to school building 
 Demolition of existing Pavilion and Cadet's Hut 
 Relocation of Air Force Cadets to girls school site during construction 

and use of school building once completed 
 Retention of the majority of the existing playing fields and trees on the 

site (additional tree removal is proposed compared to the previous 
scheme) 

 Sports pitches to include 2 full sized pitches including a rugby union 
pitch, use  for Football u13, Hockey and Lacrosse, in addition a 8 lane 
100m running track and long jump pitch retained 

 Separate bin store/delivery bay off Chislehurst Road including turning 
head 

 Substation adjacent to Chislehurst Road 
 
Access arrangements 
 

 New primary vehicular and separate pedestrian access off Chislehurst 
Road with gates and wielded mesh fencing. The pedestrian crossing will 
provide direct access to a new raised crossing via a new stretch of 
footway measuring 17m (with guard railing) along the south side of 
Chislehurst Road. 

 Keep clear markings to be made on Chislehurst Road for 40m to the 
west and 67m to the east of the new access 

 New pedestrian access off Bickley Road  
 One-way system through site  
 Access and car parking with dedicated drop off area for 25 cars 
 Reuse of existing vehicular exit off Bickley Road with new speed cushion 

and 'keep clear' signage 
 Main car park next to entrance for 11 visitor spaces inc. 5 DDA spaces 
 Staff car parking area for 58 spaces also to be used for water attenuation 
 Capacity for 50 vehicles to queue on the access road within the site 
 Overflow car parking on games courts for events of up to 80 spaces  
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 36 cycle storage spaces in two locations and potential for a further 120 
spaces if required. 

 Construction access route from Chislehurst Road 
 
Temporary development 
 
A two storey temporary mobile classroom building is also proposed and is to be 
sited close to Bickley Road and is proposed for a one year period (commencing 
September 2018). It is expected that this structure will be in place for a one year 
period. This element includes: 
 

 Two storey grey prefabricated temporary building 31m x10m 
 Height of temporary building will be approximately 7m 
 Comprising 5 classrooms, science laboratory, offices and toilets 
 To accommodate 180 pupils and associated staff 
 Building to be removed after completion of the main school building 
 Provision of security fencing and temporary access gates 
 Sited on proposed permanent staff car parking area 
 Permanent parking area, upgrading of access drive, turning area and 

new pedestrian access to be implemented as part of the temporary 
accommodation 

 Vehicular access from Bickley Road to be used for access and egress 
during school collection/drop-off hours 

 Parking for staff and visitors - 9 spaces and a drop off area for 15 spaces 
including turning space 

 Use of remaining hard surfaced area for outdoor play 
 Use of existing playing fields throughout 

 
The previous application ref: 16/03315/FULL1 is currently subject to a written 
representations appeal which started on the 21st September. 
 
The applicant has submitted the following documents to support the application: 
 
Planning Statement (May 2017): The statement sets out the overall policy 
background and identifies the planning considerations relevant to the application. It 
sets out the application and its background, the proposal being set out and the 
educational need for the school. It identifies the key planning considerations and 
concludes that the proposal has been amended following the previous reasons for 
refusal and that the development is sustainable and that all relevant material 
considerations have been addressed. 
 
Alternative Site Selection Report (November 2016): This identifies a wide number 
of potential sites and each have been considered in terms of their suitability.  This 
includes residential sites, employment sites and sites within the MOL and GB. No 
sites have been identified as preferably more suitable for the construction of a new 
school. 
 
Design and Access Statement (May 2017): This document covers a wide range of 
aspects in relation to the proposed design and access arrangements to the building 
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and site.  It addresses the background, site analysis, proposed development 
including an assessment of the visual impact of the proposal and impact on the 
street scene, building and site access and circulation, appearance, landscaping 
and materials in all respects.  The detailed aspects of the temporary 
accommodation are outlined and discussed and also the sports pitches and their 
provision. 
 
Community Use Statement: A statement outlining the proposed community use of 
the resulting school building and site. It is expected the site will be available for 
sports, health and community groups.  However it is not anticipated that the site 
will be available for weddings or parties etc. The site is already used for football 
coaching, primary school events, the Local Astrological Society and running group 
practice. It is also used by the Air Training Cadets and Bickley Park Forest School 
it is expected that these uses will continue. 
 
After hours uses could include use of the school field (daylight hours only), Sports 
Hall, Dining Hall and Main Hall, Activity studio, Drama studio and classrooms.  It is 
expected to be available to various community groups, activity programmes and 
adult education classes.  Hours of use will be 17.00 - 21.30 Monday-Thursday and 
09.00-12.30 on Saturdays except holidays and between 09.00-16.00 during the 
week in school holidays.  These will be strictly controlled and a member of staff will 
be on-site at all times during a letting.  Numbers on site will be limited to the 
vehicles which can be accommodated on site. 
 
Statement of Community Involvement: Consultation was under with the Borough 
Council, local residents and local Ward Councillors.  A Members Briefing was held 
at Bullers Wood School for Girls on the 15th May 2017. A public exhibition was 
held on Wednesday 17th May 2017 at Bullers Wood School for Girls.  Prior to the 
event a poster was displayed at the site and advertised on the school website, 700 
leaflets were also distributed and copies sent to the Ward Councillors within the 
same area as the previous application. Formal written feedback was not sought 
given the extensive consultation that had been undertaken by the applicant and 
council in relation to the previous scheme. The report appends all previous public 
consultation responses as well as a copy of the exhibition leaflet and exhibition 
boards. 
 
Transport Statement (May 2017): A detailed Transport Statement has been 
submitted which includes existing, proposed and predicted traffic flow data and 
counts, a Stage 1 Road Safety Audit (revised from the previous application), 
Parking Stress survey, traffic queue length surveys and traffic light timings.  It 
identifies all aspects of the traffic implications of the proposals including vehicular 
and pedestrian routes and proposals, layouts, parking plans, swept path analysis, 
public transport availability and measures to minimise the need for the cars and 
encourage sustainable measures to encourage walking and public transport to the 
site for pupils and staff.  It identifies that the school opening hours will be 7.45 - 
14.15 with compulsory enrichment/homework sessions until 15.20 to minimise 
additional traffic at peak times.  Alternative access arrangements and options have 
also been considered. 
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It concludes that a number of access options have been explored in the design 
process but the chosen solution with a new access from Chislehurst Road and the 
existing Bickley Road access used for exit purposes only are found to have the 
least environmental impact, are most technically sound, allows for traffic to be 
shared across both roads and is the preferred option from a highway engineering 
and safety perspective given the nearby junctions. Dedicated pedestrian access 
routes minimise conflict and provide access to public transport connections which 
will include a puffin crossing and a raised crossing with safety railings along 
Chislehurst Road adjacent to the proposed entrance. A total of 69 car parking 
spaces are proposed, 36 cycle spaces, 20 vehicle drop off/pick up area and 
capacity for 50 cars on the site access road.  All access points into the site can 
accommodate the appropriate size of vehicle, including service vehicles which can 
all turn on site.  Therefore all vehicles can be accommodated on site and there is 
no need for parking on public highways. 
 
Proposed traffic levels have been identified and sourced from staff and pupil levels 
and modal splits at the Girls School in March 2017 and it is estimated that 156 
additional trips in the AM peak hour and 67 in the PM peak hour are proposed 
when taking into account measures in the Travel Plan. Whist the junction modelling 
shows that 3 local junctions exceed their theoretical capacity in future year 
scenarios, the impact of the development traffic is minimal when compared to the 
base traffic flows and is not considered to be severe in accordance with paragraph 
32 of the NPPF. Additional 55 rail trips, 209 bus trips are identified and there is 
capacity to accommodate these additional trips. The temporary accommodation 
will be served by 9 parking spaces, a 15 space drop -off/pick-up area, turning area 
and the use of Bickley Road for access and exit purposes during the use of the 
temporary accommodation.  This part of the site will be fenced off from the 
construction site. 
 
Highway safety implications have been considered and personal injury accidents 
are at a normal level for an urban location.  Road safety concerns are not expected 
to be exacerbated by the proposed development. There is therefore no significant 
impact in transport terms and the Travel Plan identifies the commitment to 
minimise trips and maximise sustainable modes of travel. 
 
Amendments to the Transport Assessment were submitted on the 16th August 
2017 which included a Highways technical note and revisions to the appendixes. 
The technical note covers queries relating to matters raised by the Council in the 
consideration of the application including the Girls School sixth form capacity, 
travel survey data, car mode share reduction, breakfast club attendance, bus route 
capacity etc. Following this a final highways response was provided on the 14th 
September again providing a response to queries raised by Officers which covers 
matters concerning Park and Stride data, catchment area, pedestrian crossing on 
Chislehurst Road, queue lengths and car park management. 
  
Draft Travel Plan (May 2017): The plan aims to minimise the impacts of the school 
on the surrounding environment with regard to vehicle trips and congestion.  The 
objectives include the increased use of public transport and walking by both pupils 
and staff. The report promotes a reduction in car use from 26.7% to 18% over a 
five year period and an increase from 41.8% to 51% of pupils who walk. The report 
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identifies walking, cycling and public transport initiatives and measures to reduce 
staff travelling by car. The report is based on the travel patterns at the girls school 
nearby and is initially set out for a 5 year period. The report is an ongoing strategy 
to encourage sustainable travel and will be regularly monitored with surveys every 
6 weeks.  The plan will be managed by the school with a travel plan co-ordinator 
appointed and a Steering group set up to include members of the community. 
 
Construction Traffic Management Plan: The plan outlines the management 
practices to be implemented throughout the period of construction works.  It is 
expected the final Construction Management Plan (CMP) would be controlled 
through a condition. The CMP identifies the order of works with the first works 
providing a new access from Chislehurst Road, hardstanding's for car parking and 
access and the temporary mobile school classrooms. The construction vehicles are 
to access the site from Chislehurst Road with turning and delivery provided on site.  
67 car parking spaces for construction workers are to be provided on site.  It 
identified that construction work is expected for a period of 18-24 months and 
indicative numbers for construction vehicles are provided. It is proposed to set up a 
Transport Steering group and a Transport Coordinator and the site will be 
controlled by a Banksman and Booking system for deliveries. Further details are to 
be discussed before works commence and include measures to minimise noise, 
vibration and dust from the site. 
 
Highways Feasibility Report (May 2017): This document summarises the 
highways, traffic and construction issues raised in the previous application and 
outline how these have been addressed for this application. The report aims to 
provide highways updates showing the scheme development and how the 
applicant has reached the conclusion to the highways solution. 
 
Arboricultural Report (May 2016): The site is covered by a Tree Preservation Order 
and still shows signs of its past use, mainly by the trees present as the size and 
species show that they were landscape features of the manor house which used to 
be located on the site.  This includes an avenue of pollarded Lime trees and 
established tree groups. A total of 90 individual trees, 16 groups and 1 woodland 
are the subject of the report which has been undertaken in accordance with BS 
5837:2012. 15 individual trees have been categorised as 'A' grade trees of high 
quality and value, 54 individual trees, 8 groups and 1 woodland have been 
categorised as 'B' grade of moderate quality and value.  21 individual trees and 8 
groups have been categorised as 'C' grade trees of low quality and value.  C grade 
trees should not pose a constraint to development. 
 
Arboricultural Impact Assessment (June 2016): 5 B grade trees, a section of 1B 
grade group, a section of 1 B grade woodland, 5 C grade trees and 1C grade 
group will be removed to facilitate development and the impact to amenity should 
be minimal.  Root protection zones (RPZ) have been identified and a preliminary 
tree protection plan has been produced.  An Arboricultural Method Statement will 
be required by condition in order to protect and retain the trees on site. Any works 
within a RPZ which includes the existing access road, new footpaths should be 
conducted using a minimal dig methodology and use cellular webbing. An 
arboricultural officer should be present to oversee works.  
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Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (April 2017) : An appraisal was undertaken to 
determine the ecological value of the site, its habitats and if there are any protected 
species on the site. The site is dominated by amenity grassland, with areas of 
dense scrub habitat, mature tree lines, broad-leaved woodland, hardstanding and 
non-native boundary hedgerow.  The pavilion building and ten onsite trees have 
potential to support roosting bats. The survey undertaken in 2016 shows that there 
was no bats emerging from the pavilion and the trees suitable for bat habitation are 
not to be removed.  Small areas of vegetation suitable for reptiles will be removed 
to facilitate development.  Four invasive species are present on site. A small area 
of suitable reptile habitat that will be lost must be cleared under ecological 
supervision during April to September; any other vegetation clearance should be 
undertaken during October to February and will need to be preceded by a bird 
nesting check.   Site enhancement measures include the establishment of a new 
hedgerow section on the northern boundary, establishment of rough grass margins 
and the inclusion of bat boxes. Other precautionary measures are advised during 
construction stages. 
 
Bat Report (August 2016): The survey results observed no bats emerging from the 
potential bat roosting features and it is unlikely that bats are roosting within the 
pavilion, a license will not be required for its demolition but ridge tiles should be 
removed under supervision.  Bats are using the site and to ensure the grounds 
remain suitable for bat foraging and roosting, external lighting shall be minimised 
wherever possible, especially in the vicinity of boundary vegetation and trees that 
support features suitable for roosting bats. The lighting scheme will use warm white 
LED lighting which shall be directed to ground and light spill minimised.  Further 
tree surveys will be required if illumination of any trees and used to inform 
mitigation and licensing requirements.  Enhancement measures should include bat 
boxes affixed to boundary trees in dark areas.  Further tree surveys, if required can 
be controlled through a condition. 
 
Archaeological Desk-Based Assessment (October 2015): The assessment did not 
identify any currently known significant archaeological remains, although there is 
potential for buried archaeological remains to be present, particularly associated 
with the Widmore estate within the northern part of the site.  It is recommended a 
geophysical survey should be undertaken as a first phase of a staged scheme of 
evaluation.  The results can be used to determine the best location for the 
proposed works and service trenches and if further works are appropriate. Several 
tree-lines and wooded areas have been identified within the boundaries of the PDA 
as qualifying as 'historically important' under the terms of the 1997 Hedgerows 
Regulations.  It is recommended that any changes to these assets be avoided or 
minimised. 
 
Written Scheme of Archaeological Investigation (May 2017): This outlines a 
scheme of evaluation to provide a programme and methodology for undertaking 
the works, the standards to be attained and the procedures for analysis and 
reporting.  The previous report (2015) found that there was relatively low 
archaeological potential for the area prior to the post-medieval period. The report 
also found that there was a possibility that much of the footprint of the PDA may 
have been quarried in the early nineteenth century.  In consultation with Historic 
England Greater London Archaeological Advisory Service (GLAAS), an 
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archaeological evaluation is considered the most appropriate archaeological 
response to the proposed scheme, but will be carried out in two phases, the 
second dependent on the results of the first. The first phase will comprise limited 
trenching on the site to determine the presence, or not, of any quarries. The 
second phase would further examine areas shown not to have been quarried. 
 
Flood Risk Assessment (April 2017): Assessment of flood risk and options for 
surface water drainage.  The site is within Flood Zone 1 and therefore is 
considered to have a low risk from fluvial flooding.  Infiltration drainage will be 
suitable for this site and porous paving within the proposed southern car park area 
is proposed.  This will have the capacity to receive all runoff from the development. 
Connection to existing foul drainage is proposed. 
 
Report of Ground Investigation (July 2016): In 2015 a Phase 1 - Desk Study and 
Preliminary Risk Assessment and Phase 2 - Ground Investigation Report was 
undertaken on site which has been re-submitted as part of this application. The 
ground investigation comprised windowless sampler boreholes, proves and limited 
gas monitoring. The preliminary risk assessment and site walkover identified a 
number of potential contaminant sources and pathways to potential receptors. In 
summary, there is considered to be a low to moderate risk that a significant source 
of contamination exists below the site. Pathways by which exposure can occur 
have been identified, as have receptors that could be adversely affected by 
contamination exposure.  
 
Phase 1 Desk Study and Preliminary Risk Assessment & Phase 2 Ground 
Investigation Report (October/November 2015): The preliminary risk assessment 
and site walkover identified a number of potential contaminant sources and 
pathways to potential receptors.  Therefore it was advised that an intrusive ground 
investigation to determine the extent of any potential contamination within any 
groundwater and soil strata was requited. A number of exploratory holes were 
positioned across the site and samples exhibited levels of hydrocarbon 
contaminants above screening values and a pathway exists to potential receptors.  
It is therefore considered that a risk to human health is present and further 
investigation and remedial measures are required.  The level of made ground on 
the site results in a recommendation that a suspended ground floor slab is 
adopted. 
 
Air Quality Assessment (November 2015): The proposed development lies outside 
the Air Quality Management Area (AQMA).  This assessment is to determine the 
impact of emissions from road traffic on sensitive receptors. Additional car journeys 
generated by the development have been considered and will not have a 
significant impact on local pollutant concentrations.  The assessment is in relation 
to the exposure of occupants of the new development rather than the impact of 
development. 
 
Predicted concentrations have been compared with air quality objectives and 
indicate the annual mean NO2 concentrations are below the objective in the worst 
case scenario.  Concentrations of PM10 are predicted to be within the annual 
mean objective in 2019. It is encouraged to extend the distance between the 
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school buildings and outdoor play areas with the A222 road source to reduce 
exposure of children and school users to elevated pollutant levels. 
 
Environmental Noise Survey and Assessment (May 2017): It details that a daytime 
noise survey was undertaken on the site to assess the acoustic performance 
specifications for glazing and façade construction and to assess the proposed 
ventilation strategy.  The site is in a residential area but is affected by road traffic 
noise especially along Chislehurst Road and Bickley Road.  Due to the background 
noise levels there will no requirement for enhanced acoustic glazing on the main 
school building, noise levels are expected to be limited to levels which are 
compliant to known standards when the proposed ventilation strategy of openable 
windows is implemented.  The sports hall will have natural ventilation methods 
such as louvered openings and wind catchers and will require minimal attenuation.  
The noise levels will comply with relevant standards providing the ventilation 
methods described in the report are complied with and the impact of noise from the 
car park and usage of the external areas is expected to be minor adverse in the 
short term, reducing to negligible in the long term. 
 
Environmental Report (May 2017): The energy strategy includes energy efficiency 
measures to minimise the carbon footprint and these measures alone show an 
improvement to Approved Document (2013) rates of 7%. Further improvements 
are not feasible within the scope of this development. The strategy has considered 
the feasibility of a wide range of low and zero technologies. The introduction of 
PV's is proposed and has the potential to reduce the buildings carbon footprint to a 
total of 21% below the 2013 requirements. The building has been assessed 
against the summertime overheating requirements and a combination of increased 
ventilation rates in summer, night cooling with exposed thermal mass and 
openable windows all occupied rooms comply with the requirements. 
 
District Heating Strategy The report outlines strategy for utilising district heating to 
supply heat to the proposed development and how the strategy meets the 
requirements of the London Plan.  The heating system, its technical design and 
ground works are proposed to enable future connection to a district heating system 
if one becomes available. 
 
Summertime Overheating Report (October 2016): The report details the 
summertime overheating performance of the proposed development.  The building 
has been designed with openable windows and extensive use of night cooling and 
solar control glass to reduce summertime temperatures. An evaluation of lifetime 
weather predications has also been established and mechanical ventilation may be 
required in the future to some rooms. The report identifies its compliance with 
London Plan policies and criteria. 
 
Ventilation Statement (July 2016): The report details what mechanical ventilation 
provision is proposed to serve the school, including preliminary sizes and locations 
for all fans and ventilation units and the approach to odour control and noise from 
ventilation plant. It is proposed that provision of attenuators, acoustic rated casing 
and silencers, and all plant to run at night 4dB lower than daytime limit will be 
incorporated into the installation of any external ventilation plant. 
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External Lighting Statement (May 2017): The report details the external lighting 
provision proposed to illuminate the school site, which includes pedestrian 
walkways, roadways and car parks.  Details of the type of lighting and its location 
on site are submitted. Roads will be illuminated by LED bollard lighting which limits 
overspill, car parks with 3m LED column lights and pedestrian pathways by 
bulkhead lights or low level bollard lighting.  These will all be controlled via a photo 
cell to turn the lights on at dusk and turn them off at dawn, all lighting will be turned 
off at 22.00 until 07.00. 
 
Frequently Asked Questions (2017): The document addresses some of the 
questions raised previously as well as listing the consultation process undertaken. 
 
Landscaping Planning Statement (May 2017): The document covers a wide range 
of landscaping consideration including but not inclusive to: BB103 Area Provision 
with regard to external space provision, site security and access, sports pitch 
provision, access and circulation, secure by design, fire strategy, parking and cycle 
storage etc. 
 
Location  
 
The site is situated off Bickley Road in Bickley, Bromley.  The site is designated as 
Urban Open Space and currently forms the playing fields and partial sports 
provision for Bullers Wood Girls School to the north east of the site. The boundary 
of the adjacent Conservation Area extends along Pines Road. The site sits on a 
slope with the northern part of the site being 2-3m higher than the southern part. 
 
The site forms a triangular parcel of land with Bickley Road, Chislehurst Road and 
Pines Road bordering the site.  To the western boundary of the site is a 
commercial car dealership garage (BMW). To the south eastern corner are a 
number of large detached dwellings and their respective garden areas which back 
onto the site. Bickley road is an A road (A222) and Pines Road is a one-way road 
access from the signalised junction on Bickley Road. The site is situated within 
PTAL Zone 2-3. 
 
The site is largely grassed or tree covered and all the trees on the site are covered 
by a Tree Preservation Order. The boundaries to the site are largely comprised of 
trees and hedgerow. There is currently a small grass running track, 3 hard surface 
tennis courts (disused), 6 grass tennis courts (disused) and 3 sports pitches (to be 
retained) on the site.  There are 4 low key buildings on the site which are an Air 
Training Corps sectional building, a timber sports pavilion and two timber storage 
sheds.  All of these would be demolished as part of the proposal.  
 
Existing vehicular access to the site is from Bickley Road and is formed of an old 
red brick wall with entrance gates and an original tree lined hard surfaced drive to 
central hard surfaced areas and an existing track through the trees. There is 
currently pedestrian access (used by the Girls School) from Pines Road. 
 
The site is surrounded by residential properties to most boundaries and is in a 
predominantly residential area characterised by large detached and semi-detached 
dwellings. 
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Consultations 
 
Comments from Local Residents 
  
Nearby properties were notified and a significant number of representations (in 
excess of 1,000) have been received in respect of both objections and support. 
The split between the representations received is approximately 30% in objection, 
predominantly from local residential properties close to the site and 70% in 
support, predominantly from prospective parents of the proposed boys school from 
a wide area. Due to the high level of letters received in respect of this development 
it has only been possible to summarise the main comments submitted in both 
cases. 
 
In addition petitions have been received in objection and support.  
 
Objections 
 
Letters of objection submitted are summarised as follows: 
  

 Efforts should be made to minimise environmental impacts and protect 
trees and wildlife 

 Crossings in the area are dangerous for children 
 Road safety and increased risk of accidents 
 Congestion in the area is already very bad and roads at capacity 
 Parking for the girls school is a big problem and there are a lot of car 

journeys causing road safety concerns 
 Local roads will be used for parking 
 Existing pavements are too narrow and dangerous 
 Entrance should be on Bickley Road which is wider with transport 

connections 
 Scale of development too great 
 Detrimental and severe impact on the area and local residential 

amenities 
 Increase in light,  pollution, emissions and air quality 
 Noise and in the area will increase esp. from sports hall and playgrounds 
 Site is Urban Open Space and should be protected 
 Significant increase in traffic especially at peak times 
 Construction traffic will have a major impact and routes are to use quiet 

residential roads 
 Loss of trees, wildlife and greenspace 
 Pines Road should become 2 way 
 Exiting schools cause anti-social problems 
 Site is not suitable for a school and too small for a school of this size 
 School will not serve the local community 
 This is a residential area 
 Previous proposals on the site have been turned down by an Inspector 

due to the loss of valuable open space and trees and the impact on the 
character and appearance of the local environment 
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 More parking on site is required 
 Exit onto Bickley Road is unsafe 
 Chislehurst Road is too narrow for access and in a dangerous location 
 Will affect Conservation Area 
 Proposed buildings are not in keeping with the area and contrary of 

Policy BE1 of the UDP 
 It is not possible to create a safe access from either Chislehurst Road or 

Bickley Road and the application must be refused. 
 The conclusions of the revised Transport Assessment show over 

capacity in all directions indicating the site is not suitable for a school 
 The submitted parking stress survey is inaccurate and counts non-

existent spaces, it is a high parking stress area not low as being put 
forward 

 A Travel plan to reduce journeys by 10% is not sufficient or acceptable in 
an area subject to high congestion levels 

 There is no parking for construction workers 
 The proposal is premature in advance of the Local Plan process and 

undemocratic 
 The proposed school development will materially harm the site, urban 

open space and local environment and should be refused 
 To improve visibility at the proposed access will result in more trees 

needing to be removed or cut back reducing screening and further tree 
loss 

 Removing traffic islands for construction vehicles causing further 
highway safety concerns and more dangers for pedestrians 

 Park and stride considerations have not been fully assesses or 
addressed in the reports 

 Natural materials should be used for the buildings 
 Public transport is already congested and at capacity 
 Existing school sites should be extended 
 Damage to area from HGV's 
 Local residents will also be affected at evenings and weekends 
 Parking controls are required and need to be enforced 
 No evidence of other school sites considered 
 Documents do not prove a need for a school on this site 
 Transport assessment states all junctions will exceed capacity this is not 

acceptable 
 There have already been 3 recent accidents at the junction with Pines 

Road and Chislehurst Road 
 An independent traffic report should be commissioned by the Council 
 Loss of existing facilities for the girls school 
 Shawfield Road should not be used as a construction route 
 Large and ugly building proposed 
 School should be sited where it has room to expand with suitable 

infrastructure 
 Too many schools in the area 
 The application is misleading 
 Playing fields should be protected 
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 Travel plan is incorrect and will not work in reality, it is not practical 
 Construction access should be from the A222 
 Pavements in the area are narrow, accidents will occur, these need to be 

upgraded 
 The roads can't cope with another school 
 Parking at junctions will cause visibility problems 
 Access to residential properties will become a problem 
 A crossing will bring traffic to a standstill 
 Current traffic levels have not been adequately taken into account 
 Illegal parking is already a problem and is dangerous 
 Will result in a serve environmental impact affecting everyone 
 Why is an unlisted wall being retained at the expense of the wider impact 
 Double yellow lines are required 
 Where will construction workers park 
 Proof of the catchment area is required 
 Urban Green space should not be used for a school 
 The transport report is of poor quality and is misleading is most respects 
 Traffic surveys are not complete 
 What about the effect on the quality of life for local residents 
 10 drop-off spaces is inadequate 
 Parking problems at the girls school cause major disruption and impact 

on residents getting to work 
 Residents can't cope with more traffic 
 Measures to reduce car use won't work 
 Early start for children is not appropriate 
 There are owls on the site 
 All TPO trees should be retained 
 Large vehicles will not be able to use mini-roundabouts proving the site 

is not suitable for this use 
 Visibility at existing and proposed junctions is poor 
 Not enough space to provide sports facilities for both schools 
 Traffic calming will be required due to additional hazards 
 There must be a better site available 
 Impacts on existing junctions have not been properly considered 
 Pedestrian safety, children don't use footpaths 
 Traffic reports are inadequate and do not provide enough evidence 
 Alternative sites have not been considered including Widmore Centre 

and the Civic Centre 
 Community use is not acceptable disruption outside school hours 
 Existing secondary school are undersubscribed 
 Existing schools have room for expansion 
 It has not been proven that an access from Bickley Road is 'less 

preferable' 
 Secondary School places are not linked to local catchment areas 
 Why has this site been chosen above other sites identified in the local 

plan process 
 The PTAL rating for the site is poor 
 Open nature of the site is affected contrary to Policy G8 of the UDP 
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 School building is out of character in the area and contrary to policies 
7.1, 7.4 & 7.6 of the London Plan 

 The traffic and access problems associated with this development clearly 
identify this site is not suitable for a school 

 There are only 2 bus routes that could serve the site this is not sufficient 
 Additional car movements have been underestimated 
 Roads in the area are regularly at a standstill 
 Assumptions in the traffic assessment are not correct 
 Neighbours were not consulted by the school as stated 
 The school building is too close to residential properties (35m at the 

closest point) 
 The development results in the loss of playing fields and is opposed by 

Sports England and contrary to Policy L6 of the UDP 
 The proposed school and site do not comply with EFA basic standards 
 The basic play provision standards are not achieved due to the 

restrictions on this site 
 The proposed access is on the narrowest part of the road 
 The route through the site will not be used to drop most children off 
 The free flow of traffic around the site will be significantly affected 
 Development is contrary to policy T18 of the UDP 
 Children will congregate outside the school on a busy narrow road 
 Signage will be in the direct view of residential properties 
 Mitigation of noise for local residents has not been considered 
 The building should be sited further away from Chislehurst Road 
 Main pedestrian entrance should be from Pines Road which would be 

safer for pedestrians and the highway. 
 The impact of the school development should be spread across the 3 

adjoining roads not concentrated on Chislehurst Road 
 Additional screening of the school is required 
 Construction traffic should only enter from Bickley Road for safety 

reasons 
 Questions raised over the need for a new school and in particular a boys 

school 
 Bickley already has 9 schools in close proximity 
 Proposed screening will not exist in the winter months 
 Detrimental impact on privacy for nearby residential properties. 
 The transport assessment confirms that Bickley Road has capacity but 

Chislehurst Road does not, why is the proposed access on Chislehurst 
Road 

 No proper pavement for school children is being proposed in Chislehurst 
Road this is dangerous and unsafe 

 Why is development concentrated in the northern part of the site, this 
has not been justified, why can't it be sited further south/more centrally 
within the site 

 The Transport Assessment and its findings include a number of errors 
 The school building will be overbearing for local residents 
 The justification for educational need in the Borough is not correct 
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 Other site sites are preferable more suitable, this application is 
premature 

 The site selection report submitted provides no comparison or 
assessment and its use is extremely limited 

 Justification required by the Mayor of London has not been provided 
 Bickley is in an area of open space deficiency and is an important local 

amenity space 
 The disused tennis courts are used for football and rugby training 
 The proposed sport pitch provision is inadequate for both schools 
 Evening community uses will have a further impact on local residential 

amenity including additional cars, noise and lighting. 
 Existing school places should be filled and unpopular schools made 

attractive with investment 
 How can a school advertise places when it doesn't have planning 

permission 
 Education provision in Bromley should be reviewed 
 Public money should not be used to build a school which is not needed 
 There are existing unfilled spaces in Bromley schools 
 Estimates of the need for school places should be reassessed 
 St Hughes Playing field was ranked a Group 4 B site and there are 

clearly other sites that are more suitable as identified in the Local Plan. 
 
Following the submission of additional highways information and the re-
consultation of residents on the 5th September, further objections were received 
which can be summarised as follows: 
 

 Traffic is getting worse over the years 
 The school will be noisy 
 Highways safety concerns 
 The amendments don't address any of the residents' concerns 
 The junctions are inadequate to deal with the increased flows 
 The impact from the Girls School already causes highways issues 
 The removal of the trees is unacceptable 
 The  site is not big enough for a school of this size 
 The pupils attending the school will be from outside the Borough 
 The plans have not changed adequately from the original application 
 Loss of playing fields for the Girls School is unacceptable 
 Damaging effect on the environment 
 The existing school already imposes substantial pressure on the 

surrounding residents 
 Will increase litter nuisance 
 It would be more economical to extend the existing schools 
 Glanville Report concludes that local traffic disturbance is unacceptable 

with the traffic associated with this new school  
 Will lead to the destruction of the conservation area 
 There are too many schools in the same area 
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An Independent Traffic Report has also been commissioned and submitted by local 
residents and undertaken by Odyssey.  The report reviews the findings of the 
Transport Assessment and Construction Management Plan. This report is 
summarised below: 
 
-Insufficient pedestrian infrastructure provided to the west of the proposed 
pedestrian entrance on Chislehurst Road. There are substandard footways in two 
locations where no mitigation or improvement to pedestrian amenity has been put 
forward; 
 
- Motorists will still have priority over the (now unflavoured) raised table crossing on 
Chislehurst Road, so that its effect on pedestrian road safety would be minimal. 
The amended arrangements in the new planning application for a significant 
number of pupils walking to and from school to the locations to the north do not 
overcome the objections in the previous refusal notice. 
 
- The increase from 10 to 25 drop-off bays is insignificant given the inherently 
defective drop off / collection arrangement based on a single carriageway, one-way 
route, through the site with delays for users at various points and at the exit on 
Bickley Road. This arrangement will lead to parents / guardians parking in nearby 
streets to drop off / collect their children. 
 
- The 5 drop off bays currently proposed near the vehicle ingress could result in 
highway safety issues with vehicles queuing back onto Chislehurst Road; 
 
-The trip attraction figures are based on many questionable assumptions. This 
undermines the results of any junction capacity assessments. A robust analysis 
needs to be undertaken and assessed to demonstrate that the development will 
not lead to a severe impact; 
 
- The base traffic data and queue length data contains significant errors; 
 
- The parking stress on roads surrounding the site has been underestimated. 
 
- Given the constrained and sensitive nature of the surrounding highway network, it 
is unlikely that the traffic impact of the new school could be reasonably mitigated 
through junction upgrades (albeit no attempt has been made to put forward 
mitigation measures); 
 
- The ARCADY and LinSig models for the Bickley Road mini roundabout and signal 
junction network contain significant errors. A valid and robust assessment of the 
development's impact on the surrounding highway network is still required; 
 
-The traffic impact at the Chislehurst Road/Pines Road junction is likely to be 
severe. 
 
- The permanent traffic islands would be replaced by an inadequate temporary 
traffic island solution with lower kerbs (over-runnable by vehicles) and which do not 
include the reflective bollard, lighting and road signage safety elements of 
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permanent islands. This represents a significant reduction in road safety features in 
this location for a period of up to 2 years. 
 
- Swept path analysis shows the Chislehurst Road mini roundabout junction cannot 
accommodate the turning movement of an articulated construction vehicle at the 
same time a box van type vehicle, even with over-runnable traffic islands. 
 
A further report was undertaken by Odyssey and submitted in September 2017 
which analysed the additional highways information received by the Applicant. The 
report findings can be summarised as: 
 
-Insufficient pedestrian infrastructure provided to the west of the proposed 
pedestrian entrance on Chislehurst Road. There are substandard footways in two 
locations where no mitigation or improvement to pedestrian amenity has been put 
forward; 
 
-Motorists will still have priority over the raised table crossing on Chislehurst 
Road, so that its effect on pedestrian road safety would be minimal. The amended 
arrangements in the new planning application for a significant number of pupils 
walking to and from school to the locations to the north do not overcome the 
objections in the previous refusal notice. 
 
- The increase from 10 to 25 drop-off bays is insignificant given the defective drop 
off /collection arrangement based on a single carriageway, one-way route, through 
the site with delays for users at various points and at the exit on Bickley Road. This 
arrangement will lead to parents / guardians parking in nearby streets to drop off / 
collect their children. 
 
-The 5 drop off bays currently proposed near the vehicle ingress could result in 
highway safety issues with vehicles queuing back onto Chislehurst Road; 
 
- The trip attraction figures are still based on many questionable assumptions. This 
undermines the results of any junction capacity assessments. A robust analysis 
needs to be undertaken and assessed to demonstrate that the development will 
not lead to a severe impact; 
 
- The base traffic data and queue length data still contain significant errors; 
 
- The parking stress on roads surrounding the site has been underestimated. 
 
- Given the constrained and sensitive nature of the surrounding highway network, it 
is unlikely that the traffic impact of the new school could be reasonably mitigated 
through junction upgrades (albeit no attempt has been made to put forward 
mitigation measures); 
 
- The ARCADY and LinSig models for the Bickley Road mini roundabout and signal 
junction network contain significant errors. A valid and robust assessment of the 
development's impact on the surrounding highway network is still required; 
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- The traffic impact at the Chislehurst Road/Pines Road junction is likely to be 
severe. 
 
- The permanent traffic islands would be replaced by an inadequate temporary 
traffic island solution with lower kerbs (over-runnable by vehicles) and which do not 
include the lighting and road signage safety elements of permanent islands. This 
represents a significant reduction in road safety features in this location for a period 
of up to 2 years. 
 
- Swept path analysis shows the Chislehurst Road mini roundabout junction cannot 
accommodate the turning movement of an articulated construction vehicle at the 
same time a box van type vehicle, even with over-runnable traffic islands. 
 
Support 
 
Letters of support have been received which are summarised as follows: 
 

 Government support additional schools and policies encourage 
education provision.  This proposal accords with government policy. 

 Serious lack of school places and choice especially for boys 
 Boys school is much needed and a great opportunity in Bromley 
 Not enough Secondary School places in the Borough 
 Traffic and congestion will be limited 
 Parents consider moving away to get secondary school places 
 Only option for local area and parents 
 Boys currently have to travel across the Borough 
 Children can walk to school rather than be driven across the Borough 
 Design is well considered and minimal visual impact 
 Continued development will only increase the pressure 
 Environmental and infrastructure issues have been well considered 
 This is in partnership with the Girls School 
 The demand is high locally boys will walk or get the bus 
 Staggered school hours have addressed traffic concerns 
 Trees are retained and new trees planting is proposed 
 Extra amenities and school places are required 
 Need within the local community 
 Such a school would be welcome in the Borough 
 Schools should be available locally and in walking distance 
 More desirable location to live in 
 Schools are over subscribed 
 The site is already used by a school 
 Meets educational needs of local children which are only going to 

increase 
 Where else will a school go 
 Lack of local schools increases congestion and traffic 
 The efforts made to limit its effects on the environment and local 

residents are considerable 
 The land is currently underused 

Appendix 2

Page 33



 Last year there were 480 applicants for 180 places. 
 Will relieve capacity issues at existing schools 
 The proposed road system reduces congestion 
 Can only benefit the local area 
 Fits into its surroundings 
 The site already has buildings on it 
 Children will be able to walk to school 
 Understand neighbours' concerns but these have been addressed 
 Low key impact of the building 
 Issues concerning inequalities of provision and the duty to consider this 
 There is a need for excellent facilities for boys in Bromley 
 Better than housing on the site 
 This is a great opportunity for Bromley and its education provision and 

choice 
 Management is already in place at the Girls School 
 Excellent choice of site 
 More housing needs more schools and education is crucial 
 This should be approved for the wider community and its benefits for 

education 
 Boys should have the same choices and education experiences as girls 

within the Borough 
 The proposals should be supported and welcomed. 

 
Following the submission of additional highways information and the re-
consultation of residents on the 5th September, further comments of support were 
received which can be summarised as follows: 
 
- Boys V Girls education is skewed in this part of the Borough and this proposal 

is a very well thought out solution to address the absence of boys places 
- The school will reduce total car traffic as more boys would be able to walk to 

school 
- It is beneficial to all in the borough to have another school run by the 

successful management team of Bullers Wood 
- With the plans for more housing across Bromley and shortage of school places 

already this is a must 
- The developers have addressed the traffic issues 
- The site is designated for educational purposes 
- The Council are under a legal obligation to have school places to meet the 

needs of the Borough 
- There is a growing primary population in Bickley, secondary school places are 

needed 
- A lot of the objectors live roads away and will not be impacted by the school 
- The area needs another school desperately 
- It will offer employment to construction workers in the short term 
 
A petition in support of the application as well as a walking charter showing who 
and how many pupils would walk to school should the application be granted, have 
been submitted. 
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Comments from Consultees 
 
Highways: 
 
Construction Management Plan:  
 
A CMP was supplied with the application.  The proposal is to use the new 
Chislehurst Road access for construction traffic.  The construction of the main 
school will take place while the first year intake (180 pupils) is on site.  There will 
be 15 parking spaces for parent's drop off and pick up and 9 spaces for school 
staff accessed from Bickley Road.  Site staff would park on the northern side of the 
site using the Chislehurst Road access.     
 
The approach / egress from the site is restricted by a number of existing features: 
 
- Network Rail bridge that crosses the A222 @ Summer Hill - Height restriction 

4.40m; 
- Network Rail bridge that crosses the B264 @ Old Hill - Height restriction 

3.80m; 
- Single Access Point into the Playing Fields / Widmore House grounds - Width 

restriction 3.50m; 
- Existing Access road serving Playing Fields / Widmore House grounds 

potentially unsuitable for heavy goods; and 
- A222 / B264 roundabout junction at Widmore Road restricted access for 

vehicles heading north bound that need to turn right ("hairpin" bend that 
inhibits the turning circle of longer wheel base vehicles). 

 
Options were looked at for a construction vehicle access from Bickley Road.  
However, these were discounted due to health and safety concerns because of the 
potential of conflict between the pupils and construction traffic, the works that 
would be needed to the internal road layout and the potential for disruption to the 
flow of traffic on Bickley Road. 
 
In order to allow large vehicles to use the Chislehurst Rd / Bickley Road 
roundabout, turning to/from Widmore Road and Chislehurst Road, works would be 
required to the traffic islands at the roundabout.  The islands are used by 
pedestrians, including pupils from Buller's Wood School for Girls, to cross the 
roads and they also control the deflection of vehicles around the roundabout.  
Complete removal of the islands for the duration of the works would not be 
acceptable.  A Road Safety Audit was carried out on the options and the preferred 
option was over runnable islands with removable signage.  This option would still 
require temporary traffic management to assist with the movements and to marshal 
pedestrians.  Further detailed design would be required in order to make the option 
acceptable. 
 
Access arrangements:  
 
A new access is proposed from Chislehurst Road.  The existing access on Bickley 
Road is being retained as the exit for light vehicles.  Service vehicles will enter and 
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exit via Chislehurst Road.  A new pedestrian access is also proposed from Bickley 
Road. 
   
There is currently no footway along the south side of Chislehurst Road and it is 
proposed to provide a short section of footway, approx. 17m in length, leading to a 
new raised crossing point.  An existing speed cushion near the junction with Hill 
Brow would be removed. Sightlines would be provided by cutting back the existing 
vegetation. 
 
Temporary Accommodation:  
 
A prefabricated building will be placed on the southern car park for a year to 
accommodate the first year intake of 180 pupils and 10 FTE staff while the main 
school is built.  A total of 15 parent drop off spaces will be provided during the 
construction period.  A further 9 spaces will be provided for the staff. The access 
from Bickley Road is only wide enough for one vehicle and it is not clear how this 
will work during drop off and pick up periods. 
 
In order to estimate the modal split, the travel survey data from the existing staff 
and pupils at the Girls School from 2017 was used.  The data from the Girls School 
would include siblings sharing so the figures for car sharing may be on the high 
side for a one year intake.   The figures in brackets show the modal split that was 
used in the previous application from earlier surveys.  
 

 
 
On-site Parking: 
 
Two areas of parking are proposed on the site.  One car park for 11 vehicles, 
including 5 disabled spaces, is to the north of the site by the proposed Sports Hall.  
The main car park is in the south west of the site with provision for 58 vehicles.  
There is a drop off / pick up area for 20 vehicles around the edge of the main car 
park.  There are also 5 drop off bays provided near the Chislehurst Road access 
 
Cycle Parking: 
 
A total of 18 Sheffield stands will be provided on the site, giving provision for 36 
cycles.  This is well below the London Plan requirements but it was noted that 
surveys at Bullers Wood Girls School showed no pupils and 4% of staff currently 
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cycle.  Based on that, 7 cycle stands would be required for this site.  There is 
space on site to provide more parking facilities if required. 
 
Delivery and Servicing: 
 
Servicing and deliveries to the site will take place from the new vehicular access on 
Chislehurst Road.  All delivery and servicing vehicles can turn on site and leave via 
the same access. Swept paths were provided for a large refuse collection vehicle.   
 
Parking Surveys: 
 
Parking stress surveys were carried out in roads within an approx. 400m walk 
distance of the site in May 2016 and were supplied with the previous application.  
These were carried out between 0700-1000 and 1430-1830 at 30 minute intervals.  
They showed that even with the Chislehurst Road, Widmore Road and Bickley 
Road omitted from the results there were a large number of spaces available 
throughout the survey periods.  However, these are the roads closest to the site 
accesses where any parking would be likely to take place and where parking is 
likely to cause interference with traffic flows.  The nearest roads such as Pines 
Road and Shawfield Park where parking could reasonably be accommodated are 
already heavily parked.  Hill Brow is also nearby but as it is unmade that may deter 
parking. 
 
Main School Development: 
 
Applying the existing modal splits from the Girls School to the proposed Boys 
school would give the following results for the full school operation: 
 

 
 
The figures in brackets show the modal split that was used in the previous 
application from earlier surveys. The car use has slightly declined.  However, 
walking has significantly increased and rail use declined.  This would imply a 
transfer from rail to walking which does not seem a likely scenario.  
 
Park & Stride is a difficult category to analyse; it may depend on pupils' 
interpretation when they complete the travel survey or individual circumstances of 
how people are making existing trips.  The assumption in the modelling is that 
these are trips already on the network that will not deviate from their existing route 
and pupils are dropped off at a convenient point to complete their journey on foot.  
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These have been discounted from the new vehicle trip attraction.  The "Other" 
category is unknown and together with the Park & Stride accounts for 91 trips in 
this assessment. 
 
The TA then argues that these figures do not consider the effect of siblings sharing 
which would reduce the car trips by 5% and the effect of the proposed School 
Travel plan which would reduce trips by 14%, in line with the reduction achieved at 
the Girls School.  In addition a third of pupils are assumed to attend the pre-school 
breakfast club which means they would arrive prior to the AM peak hour of 7:30am 
- 8:30am.  These combined have the effect of reducing the number of pupil car 
trips from 114 to 62.  These, together with staff trips, are the figures that have been 
used to model the AM peak hour.   
 
The Travel Plan reduction seems ambitious particularly given the modal split is 
taken from a school with a Travel Plan in place and where there would be siblings 
present.  The breakfast club reduction was based on " information from the girls 
school that 16% of pupils participate in extracurricular activities after school.  It has 
been assumed that a similar number of pupils would also undertake activities prior 
to the school day, including the Breakfast Club.  In addition to the standard 
breakfast club, the school confirmed that 17% of pupils are provided with a free 
breakfast.  Therefore the total proportion of pupils anticipated to arrive at the site 
prior to the AM Peak is 33%". Given the early start time for the Boys School there 
must be a question whether that is realistic assumption. 
 
As part of the information recently supplied (13/9/17) it was indicated that further 
surveys at the Girl's School had shown that 81% of the pupils arrived more than 15 
minutes before school starts.  If that were applied to the proposed Boys School 
only 19% or 22 vehicle trips would arrive in the modelled AM peak hour (7.30am - 
8.30am).  However the modelling did not use these further reduced flows so as "to 
represent a very robust scenario".  
 
If the School should gain permission a School Travel Plan would be required which 
I assume can be conditioned. 
 
Sports Hall - Out of hours community use: 
 
The hall has the potential to be open and operational after school opening hours 
and at the weekend.  The TA indicates that it is intended the activities could include 
sports, health/community groups and educational related activities and not for 
social uses such as weddings and parties.  The traffic would route as per the 
school, vehicles would enter via Chislehurst Road and exit onto Bickley Road.  
Parking on the site would accommodate 68 cars and in the event parking demand 
exceeds that, for example parents evenings, the two games courts will be open 
and accommodate up to 80 additional cars.  This will require marshalling to ensure 
that level of parking can be achieved.   
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Junction Modelling: 
 
The 3 junctions at the corners of the site have been subject to modelling to 
demonstrate the effect of the additional school traffic.  The surveys show that the 
junctions are working close to or over capacity at present.   
 
The roundabout junction of Bickley Road / Widmore Road / Chislehurst Road is 
overcapacity at present.  There are often substantial queues on Chislehurst Road 
in the AM peak.  The computer model, ARCADY, is generally accepted as 
becoming unreliable once the junction goes over capacity and so it is unclear how 
much weight can be given to the results.   The model has been calibrated using a 
method which is not supported by TRL, who are responsible for the software. It 
does show, however, an increase in congestion at the junction.   
 
The A222, which includes Widmore Road and Bickley Road, and is one of the main 
east - west routes across the Borough has been identified by the Council as having 
congestion issues.  There have been a number of improvements along the route 
over recent years aimed at improving traffic flows.  However there are likely to be 
concerns with any proposals that increase congestion on this route, either by giving 
more priority to side roads or generating a large amount of additional traffic.  No 
mitigation measures have been explored. 
 
For the traffic signal junction of Bickley Road / Pines Road / Bickley Park Road / 
Southborough Road / Page Heath Lane it is concluded that, due to the lack of data 
collected when setting up the traffic model, the modelling does not show if the 
junction is currently operating within its design capacity, or if it would operate within 
its design capacity following the implementation of the development.  It also does 
not show how queuing may change as a result of the development. 
 
The Chislehurst Road / Pines Road junction is also shown as going over capacity 
once the school is operational.  No mitigation measures are proposed.  
 
Given it is close to capacity, the highway network is obviously very sensitive to 
increases in traffic flows.  As the junctions are likely to interact, together with the 
introduction of a signalised crossing on Bickley Road, there is a question whether 
the modelling will give a good indication of the existing and proposed situations.  
There have now been a number of models of the roundabout junction with varying 
results.  The additional school flows will only make the situation worse but, from the 
modelling presented in the TA, it is difficult to assess the level of the impact.  
 
Impacts from the Development: 
 
The assumption that goes with the layout and access arrangements is that parents 
will drive into the site to drop off and pick up children.   There are 25 short term 
parking bays and there is space within the site on the access road for vehicles to 
queue but much of this is single track.   
 
Despite the argument put forward in the TA, there is still the likelihood that parents 
will drop off and pick up pupils on-street.  It is proposed that school staff manage 
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any on-street parking issues.  However, I am not sure that happens to any great 
extent at any other school and it would need to be an ongoing commitment. 
  
The two nearest roads to the site, Chislehurst Road and Bickley Road, are likely to 
be the most attractive and parking here will interfere with the free flow of traffic.  
Chislehurst Road already has queuing from the mini roundabout going past the 
proposed access and this will only exacerbate the situation. 
 
The introduction of waiting restrictions is a possibility but it is unlikely to deter such 
parking unless there is a Traffic Warden present. 
 
Chislehurst Road Access: 
 
A short section of footway is proposed leading to a raised crossing point.  This is 
significant improvement over previously proposed arrangements. Pedestrians are 
still directed to a single point to cross the road and not in a more diffused manner 
as would be available if there were footways on both sides of the road. 
 
The Stage 1 Road Safety Audit raised a number of issues with the access.  The 
main one seems to be inappropriate parking in the vicinity of the access.  The 
introduction of waiting restrictions is unlikely to deter short term parking associated 
with schools.   
 
The advice in Manual for Streets is that footway widths in excess of 2m should be 
considered for areas around schools.  If parents are dropping off children on this 
side of the road they will end up walking in the road to the entrance.  If they cross 
the road, the footway on the northern side is substandard.  Widths of the footway 
on the northern side of the road given in the TA, vary from 1.3m to 2.1m.  In the 
morning peak the pupils heading towards Bullers Wood School for Girls already 
take up the footway for periods of time.  The estimates in the TA are that 138 
pupils will use this access, it is then equated to pupils/minute but it is likely that 
they will leave or arrive at the access in groups. 
 
Public Transport Use: 
 
Trains: 
 
There are 50 pupils estimated to use the train, reduced from 147 in the previous 
assessment.  The footway from Bickley station along Southborough Road towards 
Bickley Road is relatively narrow, measurements in the TA show going down to 
1m.  In the morning peak pupils will be going against the flow of commuters going 
towards the station and people will step into the road.  The carriageway is also 
relatively narrow so they will be in conflict with vehicles.     
 
Buses: 
 
There are over 200 pupils estimated to come to the school by bus.  There are 2 
bus stops in proximity to the Bickley Road access.  However, there is no nearby 
crossing point and, given the level of traffic flow, some form of crossing would be 
needed to get pupils across the road. A puffin crossing has been proposed to allow 
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people to cross Bickley Road.  If this is to be taken forward it will need to be 
secured via a s278 or s106 agreement.  
 
The bus stop by the access in Bickley Road would need to be moved to 
accommodate the crossing.  TfL have agreed to the principle of this. 
 
TfL's initial response indicated that, given the number of pupils, there will be 
constraints on the local bus services (routes 162 and 269).  Pressure on these 
services could be relieved if the school start and finish times are staggered with the 
nearby Bullers Woo5rd School for Girls.  Failure to do so would require mitigation 
to meet the demand for bus travel.   
 
The information now provided is that the Boys School would start at 07:45 and end 
at 14:20 when approx. 54% of the pupils would leave the site, with extra-curricular 
activities finishing at 15.20, when approx. 40% of the pupils would leave.  The 
remaining 6% would leave later.  The Girls School starts at 08:25 and finishes at 
15:10 with after school activities finishing at 16:10 and 16:40.  TfL have accepted 
this although there does appear to be an overlap. 
 
Transport for London (TfL): 
 
Vehicle Access and Trip Generation: 
 
TfL considers the approach to trip generation and modal split acceptable and in 
line with London Plan Policy 6.3. Given that the site is not within close proximity to 
the Transport for London Road Network (TLRN) it is unlikely that the proposed 
development would result in an unacceptable impact to the TLRN. 
The installation of a puffin crossing facilities on Bickley Road improves pedestrian 
safety. Details will need to be confirmed via the detailed design process which 
should ensure that there will be no conflict with bus movements which could result 
in road safety concerns. It is requested that an informative is added noting that the 
applicant is require to enter into a s278 agreement with the council to deliver these 
highway changes. The s278 will need to include an undertaking to ensure all fees 
associated with delivery are paid by the applicant, including TfL's staff time in 
design, assessment and delivery of the crossing. 
 
Car Parking: 
 
A total of 69 car parking spaces are proposed including 5 disabled parking spaces 
which is unchanged from the previous application. A drop off / pick up bay is also 
proposed within the site to accommodate around 20 vehicles. This has doubled 
from the previous application. TfL is keen to ensure a balance is struck between 
limiting and the effective promotion of travel by sustainable modes which could be 
compromised by over provision in drop off space. As such TfL expects that the 
School Travel Plan will include effective and well resourced measures to promote 
more sustainable travel modes to reduce the amount of travel by car in line with 
London Plan policy 6.3. Further details are provided below.  
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The applicant should also increase the provision of Electric Vehicle Charging 
Points (EVCPs) from the two spaces to 20% active EVCPs plus 10% passive, 
resulting in the need for 13 active and 6 passive spaces. 
 
Cycle Parking: 
 
A total of 36 cycle parking spaces are proposed which is less than the minimum 
standards set out in the London Plan. The number of spaces should be increased 
to 129 spaces in line with required minimum standards. TfL appreciates the phased 
nature of occupation; as such a measure linked to the travel plan to deliver spaces 
ahead of each intake could be accepted to deliver 129 spaces by the 5th year of 
operation. This would require a minimum of 24 spaces per year group and spaces 
per staff to be determined. Bicycle parking should be sheltered; the locations as 
shown on plan, '3817_SK_009' are considered acceptable and should be secured 
by condition or through the Travel Plan. 
 
Buses: 
 
The highway works are largely as per the previous application on Bickley Road. 
They result in the need to relocate the existing eastbound bus stop (number 
19745) and shelter (number 0106/1179) on the northern side of the A222 Bickley 
Road to a location 40 metres to the east. The bus stop on the southern side of the 
carriageway (number 19744) and shelter (number 0106/1203) would remain in its 
current location but a new shelter will be installed (extending from a 2 bay to a 3 
bay) to meet the likely demand.  
 
The highway works associated with the bus stop relocation and shelter upgrade 
will need to be confirmed via a detailed design process which should be secured 
via an appropriate condition or planning obligation in consultation with TfL. 
Furthermore the applicant is aware that they will be responsible for all costs 
associated with the works and this should be secured via an obligation or via the 
s278 agreement. TfL can follow up with a detailed quote upon request.  
 
TfL have considered the likely impact on bus capacity and it is noted that given the 
number of pupils proposed there would be some constraint on the local bus 
services (routes 162 and 269). Pressure on these services could however be 
relieved should the school ensure arrival and departure times are staggered with 
the nearby Bullers Wood School for Girls. Failure to do so will require mitigation to 
meet the demand for bus travel in line with London Plan policy 6.7. This should be 
included as part of the School Travel Plan and secured by condition. 
 
Travel Plan: 
 
TfL welcomes the provision of a draft School Travel Plan which sets out relevant 
aims and objectives to encourage sustainable travel. Involvement in the TfL school 
travel planning accreditation scheme (STARS) is required and the Travel Plan 
should be regularly updated and monitored to ensure compliance with London Plan 
policy 6.11. The commitments towards Bronze and Silver status are welcomed. 
Detailed comments on the Travel Plan are to follow. Initially the Travel Plan should 
be drafted to include,  
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- A commitment towards delivering London Plan policy compliant levels of cycling 

parking by the 5th anniversary of operation,  
 
- Measures to minimise impact on buses including staggering start times should 

be provided.  
 
- Amending the initial cycle hire mode share, whilst it is appreciated targets will 

be reviewed, it is considered unacceptable to have a target of 0% for cycling 
when the travel plan sets out measures to increase cycling.  

 
- Extending the welcome pack from staff to all new pupils and following this up 

with regular correspondence around alternative modes than the car, such as 
newsletters and the website.  

 
A commitment to updating, monitoring and funding the travel plan and associated 
measures should be secured as part of any planning permission. 
 
Construction: 
 
TfL welcomes the draft Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) which has 
been submitted with the application. This is considered in conformity with TfL's 
guidance on Construction Logistics Plans. The proposal to focus construction 
activity on Chislehurst Road will seek to limit the impact on buses on Bickley Road 
which is supported. TfL requests consultation should any part of the build 
(including the temporary school) render it necessary to impact on the bus stops on 
Bickley Road. The applicant should ensure that no construction related deliveries 
will be undertaken during the peak periods (07:00-09:00 and 15:30-18:00). 
Furthermore a commitment to use FORS registered contractors is required. The 
CTMP should be secured by condition and discharged ahead of commencement of 
the works. 
 
Conclusion: 
 
In summary, TfL confirms that the proposed development would be unlikely to 
result in an unacceptable impact to the TLRN; however given that a number of the 
pupils would be expected to travel by bus the arrival and departure times of the 
proposed school should be staggered with surrounding schools to alleviate the 
likely impact on bus capacity.  
 
Further discussions regarding the detailed design of the bus stops and shelters 
and highway works located on Bickley Road should be held between the applicant 
and TfL. This should consider the wider modelling results which show several 
junctions being over capacity. Electric vehicle charging points should be delivered 
at the school, the level of cycle parking should be increased and the School Travel 
Plan will need to be updated and monitored to ensure consistency with London 
Plan policy. 
 
Following the submission of amended and additional highways information, TfL 
provided further comments which can be summarised as: 
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Parking: 
 
TfL's comments around the drop off remain. Whilst it is appreciated that on site 
servicing will reduce pressure on the surrounding roads, TfL considers that the 
doubling of space for drop off will seek to undermine the use of sustainable 
transport modes. Previously we noted that stringent travel planning measures must 
be implemented to avoid overreliance on the car. Comments on the travel plan are 
provided below. Notwithstanding these, TfL consider that the drop off is reduced in 
scope from 20 spaces to 10 spaces alongside the addition of double yellow lines 
on the access road and  double yellow lines / keep clear lines on the access roads 
around.  
 
A monitoring clause should thereafter be added that if the school is generating 
unacceptable impacts and all other travel plan measures have been exhausted, the 
space could be drop off space can be increased to but not exceeding 20 spaces. 
This would ensure general conformity with London Plan policy 6.1.  The no 
stopping on the access road will also serve as mitigation to ensure that there is no 
blocking back onto the surrounding highway network.   
 
Buses: 
 
As previously, TfL considers the scheme will increase demand on the bus network. 
The additional analysis of the 314 is welcomed. It is considered that the 162 would 
be the preferential route and TfL's route analysis has focused on this and route 
269. As the student numbers haven't changed TfL's comments are as previous. It 
has been accepted that pressure on these services could be relieved should the 
school ensure arrival and departure times are staggered with the nearby Bullers 
Wood School for Girls. Failure to do so will require mitigation to meet the demand 
for bus travel in line with London Plan policy 6.7. This should be included as part of 
the School Travel Plan and secured by legal obligation or condition. 
 
Junction Impacts: 
 
It should continue to be noted that junctions on both Chislehurst Road and Bickley 
Road exceed their theoretical capacity during the AM and PM (School) peak hours. 
This is a valid consideration for the council when planning any interventions 
including the signalised crossing. The additional analysis demonstrates no 
significant increases from the original TA. As the highways affected are borough 
roads and the proposed designs offer safe routes to schools, TfL offers no further 
comment on this aspect.   
 
Travel Plan: 
 
Regarding the Travel Plan, TfL offers the following comments,  
 
- The school should attain Gold STARS status by start of 2021 academic  year 

as between the boys and girls school there will be a total of 2247 students 
therefore it will be important as many as possible travel actively and 
sustainably.  
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- The hands up data sample is limited as it represents less than 2/3 of the school 

population, our data currently shows that 369 pupils travel by car and currently 
37% travel via active modes (walking, cycling and scooting).  

 
- The 0% cycling is a concern the girls school currently undertake at least three 

Bikeability courses provided by the borough each academic term. The data 
shows currently three pupils from the girl school currently cycle. TfL suggests 
current mode share 0%, 3 year target 1% 5 year target 3%, this should be 
subtracted from the car mode %.  

 
- Regarding reduction in car use, the school should look to implement a park and 

stride walking zone to reduce congestion closer to the school.  
 
- In addition the school should implement a clause within the travel plan to 

monitor drop offs on an adhoc basis. If capacity of the drop off facility is 
exceeded for 16 days over a period of 4 weeks; i.e. 80% of the time (captured 
through on the ground surveys) the school should implement all travel plan 
measures Set out within section 5 of the Travel Plan. If within two subsequent 4 
week periods (32 days in 40) again 80% of the time then the school should 
approach the council to apply to expand the drop off facility. Capacity should be 
measured by vehicle accumulation exercises over the school peak period 
supplemented by photographs. Any expansion should only be accepted where 
all travel plan measures have been exhausted.  

 
-  The school should set up a School travel plan steering group; for this to have 

an impact and targets achieved a requisite for a SMT member to be a part of 
this group.  

 
Sport England:  
 
It is understood that the site forms part of, or constitutes a playing field, or 
prejudices the use of a playing field, as defined in The Town and Country Planning 
(Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 (Statutory 
Instrument 2015 No. 595). The consultation with Sport England is therefore a 
statutory requirement. 
  
Sport England has considered the application in light of the National Planning 
Policy Framework (particularly Para 74) and Sport England's Playing Fields Policy, 
which is presented within its Planning Policy Statement titled 'A Sporting Future for 
the Playing Fields of England'. 
  
Sport England's policy is to oppose the granting of planning permission for any 
development affecting playing field land unless it meets with one or more of the five 
exceptions stated in its policy. 
  
The proposed development would appear to be sited on an existing area of playing 
field. Locating this aspect of the proposed development on the existing playing field 
would prejudice the use of the playing field. 
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In light of the above, Sport England objects to the application because it is not 
considered to accord with any of the exceptions to Sport England's Playing Fields 
Policy or with Paragraph 74 of the NPPF. 
  
Should your Council be minded to grant planning permission for the development 
then in accordance with The Town and Country Planning (Consultation) (England) 
Direction 2009, the application should be referred to the Secretary of State, via the 
National Planning Casework Unit. 
  
However, Sport England would be happy to review its positon if it can be 
demonstrated that Sport England's Playing Fields Policy can be met. 
 
The Agent directly responded to Sport England comments asking for a more 
detailed explanation position and basis for the objections. Sport England 
responded: 
 
'As previously stated, Sport England would suggest that a potential way forward 
would either be to propose a replacement playing field (in terms of the playing field 
area to be lost) or playing fields in line with policy exception E4 of Sport England's 
Playing Fields Policy or propose a community size 4 court sports hall (34.5 x 20m) 
and position the proposed MUGAs side by side and fence them (sports lighting 
should also be considered). This would provide more capacity and they would 
constitute formal sports facilities. Sport England would then assess this proposal 
against E5 of Sport England's Playing Fields Policy'. 
 
The Applicant has responded to the points raised by Sport England however Sport 
England maintain their objections. 
 
Environmental Health: 
 
Contamination:  An informative should be attached that should during the works on 
site any suspected contamination is encountered, Environmental Health should be 
contacted immediately. The contamination shall be fully assessed and an 
appropriate remediation scheme submitted to the Local Authority for approval in 
writing. 
  
Noise:  
 
A number of concerns were raised regarding the acoustic assessment carried out: 
 
1. Sec 7 states that their noise criteria is 5dB below background noise.  Our 
position has always been that 10dB below background is the criteria, however this 
can be relaxed to 5dB where background levels are very low, or it is not practical to 
achieve the lower level.  I do not believe either to be the case on this site. 
 
2. No information is given regarding the nature or reliability of the background 
noise measurements, nor is there any description of the nature of the predicted 
noise.  It is unclear from the Report whether Average noise levels (LAeq) or 
Background noise levels (LA90) have been used in making the comparison.  It is 
unclear whether mitigation methods have been investigated. 
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3. A number of assumptions have been made regarding the number of vehicle 
movements but the source of this information has not been referenced.  The 
number of vehicle movements seems to be very low, for instance only 10 cars 
arrive (and remain) between 0730 and 0830.  The obvious question then is what 
time do the other staff arrive and/or do they use other means of transport? 
 
Lighting:  
  
I would have no objections to the proposals as detailed in the Crofton Design 
Report C08493 Rev P2. 
 
Air Quality:  
 
The Aether report ref Aether/AQA/2015/Bullers_Wood (Draft Report) deals with the 
air quality on the site as well as the impact of the development on the wider 
community.  I concur with the conclusions and have no further comment. 
     
Following the submission of additional information regarding the acoustic 
assessment, no further objections were raised from the Environmental Health 
Officer subject to conditions restricting the noise levels on the site and from the 
plant and the submission of a noise management plan prior to occupation of the 
school.  
 
Drainage: 
 
Reviewing the submitted FRA carried out by Evans & Langford LLP with Ref No. 
13791 dated June 2016 Revision 2017. I note in paragraph 7.8 surface water will 
be stored in the sub-base of the lower car park before it infiltrates into the soil. The 
pavement for the car park will discharge to the sub-base which consist of gravel. 
The driveways will discharge to swales. I can confirm that the above strategy is 
acceptable subject to detailed design and conditions. 
 
Thames Water: 
 
Waste Comments: Thames Water would advise that with regard to sewerage 
infrastructure capacity, we would not have any objection to the above planning 
application. 
 
Informatives are required should permission be granted. 
 
Natural England:  
 
Natural England makes no objection to this application.  The lack of comment from 
Natural England does not imply that there are no impacts on the natural 
environment, but only that the application is not likely to result in significant impacts 
on statutory designated nature conservation sites or landscapes.  It is for the local 
planning authority to determine whether or not this application is consistent with 
national and local policies on the natural environment.  
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Historic England (Archaeology):  
 
Recommend approval subject to a condition as the above planning either affects a 
heritage Asset of archaeological interest or lies in an area where such assets are 
expected. Although the NPPF envisages evaluation being undertaken prior to 
determination, in this case consideration of the nature of the development, the 
archaeological interest and/or practical constraints are such that I consider a 
condition could provide an acceptable safeguard. A condition is therefore 
recommended to require a potential two-stage process of archaeological 
investigation and possible mitigation.  A limited programme of trial trench 
evaluation is therefore recommended and that the archaeological interest should 
therefore be conserved by attaching a condition. 
 
Greater London Authority (GLA):  
 
Principle of development: 
 
The provision of a secondary school fully accords with the Council's emerging local 
policy designation, and responds positively to London Plan Policies 3.18 and 3.19. 
GLA officers will work with Sport England and the Council to verify that the relevant 
Exceptions Tests and policy requirements of Sport England are considered to be 
being met.  
 
Energy: 
 
Further clarification is required with regards to energy efficient, overheating and 
renewable technologies to verify the carbon dioxide savings overall. The applicant 
should also discuss arrangements for meeting the carbon dioxide shortfall with the 
Council. 
 
Transport:  
 
The proposed development is likely to impact on bus service capacity. Mitigation 
measures including staggering school arrival and departure times should be 
secured via a robust travel plan. Further measures around bus stop upgrades and 
the addition of a new crossing must also be secured by the Council. EVCPs should 
be delivered, cycle parking provision should be increased and the school travel 
plan will need to be updated and monitored to ensure consistency with London 
Plan transport policies.  
 
Partial loss of urban open space and playing fields: 
 
In this context, in terms of existing provision lost, there are 3 hard surfaced tennis 
courts (disused) and 6 grass tennis courts (disused) which are split in two be 
fencing. In their place are proposed two external games courts and a 4 court indoor 
sports hall. Information regarding the change in playing field provision is addressed 
within the application submissions and whilst there will be a net loss, it is 
considered to be marginal at a quantitative loss of 15.2% excluding the indoor 
facilities and 12% including the indoor facilities, when considered against the wider 
education and community benefits to be gained. The proposed provision is 
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comparable and provides qualitative improvements, including indoor provision, and 
as such is considered to meet the relevant Sport England exception test.  
 
Tree Officer: 
 
Previously conditional permission was recommended in respect of application 
16/03315/FULL1. Tree constraints were acknowledged at a pre-app stage and 
permission appeared achievable with regard to at least a couple of development 
options.  
 
This application is supported with an Arboricultural Impact Assessment (AIA) and 
tree survey information. Tree constraints have been addressed and protection 
measures considered as part of the AIA. The preliminary tree protection drawing 
illustrates the protection measures across the site. The proposals will see the 
removal of a number of C category trees that are insignificant and a small number 
of B category trees. The scheme allows for the provision of replacement planting 
as part of the new landscape plan. This is considered mitigation for the proposed 
loss of B category trees across the site.  
 
I note that most of the consideration on tree impact has been covered by the 
supporting AIA and tree survey report, however, I see it prudent that an 
Arboricultural method Statement (AMS) is submitted under condition. I would also 
request more detailed information on tree species selection for the new planting 
scheme. I would therefore recommend that conditions are applied to any 
forthcoming consent. 
 
Following receipt of the Tree Officers comments, concerns were raised on behalf of 
neighbours as to the validity of the Arboricultural Impact Assessment because the 
report and any recommendations made in it are limited to a 12 month period from 
the survey date (June 2016). The neighbour also raised concern as to further tree 
work that would be required to facilitate highways improvements including the 
removal of trees which were not covered in the AIA and raised concerns as to the 
impact on bats. 
 
The Applicant responded both stating that the recommendations within the report 
were sound and still valid and that with regard to trees T78 and T79, the tree report 
states that under certain circumstances the extent of risk of root damage cannot be 
fully ascertained until such time as works are actually carried out. In acknowledging 
this the report recommends that, in compliance with BS5837, a method of working 
should be adopted that is designed to minimise the risk of damage to tree roots. 
Whilst 'minimal dig' is the preferred option, there may be occasions where this is 
not viable, and BS35837 sets out alternative protective measures and procedures 
that can be adopted.  The Applicant also noted that it should also be borne in mind 
that the construction detail for a pedestrian trafficked footway is much lighter in 
design than a surface designed to take vehicular traffic. 
 
The Applicant also stated that regarding the potential for trees to provide habitat for 
bats, this issue is raised for legal reasons. We are under an obligation to bring to 
the attention of our client and the LPA that due to bat roost potential within these 
trees, should at any point during the project it become necessary to consider 
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carrying our arboricultural works to these trees, including felling, it would be 
necessary for additional bat surveys to be carried out to inform procedures and 
decisions, prior to works being carried out.  This is quite routine. Dead wood can 
also provide habitat for birds and invertebrates, and the provisions of the 1981 
Wildlife and Countryside Act still apply irrespective of what permissions are granted 
under the Town and Country Planning Acts. 
 
The Tree Officer was happy with the response received from the Applicant and no 
concerns were raised. 
 
Conservation Officer: 
 
The proposal site is adjacent to the Bickley Park Conservation Area. Therefore the 
conservation considerations will have regard to Policy BE13 (Development 
Adjacent to a Conservation Area) and NPPF para 129 requires the local authority 
to have consideration to the impact of a proposal on the setting of a heritage asset, 
which in this case is the CA itself. The function of a proposed use can also impact 
on character and therefore any increase in traffic or parking pressure needs to be 
assessed.  
 
Policy BE13: 
 
 This policy relates to views into and out of the conservation area. The 
conservation area boundary includes the front gardens of the houses on the 
eastern side of Pines Road but not the road itself. Given the separation and 
screening along the western side I do not see that any important views into the 
conservation area would be affected, and certainly not from any public vantage 
points. Likewise any impact on views out of the CA from Pines Road would be 
substantially mitigated through generous physical separation and tree screening 
even if this is less so in winter. Whilst glimpses of the new 3 storey structure would 
be visible from some locations no harm would be caused in my opinion. 
 
Setting of the Conservation Area: 
 
St Hughes playing fields are a substantially open parcel of land to the west of the 
CA but considering the generous separation between the new school building and 
the houses on Pines Road, the development would not appear overbearing or 
cramped and the overall spacious setting would be retained. 
 
Parking and Traffic: 
 
The Transport Assessment indicates that there would be no direct access to the 
school from Pines Road and the road is also substantially parked up already during 
the day. I would conclude therefore that any increase in traffic movements or 
parking would not be so great as to cause harm to the character of the adjacent 
CA. I would also note that a travel plan has been prepared and many students will 
arrive by methods other than car. I note that the applicant has proposed some 
highways changes from the previous 2016 scheme but these would not amount to 
any change in the conservation perspective expressed above. 
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Planning Considerations  
 
In determining planning applications, the starting point is the development plan and 
any other material considerations that are relevant.  The adopted development 
plan in this case includes the Bromley Unitary Development Plan (UDP) (2006) and 
the London Plan (March 2015).  Relevant policies and guidance in the form of the 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), National Planning Practice Guidance 
(NPPG) as well as other guidance and relevant legislation must also be taken into 
account.   
 
Unitary Development Plan (2006) 
 
BE1 Design of New Development 
BE13 Development Adjacent to a Conservation Area 
BE16 Archaeology 
G8 Urban Open Space 
L6 Playing Fields 
C7 Educational and Pre-School Facilities 
C8 Dual Community Use of Educational Facilities 
NE3 Nature conservation and Development 
NE5 Protected Species 
NE7 Development and Trees 
T1 Transport Demand 
T2 Assessment of Transport Effects 
T3 Parking 
T6 Pedestrians 
T7 Cyclists 
T17 Servicing of Premises 
T18 Road Safety 
 
Bromley's Proposed Submission Draft Local Plan:  
 
According to paragraph 216 of the NPPF decision takers can also give weight to 
relevant policies in emerging plans according to: 
 
- The stage of preparation of the emerging plan (the more advanced the 

preparation, the greater the weight that may be given); 
- The extent to which there are unresolved objections to relevant policies (the 

less significant the unresolved objections, the greater the weight that may be 
given); and 

- The degree of consistency of the relevant policies in the emerging plan to the 
policies in the NPPF, the greater the weight that may be given). 

 
As set out in paragraph 216 of the National Planning Policy Framework, emerging 
plans gain weight as they move through the plan making process. 
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The following emerging plans are relevant to this application: 
 
Draft Local Plan 
 
The Council is preparing a Local Plan. The submission of the Draft Local Plan was 
made to Secretary of State on 11th August 2017. These documents are a material 
consideration. The weight attached to the draft policies increases as the Local Plan 
process advances. 
 
Policy 21 Opportunities for Community Facilities 
Policy 27 Education 
Policy 28 Educational Facilities 
Policy 29 Education Site Allocations 
Policy 31 Relieving Congestion 
Policy 32 Road Safety 
Policy 33 Access to services for all 
Policy 34 Highway Infrastructure Provision 
Policy 37 General Design of Development 
Policy 40 Other Non-Designated Heritage Assets 
Policy 42 Development adjacent to Conservation Areas 
Policy 46 Archaeology 
Policy 55 Urban Open Space 
Policy 58 Outdoor Sport, Recreation and Play 
Policy 70 Wildlife Features 
Policy 72 Protected Species 
Policy 73 Development and Trees 
Policy 75 Hedgerows and Developments 
Policy 113 Waste Management in New Development 
Policy 115 Reducing flood Risk 
Policy 116 Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems 
Policy 118 Contaminated Land 
Policy 119 Noise Pollution 
Policy 120 Air Quality 
Policy 121 Ventilation and Odour Control 
Policy 122 Light Pollution 
Policy 123 Sustainable design and construction 
Policy 124 Carbon reduction, decentralised energy networks and renewable 
energy 
Policy 125 Delivery and implementation of the Local Plan 
 
Local Plan Education Background Document September 2015 
Primary and Secondary Schools Development Plans 2016 
 
London Plan (2016 consolidated version)) 
 
2.6 Outer London: vision and strategy 
3.16 Protection and enhancement of social infrastructure 
3.18 Education Facilities 
5.0 Overheating and cooling 
5.2 Minimising carbon dioxide emissions 
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5.3 Sustainable design and construction 
5.7 Renewable energy 
5.6 Decentralised energy in development proposals 
5.8 Innovative energy technologies 
5.10 Urban Greening 
5.11 Green Roofs and Development Site Environs 
5.12 Flood Risk Management  
5.13 Sustainable Drainage 
6.3 Assessing effects of development on transport capacity 
6.9 Cycling 
6.13 Parking 
7.2 An inclusive environment 
7.3 Designing out crime 
7.4 Local character 
7.5 Public Realm 
7.6 Architecture 
7.8 Heritage assets and archaeology 
7.13 Safety, security and resilience to emergency 
7.15 Reducing and managing noise, improving and enhancing the acoustic 
environment and promoting appropriate soundscapes  
7.21 Trees and woodlands 
8.1 Implementation 
8.2 Planning obligations 
 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2012) and National Planning Practice 
Guidance (NPPG) must also be taken into account.  The most relevant paragraphs 
of the NPPF include: 
 
Paragraph14:  Achieving sustainable development 
Para 17: Core planning principles 
Paras 29 - 41: Promoting sustainable transport 
Paragraph 32: Highway impacts 
Paras 56 - 66: Requiring Good Design                           
Paras 69-78: Promoting healthy communities 
Paragraph 72: Delivery of school places 
Paragraph 74: Playing fields 
Paras 93-103: Meeting the challenge of climate change & flooding 
Paras 109-125: Conserving and enhancing the natural environment 
Paras 188-195: Pre-application engagement 
Paras 196-197: Determining applications 
Paras 203-206: Planning conditions and obligations 
 
Planning History 
 
02/01003/FULL1 Boundary fencing facing Bickley Road Approved 08.05.2002 
 
95/02264/FULMAJ Part one and two storey buildings for tennis and leisure centre 
with basement car parking landscaping and relocation of vehicular access to 
Bickley Road Refused 14.11.1996 
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Various applications for works to trees - approvals. 
 
16/03315/FULL1 - Proposed erection of a 6FE Secondary Boys School comprising 
a part 2 storey, part 3 storey school building of 8,443m2 including a sports hall 
(also for wider community use) together with hard and soft landscaping, creation of 
a new vehicular access on Chislehurst Road, 68 parking spaces, drop off/pick up 
area and associated works. Erection of a temporary 2 storey classroom block on 
site for 12 months to accommodate 5 classrooms, a laboratory, offices and toilets - 
Refused 
 
Reason for refusal: 
 
“The potential traffic generation and capacity of the existing highway network along 
with the proposed access arrangements raise both road and pedestrian safety 
concerns that have not been fully addressed in the proposal and are likely to cause 
severe cumulative impacts contrary to Policy T18 of the Unitary Development Plan 
2006 and paragraph 32 of the National Planning Policy Framework 2012.” 
 
An appeal was lodged on the 1st August 2017 and is now valid, proceeding via the 
written representations procedure. 
 
Conclusions 
 
It is considered that the main planning issues relating to the proposed scheme are 
as follows:  
 

 Principle of Development 
 Educational Policy and Need     
 Playing Fields and Sports Pitches 
 Highways and Transport 
 Design, Layout, Scale and Impact 
 Residential Amenity 
 Trees and Landscaping 
 Temporary Accommodation and Phasing 
 Contributions 
 Other Technical Issues 

 
Principle of Development 
 
The application site comprises playing fields for Bullers Girls School, disused 
tennis courts, a wooded area, an Air Cadets building and Pavilion and is 
designated in the UDP as Urban Open Space. For the purposes of this application, 
the up to date development plan comprises the Unitary Development Plan (saved 
policies), the London Plan and the NPPF. In the first instance the application will be 
considered in the light of these policies. The weight and relevance attached to 
policies in the Proposed Submission Draft Local Plan will also be discussed in this 
section.  
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UDP Policy G8 relates to development in Urban Open Spaces and states:  
 
Proposals for built development in areas defined on the Proposals Map as 
Urban Open Space (UOS), will be permitted only under the following 
circumstances: 
 
(i) the development is related to the existing use (in this context, neither 
residential nor indoor sports development will normally be regarded as being 
related to the existing use); or 
(ii) the development is small scale and supports the outdoor recreational uses or 
children's play facilities on the site; or 
(iii) any replacement buildings do not exceed the site coverage of the existing 
development on the site. 
 
Where built development is involved; the Council will weigh any benefits being 
offered to the community, such as new recreational or employment opportunities 
against a proposed loss of open space. 
 
In all cases, the scale, siting, and size of the proposal should not unduly impair the 
open nature of the site. 
 
The supporting text of this policy advises that UOS is locally important public or 
private open space identified by individual Council's that needs protection. The 
identified UOS is considered to be of local significance as they fulfil specific 
function in their localities, such as providing important breaks in the urban area. 
The primary purpose of the policy is to protect the open character of the UOS. On 
sites where there are no buildings only proposals relating to the functioning of the 
outdoor sports or small scale children's play facilities may be permitted and where 
replacement buildings are proposed for existing redundant buildings are restricted 
to the same site coverage as the existing building. 
 
The considerations when reaching a conclusion on this aspect are the educational 
need in the Borough, the availability of alternative sites, the emerging development 
plan and the community benefits of the development. This needs to be assessed 
against the impact on the local environment, residential amenities and the transport 
and traffic impacts of the development. 
 
Policy G8 is in line with Policy 7.18 of the London Plan. The main consideration 
identified under Policy 7.18 is the protection of locally designated open space 
stating that 'the loss of protected open spaces must be resisted unless equivalent 
or better quality provision is made within the local catchment area. Replacement of 
one type of open space with another is unacceptable unless an up to date needs 
assessment shows that this would be appropriate.'   
 
As with the first application the applicant has not supplied a formal up to date 
needs assessment to demonstrate that the replacement of one type of open space 
with another can be justified (or playing pitch provision in the area). Consequently 
the lack of a needs assessment makes it difficult to conclude that the proposed 
development is policy complaint in respect of Policy 7.18 of the London Plan.  
Therefore assessing the proposed development solely against the requirements of 
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the UDP Policy G8 and London Plan Policy 7.18  it is considered that the current 
proposal would be contrary to these policies and unacceptable in principle.  It is 
therefore a Departure from the provisions of the Development Plan. However, it is 
appropriate in this case, to consider whether other material considerations, when 
taken together outweigh the lack of compliance with both Policies G8 and 7.18.  
 
The Submission of the Draft Local Plan (2017) indicates the Council's view of the 
way forward for this policy. Under paragraph 216 of the NPPF the emerging Local 
Plan carries some weight dependent upon the stage of preparation, the extent to 
which there are unresolved objections and the degree of consistency with the 
NPPF. At this stage it is considered some weight can be attached to emerging 
Local Plan Policies.   
 
The emerging Local Plan has taken the unusual step of amending existing UOS 
policy to reflect the urgent need for the Borough to find school places for pupils in 
the Borough. The draft policy increases the flexibility for school expansions on 
UOS sites in existing education use or allocated for education use in the Local Plan 
and relates this directly to policy support where there is a demonstrable need for 
additional education buildings.  
 
Draft Policy 55 states: 
 
Proposals for built development in Urban Open Space (UOS) will be permitted only 
under the following circumstances: 
 
a - The development is related to the existing or allocated use (in this context, 
neither residential nor indoor sports development, other than sports development 
related to educational use on the site, will normally be regarded as being related to 
the existing use); or 
b - The development is small scale and supports the outdoor recreational uses or 
children's play facilities on the site; or 
c - Any replacement buildings do not exceed the site coverage of the existing 
development on the site. 
 
Subject to the clauses above, where built development is involved; the Council will 
weigh any benefits being offered to the community, such as new recreational or 
employment opportunities, against a proposed loss of open space.  
 
Where there is a demonstrable need for additional educational buildings sensitive 
design and siting will be sought to ensure that the impact on the open nature of the 
site is limited as far as is possible without compromising the educational 
requirements.  In all other cases the scale, siting, and size of the proposal should 
not unduly impair the open nature of the site. 
 
The proposed new build development to provide a secondary school would 
therefore comply with this draft policy which is afforded greater weight than when 
previously considered given the progression made in submitting the Draft local 
Plan to the Secretary of State.  In addition, given the scale of the building and 
associated development, the proposal minimises the harm to the open nature and 
character of the site with the retention of all the existing playing field area and 
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retention of most trees. It is acknowledged that there are a number of factors which 
could be considered to weigh in support of the development which includes the 
significant need for additional school places in the Borough and the positive 
support for education development in the development plan, as well as the 
potential benefits to the local community as made available for wider community 
use, this will be discussed further later in the report.   
 
In addition, there is a Draft Allocation for this site in the emerging Local Plan, which 
identifies the site as a location for a 6FE secondary school.  This can be afforded 
some weight in the overall planning balance given that the draft has now been 
submitted for examination. 
 
The use of this site for a school use, whilst retaining its UOS designation as 
identified in Draft Policy 55, is also considered to be benefit to the use of other 
sites that may be situated in the Green Belt or on Metropolitan Open Land, due to 
the limited availability of sites for schools within the Borough. This has been 
identified through a Borough wide assessment site selection process which has 
been used to inform the Draft Local Plan and the Draft allocation for a school on 
this site. A site selection document has also been submitted as part of the 
documentation for the application which shows the site as the most preferable.  
 
Therefore, as will be discussed in the report there may be material planning 
considerations which outweigh the harm to the loss of UOS and justify some loss 
to the provision of open space on this site. The following sections will identify the 
educational need as justification for overturning UOS policy designation. 
Nevertheless the current adopted policy position as identified in the UDP is the 
protection of the UOS designation and a new school would not comply with 
adopted Policy G8. 
 
Educational Policy and Need 
 
Policy 
 
The Education Act (2011) places a statutory duty on Local Authorities to provide 
sufficient pupil places for every child of school age in their local area and keep this 
under review. The Academies Act (2012) changed the approach to educational 
provision and encourages the establishment of new Free Schools (outside of the 
Local Authority control). The Borough recognises the need to prepare overall 
strategies to meet the current and future supply of Primary and Secondary School 
places, with Bromley experiencing a particular growth in demand for school places 
from increases in birth rates and migration. 
 
The NPPF was preceded in Aug 2011 by a joint ministerial policy statement on 
planning and education and remains a material consideration. It is strongly worded 
to ensure that the answer to proposals for the development of state-funded schools 
should be, wherever possible, "yes".  It sets out the Government's commitment to 
support the development of state-funded schools and their delivery through the 
planning system. In summary it identifies the following: 
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The Government is firmly committed to ensuring there is sufficient provision to 
meet growing demand for state-funded school places, increasing choice and 
opportunity in state-funded education. State-funded schools include Academies 
and free schools. The Government wants to enable new schools to open, good 
schools to expand and all schools to adapt and improve their facilities. This will 
allow for more provision and greater diversity in the state-funded school sector to 
meet both demographic needs and the drive for increased choice and higher 
standards. Creating free schools remains one of the Government's flagship 
policies. It is the Government's view that the creation and development of state-
funded schools is strongly in the national interest and that planning decision-
makers can and should support that objective, in a manner consistent with their 
statutory obligations. The planning system should operate in a positive manner 
when dealing with proposals for the creation, expansion and alteration of state-
funded schools, and that the following principles should apply: 
 

 There should be a presumption in favour of the development of state-
funded schools, as expressed in the NPPF. 

 
 Local authorities should give full and thorough consideration to the 

importance of enabling the development of state-funded schools in their 
planning decisions. The Secretary of State will attach significant weight 
to the need to establish and develop state-funded schools. 

 
 A refusal of any application for a state-funded school, or the imposition of 

conditions, will have to be clearly justified by the local planning authority. 
Given the strong policy support for improving state education, the 
Secretary of State will be minded to consider such a refusal or imposition 
of conditions to be unreasonable conduct, unless it is supported by clear 
and cogent evidence. 

 
Reference is made in the representations received to the Council’s Equality duty, in 
particular the availability of boys’ school places relative to girls’ school places in the 
vicinity. The representation seeks the provision of school places for boys. 
 
All secondary schools in Bromley are now academies and comprise both mixed 
schools and single sex schools. 
 
The Council's Public sector equality duty (Equality Act s149) requires a public 
authority, in the exercise of its functions, to have due regard to the need to— 
 
(b) advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant 
protected characteristic and persons who do not share it; 
 
The proposed school will assist in meeting the projected need as well as increasing 
the choice for pupils / parents, in line with draft Local Plan Policy 27 which states: 
“The Council is committed to choice in education for parents and young people and 
will work, in partnership with agencies and providers, to ensure the provision of an 
appropriate range of educational facilities...”   
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Due regard should therefore be given in that context to the educational provision 
for boys that could be made by the proposal. 
 
Paragraph 72 of the NPPF identifies that the government attaches great weight to 
the need to create, expand or alter schools and says that Local Planning 
Authorities should work with school promoters to identify and resolve key planning 
issues at an early stage, while Paragraph 73 of the NPPF says that access to high 
quality open spaces and opportunities for sport and recreation can make an 
important contribution to the health and well-being of Communities.   
 
The London Plan (2016) Policy 3.18 supports proposals which enhance the 
expansion and provision of educational facilities including new build, expansion of 
existing or change of use to educational purposes. Those which address current 
and projected shortages of primary school places will be particularly encouraged. 
The London Plan para 3.98 emphasises the strength of this positive consideration 
and refers to the joint policy statement on Planning for Schools Development (Aug 
2011).  Policy 3.18 requires that proposals for new schools should only be refused 
where there are demonstrable negative local impacts which substantially outweigh 
need for the provision and which cannot be addressed through the appropriate use 
of planning conditions or obligations.  
 
Chapter 13 of the UDP sets out the Council's objectives in supporting the provision 
of local community services. Policy C1 of the UDP states that  proposals for 
development that meet an identified education need in the Borough will normally 
be permitted provided it is accessible by modes of transport other than the car and 
accessible to members of the community it is intended to serve.  Policy C7 of the 
UDP identifies that new or extensions to existing educational establishments will be 
permitted provided that they are located so as to maximize access by means of 
transport other than the car and are required to prepare a School Transport Plan. 
These policies represent the adopted Development Plan policies in respect of 
education provision. 
 
Site Selection Process 
 
The Council have submitted their Draft Local Plan to the Secretary of State for 
examination and hearings are anticipated later in the year. The draft Local Plan 
has been developed on the basis of the evidence base, including an Education 
Background Paper in Sept 2015 (updated Autumn 2016). The Background Papers 
set out the educational need on the basis of Council's reviews of secondary 
education", and undertook an extensive site search of the full range of potential 
sites, including existing education sites, vacant social infrastructure sites and all 
sites submitted through the Local Plan "Call for Sites" process, along with sites 
identified by proposed Free School providers.  
 
The Local Plan (supported by the site selection process undertaken in the 
Education Evidence Base paper) responds to the constraints of open space 
designations across the Borough, including covering existing schools.   Initially 
sites were grouped relating to existing strategic policy constraints. Sites in each 
group were assessed in line with the approach to social infrastructure and 
specifically education, set out in London Plan Policies 3.16 and 3.18 and ranked. 
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The individual merits and recognised material considerations relating to each site 
were then assessed against local planning policy.  However, there were insufficient 
policy compliant sites (Group 1) to address the projected need.   Urban Open 
Space sites are sequentially preferable to sites in Green Belt or Metropolitan Open 
Land where schools are "inappropriate development" and the draft Local Plan 
therefore proposes increased flexibility of the Council UOS policy in relation to 
education development for existing schools (Group 2). This proposed increased 
flexibility to the UOS policy facilitated expansion at additional school sites in UOS, 
however, this change was not sufficient to address expansion needs and therefore 
a number of existing schools within Green Belt and MOL (Group 3) are proposed to 
be re-designated to the more flexible UOS designation to enable expansion.  
Whilst the school expansions within Group 2 and Group 3 contribute significantly to 
meeting the education need over the plan period there remains an outstanding 
need which will be met through the provision of new 'Free Schools'. Collectively 
Groups 1, 2 and 3 were unable to deliver sufficient sites for new schools hence an 
assessment of the Group 4 sites.  
 
This assessment produced two proposed allocations, including the St Hughes 
Playing Fields, set out within the draft Local Plan which have been approved by the 
Council and submitted to the Secretary of State for examination. 
 
In response to increasing pressure for school places and the emphasis on the 
need to ensure sufficient places in the London Plan and the NPPF the Draft Local 
Plan includes three draft education policies.  These are: 
 
Draft Policy 27 - Education - advises that the Council will assess the need for 
education infrastructure and allocate sites accordingly by safeguarding education 
sites for the plan period. It identifies  
 
"In all cases new development should be sensitively designed to minimise the 
footprint of buildings and the impact on open space particularly playing fields, as 
well as seeking to secure, as far as possible the privacy and amenities of any 
adjoining properties, whilst delivering the necessary educational infrastructure."  
 
Draft Policy 28 - Educational Facilities - supports proposals for new educational 
facilities which meet local need, looking first at opportunities to maximise the use of 
existing education land. It states:  
"The Council will support proposals for new educational facilities which meet local 
need, looking first at opportunities to maximise the use of existing Education Land 
or redundant social infrastructure.  
Where new sites are required, proposals will be permitted unless there are 
demonstrably negative local impacts which substantially outweigh the need for 
additional education provision, which cannot be addressed through planning 
conditions or obligations, and subject to:  
i. open space and conservation policies  
ii. the need for the provision locally,  
iii. highway safety, and  
iv. the accessibility of the site by means of transport other than the car.  
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In all cases, new buildings should be sensitively designed to minimise the footprint, 
loss of open space and the impact of development, seeking to secure as far as 
possible the privacy and amenities of any adjoining properties, whilst delivering the 
necessary educational infrastructure.  
 
Proposals involving the sharing of facilities, including open spaces, between 
educational facilities, and / or the dual use of educational facilities by the wider 
community will be encouraged."  
 
Draft Policy 29 - Education Site Allocations - this policy allocates a number of new 
school sites for primary and secondary education. It states:  
"Subject to Local Plan Policy 27 'Education' the Council will seek to meet the need 
for education provision over the Local Plan period as identified in the Council's 
Primary and Secondary School Development Plans, by allocating sites for 
educational purposes and re-designating school sites in Green Belt and 
Metropolitan Open Land as Urban Open Space…  
 
a - allocating the following sites for new/enhanced education provision:  

 1 Westmoreland Road  

 St Hugh's Playing Field, Bickley Road  

 Land at Bushell Way, Chislehurst (note: this is for a primary school), and  

 Kentwood Site, High Street, Penge  
 
b - allocating sites for new education provision, removing them from the Green Belt 
or Metropolitan Open Land and re-designating them as Urban Open Space, 
safeguarded as 'Education Land' for education development only……  
 
c- Removing areas within the following existing school sites from Green Belt or 
Metropolitan Open Land and re-designating them as Urban Open Space, 
safeguarded as 'Education Land' for education development only….  
Planning applications will be required to provide robust assessments of the impacts 
of development, including for example, highway implications, and provide 
appropriate mitigation to address adverse impacts.  
 
The Applicant has also undertaken a site assessment process of all potential sites 
within a 5 mile radius from the application site which includes all development land 
of 4-10 acres or existing buildings of 70,00ft2.  The search includes and has 
identified all 'on market' opportunities or development land and has had regard for 
'off-market' land, including Bromley's employment land clusters, natural green 
space, parks and outdoor sports sites that meet the above parameters.  The sites 
have been assessed according to their suitability, resulting in the selection of the 
preferred option. This identified a preferable site in Chelsfield which is situated in 
the Green Belt and Conservation Area where new development is likely to be 
resisted in line with planning policies. The assessment identified 12 further 
potential sites in the Green Belt, 1 in Metropolitan Open Land, 2 sites sited within 
an Area of Nature Conservation Importance, 2 allocated housing sites that are 
currently being developed, The Widmore Centre and Balmoral Avenue 
(Beckenham Academy) both of which are already being brought forward for other 
Free Schools.  
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This further identifies that alternative sites for a new school are limited within this 
part of the Borough and in all cases have restrictive designations that policies seek 
to preserve or are allocated for housing or other schools.  The deliverability of other 
sites for new schools is therefore restricted and the need for the application site for 
a school has been identified. The site selection process has therefore been 
rigorously considered by both the Council in the development of its emerging Local 
Plan and the Applicant in support of the application.  
 
Weight to be attached to Emerging Local Plans 
 
Appendix 10.4 Education Site Allocations, includes the application site, Site 33 
allocated "for an additional secondary school (Bullers Wood School for Boys)."  
 
The National Planning Policy Framework (para 216) advises that from the day of 
publication, decision-takers may also give weight to relevant policies in emerging 
plans according to: 
 

 the stage of preparation of the emerging plan (the more advanced the 
preparation, the greater the weight that may be given); 

 the extent to which there are unresolved objections to relevant policies 
(the less significant the unresolved objections, the greater the weight that 
may be given); and the degree of consistency of the relevant policies in 
the emerging plan to the policies in this Framework (the closer the 
policies in the emerging plan to the policies in the Framework, the 
greater the weight that may be given). 

 
The "Proposed Submission Draft Local Plan" was the subject of a Regulation 19 
consultation late 2016.  Objections, reflecting the objections to this planning 
application, have been raised to the allocation of this site for education. These 
objections to the Local Plan reduce the weight the draft designation can be given 
taking into account the stage of the Local Plan process.   
 
The principle of the provision of new schools is therefore well established in 
planning policy from a National to a Borough level. The site would offer an option 
for education facilities that fulfil a need.  The key issues in regard to this proposal 
would be the consequential impact on the UOS as a result, which would involve 
weighing up the educational need against the impact on the UOS along with other 
material consideration which include the impacts on the locality, highway safety 
considerations and the impact of the development on local residential amenities. 
 
Therefore proposals new schools should be given positive consideration and 
should only be refused where there are demonstrable negative local impacts which 
substantially outweigh the desirability of establishing a new school and which 
cannot be addressed through the appropriate use of planning conditions or 
obligations. 
 
Educational Need for Secondary School Places 
 
The Submission Draft Local Plan (2017) has been produced on the basis of robust 
evidence.  The Education Background Paper (2016) reflects the Secondary School 
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Development Plan (2016), and indicates the need for 17 additional forms of entry 
required between 2014/2015 and 2018/19. The projections show the need 
increasing further to 23FE by 2020.  
 
These projections, which include a standard 5% contingency for fluctuation in 
growth and parental choice, are included within the Submission Draft Local Plan 
(2017) which has been submitted to the Secretary of State for Examination in 
Public.  
 
The draft Local Plan Policy 29 includes expansions and the allocation of new sites 
to meet the identified need over the Local Plan period, including the application site 
and another site which is also the subject of an application for a 6FE secondary 
school (Shaw Futures Academy predicted to open September 2019 subject to 
planning).  
 
Following the approval to open the Bullers Wood Boys School Free School by the 
Secretary of State for Education a previous application on the St Hughes Playing 
Field site (16/03315) was considered at Development Control Committee 25th 
January 2017.  This consideration immediately followed the decision at the same 
Development Control Committee to permit another secondary school, the 8FE 
Eden Park High School.  The urgent need case for both schools was accepted at 
the January 2017 Development Control Committee, however, the St Hughes 
application was refused on a single highway ground, with minutes recording the 
understanding that Members would welcome a second (revised) application. 
 
As indicated above the projected need by 2020 is 23FE with the majority 19FE 
required by 2018/19.  As the table below indicates the existing permissions and 2 
proposed secondary schools (including the current application) would provide 
22FE by 2019. 
 

 
 
As a change from the previous application, the site at 1 Westmoreland Road which 
is also allocated within the Submission Draft Local Plan for secondary education 
has been brought forward as Shaw Futures Academy and is currently the subject 
of a live planning application.  Assuming the Local Plan is adopted, should free 
schools having first received approval from the Secretary of State for Education, 
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seek to locate on the other outstanding sites, a secondary school build phase 
would be in the region of 18 months post planning permission (subject to the 
complexity of the site and potential phasing of opening).  There is ministerial 
approval for a secondary school "Harris Sydenham" to open on a site within 
Bromley or Lewisham to provide for children from both boroughs, however no site 
for this cross Borough provision has been proposed by Harris.   
 
Turning to the longer term education need in the borough, the figure of up to 34 
Forms of Entry within the Council's Secondary School Development Plan 2016 is 
based on birth rates and school census information. This figure is based on the 5% 
that the Pupil Places Working Group agreed should be added to the base GLA 
school roll projections to provide a contingency for fluctuation in growth and 
parental choice. The 34FE relates to 1,022 Year 7 places required in 2022 
compared with the base school population in 2014/15. 
 
Planning law requires that applications for planning permission must be determined 
in accordance with the development plan, unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise. The Planning Practice Guidance advises that "it is for the decision 
maker to decide what weight is to be given to the material considerations in each 
case, and (subject to the test of reasonableness)".  
 
The Applicants in their submissions have also outlined this need and although this 
may be set out in a different format, the same evidence base and statistics has 
been used to set out their position and the case of need for educational sites and a 
free school on this site to serve the needs in this part of the Borough. The GLA in 
their stage 1 response states that the emerging Local Plan designation is now well 
advanced and the proposed allocation remains following the recent Regulation 19 
consultation. As such, the provision of a secondary school on this site is strongly 
supported and responds positively to London Plan policy 3.18, which seeks to 
ensure the provision of new schools in response to local need. 
 
Analysis and Conclusions 
 
The Council has a statutory duty to secure sufficient school places under the 
Education Act (1944) and this is a pressing concern which from a planning 
perspective would be a material consideration.  The NPPF para.72 and Aug 2011 
joint ministerial statement also require local planning authorities to give great 
weight to the need to create schools. This is reflected in The London Plan (2016) 
Policy 3.18 and draft Local Plan Policy 28 "Education Facilities"  which require that 
proposals for new schools should only be refused where there are demonstrable 
negative local impacts which substantially outweigh need for the provision and 
which cannot be addressed through the appropriate use of planning conditions or 
obligations. 
 
Whilst the site is allocated for secondary education within the draft Local Plan it is 
contrary to the Adopted UDP Urban Open Space policy.  The NPPF para 216 
advises that the emerging Local Plan carries some weight dependent upon the 
stage of preparation, the extent to which there are unresolved objections and the 
degree of consistency with the NPPF. 
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Planning law requires that applications for planning permission must be determined 
in accordance with the development plan, unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise. The Planning Practice Guidance advises that "it is for the decision 
maker to decide what weight is to be given to the material considerations in each 
case, and (subject to the test of reasonableness)".  
 
In considering the balance to be made in respect of material considerations it is 
important to note that: 
 

 the "great weight" that the NPPF attaches to the need to create, expand 
or alter schools.  

 the policies and allocations in the Draft Local Plan propose to address 
the imminent shortage of secondary school places highlighted within the 
Secondary Schools Development Plan  

 the lack of alternative provision, evidenced within the Local Plan 
Education Background Paper, capable of delivery within the necessary 
timeframe, to meet the statutory duty under the Education Act to secure 
sufficient school places. 

 
The Education Department have set out the key implications for education 
provision in Bromley, as follows: 
 

 There is a proven need for more secondary school places in Bromley to 
meet growing demand. This need has been demonstrated in both the 
Council's Secondary School Development Plan and Draft Local Plan.  

 Early analysis and consultation with secondary schools indicated that 
whilst there was an opportunity to expand some local secondary schools 
if funding was available, this would not meet majority of the projected 
increase in the need for secondary school places. Currently the only 
agreed secondary school expansion scheme is at Bishop Justus School 
that has planning consent to expand from 6 to 8FE. That school is 
already operating at 7FE. 

 There is a clear need for additional secondary school places In Bromley 
and Bullers Wood School for Boys is included within the Council's 
Secondary School Development Plan. 

 Without the additional places at the proposed school, both the GLA 
school roll projections and Bromley's own projection model show a 
shortfall of at least 3 Forms of entry in September 2018. This number 
increases to 10 Forms of Entry once Council adds its 5% planning 
margin to its projections for contingency and choice. In addition, this is 
against the overall backdrop of the need for year 7 places increasing by 
over 600 places between 2016/17 and 2023/24.  

 In terms of quality of provision, the proposed school is sponsored by 
Bullers Wood School for Girls which is rated by Ofsted as Outstanding.  

 
There is therefore policy support nationally, regionally and in the draft Local Plan 
for the provision of necessary school places.  No policy objections were raised with 
the demonstrated and imminent need for secondary school places in Bromley. The 
demonstrable need for places and the emerging Local Plan are material 
considerations to the overall determination of the planning application. This is 
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therefore considered a sufficient material consideration to warrant the setting aside 
of the adopted Urban Open Space Policy to facilitate secondary education in line 
with the draft Local Plan. Unless there are other material planning considerations 
which substantially outweigh the need for the provision the application should be 
supported. 
 
Playing Fields and Sports Pitches 
 
The NPPF para.74 and the London Plan Policy 3.19 preclude the loss of open 
space, sports and recreational land, including playing fields and wherever possible, 
multi-use public facilities for sport and recreational activity should be encouraged.  
Policy L6 of the UDP seeks to protect the loss of playing fields unless an 
assessment of open space provision reveals a surplus any deficiency could 
therefore be off-set against existing provision or re-provision. Draft Policy 58 also 
seeks suitable demonstration of existing pitch facilities and the re-provision to a 
higher quality if facilities are lost. NPPF para. 74 states that existing open spaces 
and playing fields should not be built on unless: 
 

 an assessment has been undertaken which has clearly shown the open 
space, buildings or land to be surplus to requirements; or 

 the loss resulting from the proposed development would be replaced by 
equivalent or better provision in terms of quantity and quality in a suitable               
location; or 

 the development is for alternative sports and recreational provision, the 
needs for which clearly outweigh the loss. 

 
London Plan Policy 3.19 identifies that proposals that increase or enhance the 
provision of sports and recreation facilities will be supported; whereas those that 
result in a net loss of sports and recreation facilities, including playing fields should 
be resisted 
 
The overall site forms a playing field, as defined in legislation and plans showing 
the existing and proposed sports provision have been provided with the 
application. The site currently provides a small grass running track, long jump, 3 
hard surfaced tennis courts (disused), 6 grass tennis courts (disused), and 3 sports 
pitches for  on the site. These are used by Bullers Wood Girls School, the Air 
Cadets and for football coaching. 
 
The proposed scheme following redevelopment will retain the 3 sports pitches and 
the majority of the immediate surrounding area around the pitches and a 100m 
running track. The school building will be constructed on the disused tennis court 
area and will provide a 4 court sports hall and two external hard surfaced multi-use 
games areas (MUGA's) which are large enough for two small pitches. 
 
Sport England have made representations in respect of the application being a 
Statutory Consultee.  They have made a statutory objection to the proposal on the 
basis of a loss of part of the overall playing field area (in physical and functional 
terms), which includes the area to the south east of the trees which has been 
marked out for playing pitches in the last five years and the area to the north east 
which currently is not marked out for pitches.  These are the two areas of the 
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disused tennis courts and Sport England classifies these areas as part of the whole 
area of playing field. In addition, the bin store and sub-station are proposed to be 
built on the part of the playing field which contains a football pitch.   
 
The applicants have been in discussions with Sports England and have put forward 
the view that tennis courts are not included in the definition of a playing pitch as 
identified in Sport England's 'Planning Policy Statement - A Sporting Future for the 
Playing Fields of England'.  The Applicant submitted a schedule of existing and 
proposed areas of playing fields for consideration which totalled the existing 
playing fields and external hard and grass courts as 21,870.8sqm (notwithstanding 
Sport England guidance that refers to tennis courts not comprising playing 
courts/pitches). The proposed area of playing field and external courts totals 
18,541.8sqm, with an additional 594.7sqm for the sports hall. This equates to a 
loss of 12.5%. 
 
The Applicant considers that the proposed development meets exception E5, and 
therefore no objections should be raised by Sport England to the proposal. The 
Agent states that there will be no reduction or change to existing and potential pitch 
provision, furthermore the existing 3 hard court and 6 grass tennis courts, which 
are currently unused, will be replaced by 2 new external games courts and a four 
court indoor sports hall. There will also be an additional indoor activity studio.  The 
Agent also goes on to state that significant site layout feasibility work has been 
undertaken to ensure the proposals optimise the various planning issues, including 
minimising any playing field lost in addition to impacts on important protected trees, 
ecological impact and the need to deliver a workable access, parking layout and 
school layout. The school are also happy for community use of the playing pitches 
and indoor facilities.  
 
Sport England has further stated that a potential way forward would be to propose 
a community size 4 court sports hall (34.5 x 20m) and position the MUGA's side by 
side which fencing and lighting.  In addition, if the Council were minded to approve 
the application a condition is recommended that requires a community use 
agreement to be prepared and approved to secure community access to the sports 
facilities. 
 
The GLA in their Stage 1 response notes that information regarding the change in 
playing field provision is addressed within the application submissions and whilst 
there will be a net loss, it is considered to be marginal at a quantitative loss of 
15.2% excluding the indoor facilities and 12% including the indoor facilities, when 
considered against the wider education and community benefits to be gained. The 
proposed provision is comparable and provides qualitative improvements, including 
indoor provision, and as such is considered to meet the relevant Sport England 
exception test. 
 
The GLA then go on to state: 
 
 'The siting of the school buildings has been designed so as not to impair the open 
nature of the site. For these reasons it is considered that the proposal satisfies the 
requirements of Policy 3.19 of the London Plan. Further, the reasons set out below 
are considered to justify that the exceptions of E5 of the Sport England Policy 
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document are complied with.  These reasons also support the assessment 
previously made by Council Officers within the initial application's committee 
report. 
 

 Tennis courts are not defined as 'playing pitches' within Sport England's 
Planning Policy document, and it is these that are being replaced. 

 The existing courts are currently disused and have been for some time; 
 The hard courts in particular are in an extremely poor state of repair; 
 The proposed provision will represent a significant qualitative 

enhancement; 
 The proposed indoor provision will be far more usable and not restricted 

to daylight hours only/weather conditions, as existing; and 
 The small area of playing field lost is on the margins of the playing field 

area and not formally used as sports pitch or functionally for sport'. 
 
The stage 1 response concludes that Officers from the GLA will work with Sport 
England and the Council to verify that the relevant Exceptions Tests and policy 
requirements of Sport England are considered to be met. 
 
Despite the above comments from the GLA, Sport England maintain their objection 
and reiterate the revisions required in order to meet exception E5 including 
increasing the size of the indoor sports halls and re-locating the bin store and 
substation. Sport England go further and request a condition securing a community 
use condition should permission be forthcoming which shall be agreed by Sport 
England. As a result of Sport England's continued objection, should the Local 
Planning Authority wish to grant planning permission for the application, it would 
need to be referred to the Secretary of State for a determination as to whether it 
should be formally 'called-in'. 
 
The applicants have submitted a Community Use Statement which identifies the 
type of additional community uses the site could accommodate. This includes the 
existing community users of the site and the potential after school hour uses the 
site could accommodate on the sports field, sports hall, dining hall and main hall as 
well as use of the other studios and classrooms. These uses would finish at 
9.30pm with the use of the outdoor spaces during daylight hours only.  In additional 
there is the potential for the use of the site on Saturdays and school holiday clubs. 
 
In view of the above policy considerations and the facilities to be provided it is 
considered that although there is an overall loss of playing fields, this loss has 
been mitigated by the full retention of the existing playing pitches and the provision 
of the 4 court sports hall and 2 MUGA's. 
 
The sports hall and two MUGA's are partially proposed on the existing tennis 
courts. The provision of these facilities, that includes, two external 5 a side sports 
pitches is considered to be uplift in terms of the quality and quantity of pitch 
provision on the site, with no resulting loss of sports pitches. The Sports Hall will 
provide 4 further indoor courts and associated facilities which again is an uplift of 
the existing facilities, being disused tennis courts. This provision will therefore meet 
any deficiency and ensure pupils and the community benefit from high quality 
sports and the sport related benefits this facility will deliver both for the school and 
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wider community. This is therefore considered to meet the policy requirements 
sufficiently, resulting in no net loss of pitches and further provision of sports and 
recreational facilities, as required under the above policies. 
 
In terms of the use of the site for Bullers Wood Girls School, this will not be 
affected.  The Girls School use the existing playing pitches but the disused tennis 
court area is not used.  All these facilities will therefore be retained and changing 
facilities re-provided once works are complete.  The Applicant has also identified 
how both schools will use the pitches during the school year with alternative use of 
the 'top and bottom field' for their sports curriculum.  
 
The bin store and sub-station also extend onto the playing field area which is also 
contrary to playing field policies and Sport England's requirements, however, it has 
been demonstrated that this does not affect the laying out of the sports pitch and it 
use which are fully retained. 
 
For these reasons, it is considered that there is no overall loss of playing pitch 
provision on the site, the use for Bullers Wood Girls School is fully retained and 
higher quality outdoor pitches and indoor sports courts are to be provided.  This 
therefore accords with the fundamental principle of the policies which seek to resist 
any loss of playing pitches and playing fields. However, whilst the proposal 
involves alternative sports provision there remains outstanding concerns from 
Sport England.  
 
The existing playing fields and the proposed MUGA's and Sports Hall are sited in 
relatively close proximity to a number of residential properties on Chislehurst Road 
and Pines Road.  As will be discussed in detail in the report it is considered that the 
proximity of these dwellings does raise questions over the new facilities being 
suitable for use both within and outside of school hours due to the potential for 
noise and disturbance to these existing properties and their residential amenities.  
This is considered further in the report. 
 
It is likely that if an approval were to be recommended conditions could be imposed 
to control the use of the site for community purposes in the form of a community 
use agreement and further details of the proposed surface water drainage system, 
the proposed surface materials of the MUGA's, their fencing and hours of use of 
the site could all be dealt with by condition.  
 
Highways and Transport 
 
The NPPF recognises that transport policies have an important role to play in 
facilitating sustainable development but also in contributing to wider sustainability 
objectives.  All developments that generate significant amounts of movement 
should be supported by a Transport Assessment. Plans and decisions should take 
account of whether the opportunities for sustainable transport modes have been 
taken up depending on the nature and location of the site, safe and suitable access 
to the site can be achieved for all people.  It should be demonstrated that 
improvements can be undertaken within the transport network that cost effectively 
limit the significant impacts of the development.  The NPPF clearly states in 
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Paragraph 32 that development should only be prevented or refused on transport 
grounds where the residual cumulative impacts are severe. 
 
London Plan and UDP policies encourage sustainable transport modes whilst 
recognising the need for appropriate parking provision.  Policies T1, T2, T3 and 
T18 of the UDP are relevant and car parking standards within the UDP should be 
used as a basis for assessment. The requirements for car and cycle parking are 
laid out within Tables in the London Plan, as subsequently amended. In addition, 
the requirements of Policy 6.13 require that 1 in 5 spaces should provide electrical 
charging points. Consideration should also be given to the location of the required 
10% of wheelchair spaces and their proximity to entrances.  Cycle spaces should 
also be provided under these policies. 
 
The previous application was refused on the ground that: 
 
 "The potential traffic generation and capacity of the existing highway network 
along with the proposed access arrangements raise both road and pedestrian 
safety concerns that have not been fully addressed in the proposal and are likely to 
cause severe cumulative impacts contrary to Policy T18 of the Unitary 
Development Plan 2006 and paragraph 32 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework 2012". 
 
The site is located in the triangle of land surrounded by Bickley Road, a London 
Distributor Route and part of the A222, Chislehurst Road, a Local Distributor and 
part of the B264 and Pines Road.  There is an existing vehicular access from 
Bickley Road and there is also a pedestrian access in Pines Road. 
 
The proposal is for a new secondary school for 900 pupils with 64 FTE staff.  A 
number of documents relating to the potential highway impact of the proposals 
including a Transport Assessment (TA), a stage 1 Road Safety Audit and a 
Construction Management plan were included with the application.  These have 
been updated / amended from the previous application with further information 
supplied during the course of the application. 
 
The physical changes proposed from the previous application are amendments to 
the Chislehurst Road access, in respect of a section of footway and a raised 
crossing point, and the creation of an additional 15 drop off / pick up spaces within 
the site (from 10 to 25). 
 
The TA, and subsequent information received, also included additional 
assumptions about trip generation and modal split. 
 
Further to the original application, one additional access arrangement has been 
explored by the Applicant however this has not been modelled or tested and there 
is no detailed assessment as to why these have been discounted with a list of pros 
and cons for each option having being laid out within the Highways Feasibility 
Report. The applicant has discounted access from Bickley Road for a number of 
reasons.  
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Proposed Access Arrangements: 
 
The Proposed Development includes the provision of a new vehicular access on 
Chislehurst Road as the main entrance to the site.  A one-way system through the 
site, utilising the existing road currently on the site, will provide a 25 space parent 
pick-up. Two areas of parking are proposed on the site.  One car park for 11 
vehicles, including 5 disabled spaces, is to the north of the site by the proposed 
Sports Hall.  The main car park is in the south west of the site with provision for 58 
vehicles.  There is a drop off / pick up area for 20 vehicles around the edge of the 
main car park.  There are also 5 drop off bays provided near the Chislehurst Road 
access. 
 
The application has been amended since the original application and now includes 
the insertion of a footway (approximately 1.8m in width) with safety railings 
(approximately 17m in length) and a raised crossing point from the Chislehurst 
Road entrance. An existing speed cushion near the junction with Hill Brow would 
be removed and sightlines would be provided by cutting back the existing 
vegetation. The impact this would have on the existing trees would be more 
significant than the original application, removing additional trees to make way for 
the extended footpath.  
 
As with the original application, the new vehicular access proposed off Chislehurst 
Road has raised significant concerns regarding the impact of a new point of 
access. The Stage 1 Road Safety Audit raised a number of issues with the access.  
The main issue is the inappropriate parking in the vicinity of the access.  The 
introduction of waiting restrictions is unlikely to deter short term parking associated 
with schools.  Further to this a short section of footway is now proposed leading to 
a raised crossing point.  Whilst this is significant improvement over previously 
proposed arrangements, pedestrians are still directed to a single point to cross the 
road and not in a more diffused manner as would be available if there were 
footways on both sides of the road. 
  
The advice in Manual for Streets is that footway widths in excess of 2m should be 
considered for areas around schools.  If parents are dropping off children on this 
side of the road they will end up walking in the road to the entrance.  If they cross 
the road, the footway on the northern side is substandard.  Widths of the footway 
on the northern side of the road, given in the TA, vary from 1.3m to 2.1m.  In the 
morning peak the pupils heading towards Bullers Wood School for Girls already 
take up the footway for periods of time.  The estimates in the TA are that 138 
pupils will use this access, it is then equated to pupils/minute but it is likely that 
they will leave or arrive at the access in groups. 
 
The assumption that goes with the layout and access arrangements is that parents 
will drive into the site to drop off and pick up children.   There are 25 short term 
parking bays (increased from 10 within the previous application) and there is space 
within the site on the access road for vehicles to queue but much of this is single 
track.  Despite the argument put forward in the TA, there is still the likelihood that 
parents will drop off and pick up pupils on-street.  It is proposed that school staff 
manage any on-street parking issues.  However, Officers are not sure that this 
happens to any great extent at any other school and it would need to be an 
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ongoing commitment. There are potential difficulties in securing and enforcing such 
an arrangement through the planning application process. The two nearest roads 
to the site, Chislehurst Road and Bickley Road, are likely to be the most attractive 
and parking here will interfere with the free flow of traffic.  Chislehurst Road already 
has queuing from the mini roundabout going past the proposed access and this will 
only exacerbate the situation. The introduction of waiting restrictions is a possibility 
but it is unlikely to deter such parking unless there is a Traffic Warden present. 
 
Following the original report where it was stated that exploration of alternative 
access should be considered, one additional access option has been discussed 
(which is summarised within the highways feasibility report) but the chosen solution 
with a new access from Chislehurst Road and the Bickley Road access used for 
exit purposes only is found to have the least environmental impact, are most 
technically sound, allows for traffic to be shared across both roads and is the 
applicant's preferred option from a highway engineering and safety perspective 
given the nearby junctions. It is noted however that alternatives have not been 
subject to a detailed assessment (including modelling) as to why they have been 
discounted. 
 
Main School Development: 
 
Applying the existing modal splits from the Girls School to the proposed Boys 
school would give the following results for the full school operation: 
 

 
 
The figures in brackets show the modal split that was used in the previous 
application from earlier surveys. The car use has slightly declined.  However, 
walking has significantly increased and rail use declined.  This would imply a 
transfer from rail to walking which does not seem a likely scenario.  
 
Park & Stride is a difficult category to analyse; it may depend on pupils' 
interpretation when they complete the travel survey or individual circumstances of 
how people are making existing trips.  The assumption in the modelling is that 
these are trips are already on the network and will not deviate from their existing 
route and pupils are dropped off at a convenient point to complete their journey on 
foot.  These have been discounted from the new vehicle trip attraction.  The 
"Other" category is unknown and together with the Park & Stride accounts for 91 
trips in this assessment. 
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The TA then argues that these figures do not consider the effect of siblings sharing 
which would reduce the car trips by 5% and the effect of the proposed School 
Travel plan which would reduce trips by 14%, in line with the reduction achieved at 
the Girls School.  In addition a third of pupils are assumed to attend the pre-school 
breakfast club which means they would arrive prior to the AM peak hour of 7:30am 
- 8:30am.  These combined have the effect of reducing the number of pupil car 
trips from 114 to 62.  These, together with staff trips, are the figures that have been 
used to model the AM peak hour.   
 
The Travel Plan reduction seems ambitious particularly given that the modal split is 
taken from a school with a Travel Plan in place and where there would be siblings 
present.  The breakfast club reduction was based on 'information from the girls 
school that 16% of pupils participate in extracurricular activities after school.  It has 
been assumed that a similar number of pupils would also undertake activities prior 
to the school day, including the Breakfast Club.  In addition to the standard 
breakfast club, the school confirmed that 17% of pupils are provided with a free 
breakfast.  Therefore the total proportion of pupils anticipated to arrive at the site 
prior to the AM Peak is 33%'. Given the early start time for the Boys School there 
must be a question whether that is realistic assumption. 
 
As part of the additional information supplied in September it was indicated that 
further surveys at the Girl's School had shown that 81% of the pupils arrived more 
than 15 minutes before school starts.  If that were applied to the proposed Boys 
School only 19% or 22 vehicle trips would arrive in the modelled AM peak hour 
(7.30am - 8.30am).  However the modelling did not use these further reduced flows 
so as "to represent a very robust scenario".  
 
Capacity: 
 
The 3 junctions at the corners of the site have been subject to modelling to 
demonstrate the effect of the additional school traffic.  The surveys show that the 
junctions are working close to or over capacity at present.   
 
The roundabout junction of Bickley Road / Widmore Road / Chislehurst Road is 
overcapacity at present.  There are often substantial queues on Chislehurst Road 
in the AM peak.  The computer model, ARCADY, is generally accepted as 
becoming unreliable once the junction goes over capacity and so it is unclear how 
much weight can be given to the results.   The model has been calibrated using a 
method which is not supported by TRL, who are responsible for the software. It 
does show, however, an increase in congestion at the junction.   
 
The A222, which includes Widmore Road and Bickley Road, and is one of the main 
east - west routes across the Borough has been identified by the Council as having 
congestion issues.  There have been a number of improvements along the route 
over recent years aimed at improving traffic flows.  However there are likely to be 
concerns with any proposals that increase congestion on this route, either by giving 
more priority to side roads or generating a large amount of additional traffic.  No 
mitigation measures have been explored. 
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For the traffic signal junction of Bickley Road / Pines Road / Bickley Park Road / 
Southborough Road / Page Heath Lane it is concluded that, due to the lack of data 
collected when setting up the traffic model, the modelling does not show if the 
junction is currently operating within its design capacity, or if it would operate within 
its design capacity following the implementation of the development.  It also does 
not show how queuing may change as a result of the development. 
 
The Chislehurst Road / Pines Road junction is also shown as going over capacity 
once the school is operational.  No mitigation measures are proposed.  
 
Given it is close to capacity, the highway network is obviously very sensitive to 
increases in traffic flows.  As the junctions are likely to interact, together with the 
introduction of a signalised crossing on Bickley Road, there is a question whether 
the modelling will give a good indication of the existing and proposed situations.  
There have now been a number of models of the roundabout junction with varying 
results.  The additional school flows will only make the situation worse but, from the 
modelling presented in the TA, it is difficult to assess the level of the impact. 
 
Draft Travel Plan: 
 
If the development should gain permission a School Travel Plan would could be 
conditioned to be submitted. Transport for London stated that TfL welcomes the 
provision of a draft School Travel Plan which sets out relevant aims and objectives 
to encourage sustainable travel. Involvement in the TfL school travel planning 
accreditation scheme (STARS) is required and the Travel Plan should be regularly 
updated and monitored to ensure compliance with London Plan policy 6.11. The 
commitments towards Bronze and Silver status are welcomed.  
 
A commitment to updating, monitoring and funding the travel plan and associated 
measures can be secured via condition. 
 
Car Parking: 
 
Two areas of parking are proposed on the site.  One car park for 11 vehicles, 
including 5 disabled spaces, is to the north of the site by the proposed Sports Hall.  
The main car park is in the south west of the site with provision for 58 vehicles.  
There is a drop off / pick up area for 20 vehicles around the edge of the main car 
park.  There are also 5 drop off bays provided near the Chislehurst Road access. 
Coaches will now enter the site for drop off and pick up from the Chislehurst Road 
access. 
 
In addition and in accordance with London Plan requirements as requested by the 
GLA two electric vehicle charging points have been provided in the revised 
submission in accordance with policy 6.3 of the London Plan. 
 
Servicing and deliveries to the site will take place from the new vehicular access on 
Chislehurst Road.  All delivery and servicing vehicles can turn on site and leave via 
the same access. Swept paths were provided for a large refuse collection vehicle.   
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Parking stress surveys were carried out in roads within an approx. 400m walk 
distance of the site in May 2016 and were supplied with the previous application.  
These were carried out between 0700-1000 and 1430-1830 at 30 minute intervals.  
They showed that even with the Chislehurst Road, Widmore Road and Bickley 
Road omitted from the results there were a large number of spaces available 
throughout the survey periods.  However, these are the roads closest to the site 
accesses where any parking would be likely to take place and where parking is 
likely to cause interference with traffic flows.  The nearest roads such as Pines 
Road and Shawfield Park where parking could reasonably be accommodated are 
already heavily parked.  Hill Brow is also nearby but as it is unmade that may deter 
parking. 
 
The TA advises that all vehicles can be accommodated on site and there is no 
need for parking on public highways, however, in practice it is considered that the 
proposed car parking provision and measures are unlikely to address the potential 
of parents preferences. 
 
 The hall has the potential to be open and operational after school opening hours 
and at the weekend.  The TA indicates that it is intended the activities could include 
sports, health/community groups and educational related activities and not for 
social uses such as weddings and parties.  The traffic would route as per the 
school, vehicles would enter via Chislehurst Road and exit onto Bickley Road.  
Parking on the site would accommodate 68 cars and in the event parking demand 
exceeds that, for example parents evenings, the two games courts will be open 
and accommodate up to 80 additional cars.  This will require marshalling to ensure 
that level of parking can be achieved.   
 
Construction Traffic Management Plan: 
 
A CMP was supplied with the application.  The proposal is to use the new 
Chislehurst Road access for construction traffic.  The construction of the main 
school will take place while the first year intake (180 pupils) is on site.  There will 
be 15 parking spaces for parent's drop off and pick up and 9 spaces for school 
staff accessed from Bickley Road.  Site staff would park on the northern side of the 
site using the Chislehurst Road access.     
 
The approach / egress from the site is restricted by a number of existing features: 
 
- Network Rail bridge that crosses the A222 @ Summer Hill - Height restriction 

4.40m; 
- Network Rail bridge that crosses the B264 @ Old Hill - Height restriction 

3.80m; 
- Single Access Point into the Playing Fields / Widmore House grounds - Width 

restriction 3.50m; 
- Existing Access road serving Playing Fields / Widmore House grounds 

potentially unsuitable for heavy goods; and 
- A222 / B264 roundabout junction at Widmore Road restricted access for 

vehicles heading north bound that need to turn right ("hairpin" bend that 
inhibits the turning circle of longer wheel base vehicles). 
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Options were looked at for a construction vehicle access from Bickley Road.  
However, these were discounted due to health and safety concerns because of the 
potential of conflict between the pupils and construction traffic, the works that 
would be needed to the internal road layout and the potential for disruption to the 
flow of traffic on Bickley Road. 
 
In order to allow large vehicles to use the Chislehurst Rd / Bickley Road 
roundabout, turning to/from Widmore Road and Chislehurst Road, works would be 
required to the traffic islands at the roundabout.  The islands are used by 
pedestrians, including pupils from Buller's Wood School for Girls, to cross the 
roads and they also control the deflection of vehicles around the roundabout.  
Complete removal of the islands for the duration of the works would not be 
acceptable.  A Road Safety Audit was carried out on the options and the preferred 
option was over runnable islands with removable signage.  This option would still 
require temporary traffic management to assist with the movements and to marshal 
pedestrians.  Further detailed design would be required in order to make the option 
acceptable. 
 
Public Transport: 
 
Buses: There are over 200 pupils estimated to come to the school by bus.  There 
are 2 bus stops in proximity to the Bickley Road access.  However, there is no 
nearby crossing point and, given the level of traffic flow, some form of crossing 
would be needed to get pupils across the road. A puffin crossing has been 
proposed to allow people to cross Bickley Road.  If this is to be taken forward it will 
need to be secured via a s278 or s106 agreement.  
 
The bus stop by the access in Bickley Road would need to be moved to 
accommodate the crossing.  TfL have agreed to the principle of this. 
 
TfL's initial response indicated that, given the number of pupils, there will be 
constraints on the local bus services (routes 162 and 269).  Pressure on these 
services could be relieved if the school start and finish times are staggered with the 
nearby Bullers Wood School for Girls.  Failure to do so would require mitigation to 
meet the demand for bus travel.   
 
The information now provided is that the Boys School would start at 07:45 and end 
at 14:20 when approx. 54% of the pupils would leave the site, with extra-curricular 
activities finishing at 15.20, when approx. 40% of the pupils would leave.  The 
remaining 6% would leave later.  The Girls School starts at 08:25 and finishes at 
15:10 with after school activities finishing at 16:10 and 16:40.  TfL have accepted 
this although there does appear to be an overlap. 
 
TfL's response indicates that the result of the development is the need to relocate 
the existing eastbound bus stop (number 19745) and shelter (number 0106/1179) 
on the northern side of the A222 Bickley Road to a location 40 metres to the east. 
The bus stop on the southern side of the carriageway (number 19744) and shelter 
(number 0106/1203) would remain in its current location but a new shelter will be 
installed (extending from a 2 bay to a 3 bay) to meet the likely demand. 
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TfL have considered the likely impact on bus capacity and it is noted that given the 
number of pupils proposed there would be some constraint on the local bus 
services (routes 162 and 269). Pressure on these services could however be 
relieved should the school ensure arrival and departure times are staggered with 
the nearby Bullers Wood School for Girls. Failure to do so will require mitigation to 
meet the demand for bus travel in line with London Plan policy 6.7.  
 
Trains: There are 50 pupils estimated to use the train, reduced from 147 in the 
previous assessment.  The footway from Bickley station along Southborough Road 
towards Bickley Road is relatively narrow, measurements in the TA show going 
down to 1m.  In the morning peak pupils will be going against the flow of 
commuters going towards the station and people will step into the road.  The 
carriageway is also relatively narrow so they will be in conflict with vehicles.     
 
Cycle Parking: 
 
A total of 18 Sheffield stands will be provided on the site, giving provision for 36 
cycles.  This is well below the London Plan requirements but it was noted that 
surveys at Bullers Wood Girls School showed no pupils and 4% of staff currently 
cycle.  Based on that, 7 cycle stands would be required for this site.  There is 
space on site to provide more parking facilities if required. 
 
Highways are therefore satisfied with the level of provision being proposed, 
however the GLA and TfL required much higher standards in line with guidance in 
the London Plan .  TfL states that the number of spaces should be increased to 
129 spaces in line with the minimum standards. TfL states they appreciate the 
phased nature of occupation; as such a measure linked to the travel plan to deliver 
spaces ahead of each intake could be accepted to deliver 129 spaces by the 5th 
year of operation. This would require a minimum of 24 spaces per year group and 
spaces per staff to be determined. 
 
Servicing: 
 
Servicing and deliveries to the site will take place from the new vehicular access on 
Chislehurst Road.  All delivery and servicing vehicles can turn on site and leave via 
the same access. Swept paths were provided for a large refuse collection vehicle.   
 
 A delivery area and bin store is to be provided adjacent to this access with a 
dedicated waiting and turning area. Swept paths have been provided for large 
vehicles and identify the acceptability for vehicles to turn on site and the provision 
of these facilities. Previous concerns regarding the management of the entrance 
have been addressed by the provision of a gated system and refuse vehicles being 
able to wait off the highway due to a set-back of 11.5m to the gates. 
 
Use of this access for all servicing vehicles and the location of the bin store also 
raise issues in respect of increased noise and disturbance from this access and its 
use and the impact this will have on the amenities of nearby residential properties 
however this has previously been discussed within the report.  
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Other considerations: 
 
A prefabricated building will be placed on the southern car park for a year to 
accommodate the first year intake of 180 pupils and 10 FTE staff while the main 
school is built.  A total of 15 parent drop off spaces will be provided during the 
construction period.  A further 9 spaces will be provided for the staff. The access 
from Bickley Road is only wide enough for one vehicle and it is not clear how this 
will work during drop off and pick up periods. 
 
In order to estimate the modal split, the travel survey data from the existing staff 
and pupils at the Girls School from 2017 was used.  The data from the Girls School 
would include siblings sharing so the figures for car sharing may be on the high 
side for a one year intake.   The figures in brackets show the modal split that was 
used in the previous application from earlier surveys.  
 

 
 
Any highway works outside of the application site, to facilitate development on site, 
will be at the expense of the developer/applicant, in accordance with TfL or LB 
Bromley requirements. Contributions for these highway measures will be required 
and need to be included in a S106 Legal Agreement.  Although there has been 
consideration by the Applicants of these matters and confirmation that 
contributions are likely to be forthcoming no head of terms or draft legal agreement 
has been submitted to consider these matters further. 
 
It is acknowledged that there is an extant permission in regard to Dial House, 
Chislehurst Road for a new brick wall with piers and railings and new vehicle and 
pedestrian gates to existing front garden area. Whilst the development is sited in 
close proximity to the raised crossing proposed on Chislehurst Road, the Highways 
Officer does not raise any concern regarding this, considering that the works could 
be implemented concurrently with some minor alterations. 
 
Highways and Traffic Conclusions: 
 
The local highway network is operating at or close to capacity and the traffic 
generated from the proposed school will only add to the sometimes substantial 
delays on the network.  There are concerns that the modelling of the junctions 
does not reflect the existing situation or the likely impacts of the developments.  
There are no mitigation measures proposed.   
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The change in the modal split data from the Girls School between the survey used 
in the previous TA and this one shows the variation that can occur and that there 
must be robust assessment to look at the potential impact.  There have been a 
number of assumptions made to reduce the estimated number of car trips both 
overall and in the peak hours that are questionable as to whether they are 
applicable to this site.   
 
There is still the likelihood that parents will drop off and pick up pupils on the 
surrounding road network, in particular Chislehurst Road and Bickley Road, 
causing congestion and interference to the free flow of traffic.  
 
The proposed access on Chislehurst Road has sub-standard pedestrian facilities.  
There are footway widths in the vicinity of the school likely to be used by pupils that 
are well below 2m.  
 
The applicant has not demonstrated that the residual cumulative impact of the 
development will fall short of severe as outline in para 32 of the NPPF and the 
application should be refused. 
 
Design, Layout, Scale and Impact 
 
Design is a key consideration in the planning process. Good design is an important 
aspect of sustainable development, is indivisible from good planning, and should 
contribute positively to making places better for people. The NPPF states that it is 
important to plan positively for the achievement of high quality and inclusive design 
for all development, including individual buildings, public and private spaces and 
wider area development schemes.  
 
The NPPF requires Local Planning Authorities to undertake a design critique of 
planning proposals to ensure that developments would function well and add to the 
overall quality of the area, not just for the short term but over the lifetime of the 
development. Proposals must establish a strong sense of place, using 
streetscapes and buildings to create attractive and comfortable places to live, work 
and visit; optimise the potential of the site to accommodate development, create 
and sustain an appropriate mix of uses and support local facilities and transport 
networks. Developments are required to respond to local character and history, 
reflect the identity of local surroundings and materials, while not preventing or 
discouraging appropriate innovation. New development must create safe and 
accessible environments where crime and disorder, and the fear of crime, do not 
undermine quality of life or community cohesion; and are visually attractive as a 
result of good architecture and appropriate landscaping.  
 
Consistent with this, Policy BE1 of the UDP requires new developments to 
complement the scale, form, layout and materials of adjacent buildings and areas. 
Development should not detract from the existing street scene and the space about 
buildings should provide opportunities to create attractive settings.   
 
The design, site layout and the configuration of the proposed building have been 
submitted in detail and remain predominantly unchanged from the original 
application. The proposal includes a combined school and sports hall building, 
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which results in a compact form of development on the site largely on the site of 
the existing tennis courts. It is proposed to position the school building fairly 
centrally within the site and this siting allows for most of the existing trees to be 
retained which also act as a landscaping screen to the main buildings. Two 
sycamore trees will be lost to enable this proposed siting, which enables the 
building to be constructed on the most developed part of the existing site, thereby 
resulting as far as possible, in a reduced impact on the open nature and character 
of the site.  It is acknowledged that further tree removal is proposed close to the 
vehicular access onto Chislehurst Road however this is not considered to 
materially alter the views from the neighbouring land given the extent and maturity 
of the remaining trees. 
 
The form and massing of the proposed building on the site would largely utilise and 
fit within the topography of the site and the stepped form of the building would 
appear to be a sensible solution to the changes in ground levels, whilst providing 
the level of accommodation required. The proposed siting is, nevertheless, is in 
close proximity to existing residential properties (35m) and this does raise 
concerns in respect of the impact on existing residential amenities and the impact 
on the street scene. The proposed sports hall will be approximately 10 metres in 
height and the main school building will have a total height of 12.5m. It is submitted 
that the proposed building would be largely screened by the existing mature trees 
of up to 30m in height; however, this in itself will not fully address the visual impact 
or the resulting impact on residential amenities. 
 
Notwithstanding the above paragraph, there is limited scope to site the building 
further away from the boundary, due to the siting of mature and prominent trees on 
site, including an ancient Yew tree, which have informed the design process and 
siting of the proposed building. The adjacent/retained trees will also provide a 
significant level of screening to all boundaries. The applicant has submitted street 
scene sections and CGI images that show the limited visual impact of the building 
from outside the site, resulting from the level of existing tree screening and siting of 
the proposed building. However, an appropriate balance needs to be made 
between the need to present an appropriate building frontage to Chislehurst Road 
and Bickley Road, whilst respecting the existing character of these roads and 
neighbouring residential properties. 
 
Concerns raised that the principle entrance to the school building and site is sited 
on Chislehurst Road and that this may not be appropriate for a residential road with 
a residential character, albeit a busy road. Suggestions were made that the 
principle entrance should be from Bickley Road instead. However the applicants 
discounted this opinion for a number of highways safety reasons.  
 
Significant concerns have been raised by residents over the siting of a large school 
building close to residential properties. This is compounded by the siting of the 
vehicular access to the school adjacent to the main building. This matter requires 
careful consideration in the overall balance of planning considerations. 
 
The design and proposed external facing materials for the new school building are 
of an acceptable quality. The building will have a modern appearance that reflects 
its environment and is appropriate for its proposed use. Concerns have been 
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expressed about the exterior cladding shown on the plans and whether it would be 
the most suitable material for this site. The longevity of the materials has been 
agreed (circa.40 years) and the lifespan and coloured cladding, broken up by 
glazing, alternative cladding and a grey brick to the lower elevation is proposed 
and considered acceptable. The choice of colours proposed will soften the impact 
of the building on the open nature and character of the site and help blend the 
building into its surroundings. On balance the appearance of the building would be 
acceptable.  
 
From a planning (as opposed to technical highways) perspective, the additional 
access onto Chislehurst Road raises significant concerns regarding the amenity 
and landscape impacts of an additional access point. There will be an impact on 
the protected trees and root protection zones and it was previously stated that 
further tree removal wouldn't be encouraged however further trees are to be 
removed around the vehicular entrance to allow for the proposed pedestrian and 
highways modifications in this area (these have been noted as being more of the 
central woodland group already identified for removal due to the enlarging of the 
drop-off bays, but this is an area of general woodland vegetation, and does not 
contain any individual trees as defined by BS5837. I.e. they aren't large enough 
only juvenile). The increased pressure on retained trees also increases with the 
proposed hard surfacing on the site. 
 
Visually, the proposed works to the Chislehurst Road frontage are likely to 
significantly change the character of this part of the site and the street scene. The 
character of this street will also alter significantly around the entrance to the site 
with a considerable increase in activity and vehicle and pedestrian movement. This 
is in addition to the existing use of this route by pupils travelling to Bullers Wood 
Girls School. The consultation responses from neighbouring residential properties, 
as with the original application, raise significant concerns regarding safety and the 
impact on residential amenities, both of which are considered within the highways 
information and noise assessment submitted.  
 
The impact of the development to Bickley Road and Pines Road will be acceptable 
in visual amenity terms. 
 
It is proposed to reinstate an existing roadway within the site that will require 
resurfacing to be brought up to standard. This loops through the trees on the north 
western corner of the site and addresses the impact on the trees in close proximity 
and their root systems. These aspects increase the level of built development on 
site. As before, the plans submitted also result in an overly complicated layout that 
appears to be designed in part around reinstating this access road which results in 
limited benefits and is at odds with the need to minimise development. The 
proposed changes brought forward within this application do little to mitigate this 
issue, again taking the primary access from Chislehurst Road and utilising the 
existing roadway.  
 
 The GLA in the stage 1 response has stated that in respect of accessibility the 
previously raised concerns on inclusive design have been overcome via the 
submission of an addendum to the design and access statement.  
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In conclusion, the design, scale and layout of the buildings is considered on 
balance to be acceptable, with the building itself unchanged from the original 
application as such there are still concerns around the treatment of the Chislehurst 
Road frontage and this raises a question of whether overall the proposal can be 
considered to comply with Policy BE1 of the UDP. 
 
Residential Amenity 
 
In determining any application, a key consideration would be the impact of the 
development on the amenities of neighbouring properties. Policy BE1 of the UDP 
requires development proposals to safeguard the residential amenities of the area 
by ensuring that the current living conditions of occupiers of neighbouring buildings 
are not harmed through noise and disturbance or by inadequate daylight, sunlight, 
privacy or overshadowing.  
 
There is the potential for the proposal to result in harm to residential amenities as a 
result of the siting of the building, intensification of the use of the site, location of 
the new vehicular access point, car parking area and access road and the use of 
any additional sports pitches/outdoor facilities. Concern is raised specifically in 
relation to the siting of the school building in close proximity to the boundary at 
Chislehurst Road and the new vehicular access from Chislehurst Road.  
 
The proposal to set the building behind existing tree screening will provide some 
mitigation to the development impact. Further, the new vehicular access to the site 
has been positioned/sited to allow a view through the site and of the games area 
rather than the proposed school building, the same as the original application. 
Again, this will assist in minimising the visual impact to some extent. On balance 
the impact of the built development on residential amenities is considered 
acceptable. 
 
Use of the Chislehurst Road access for all servicing vehicles and the location of 
the bin store in this area also raises issues in respect of increased noise and 
disturbance in this location, and the impact this will have on the amenities of 
nearby residential properties. On balance the impact of the new access on 
Chislehurst Road on residential amenities would not be so severe as to warrant a 
refusal, in particular as this would be primarily an access as opposed to an exit 
(deliveries would exit here but this would not result in substantial traffic 
movements), so this limits any waiting traffic that you would find when exiting a 
site.  
 
The proposed activities associated with all elements of the proposal could also give 
rise to a degree of noise and disturbance to local residents, in particular any out of 
school hours uses. However, the benefits of the wider use of the facility and the 
vegetation screen around most of the site along with the distance of the facilities to 
be used means that it is considered that the proposed Community Use 
Agreements, along with appropriate conditions restricting hours of operation and 
lighting etc., are considered an acceptable way of mitigating any impact on 
neighbouring properties in terms of potential activities, noise and disturbance and 
on balance this impact may be considered acceptable. The Council's 
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Environmental Health Officer also raised no concerns to the proposal subject to 
conditions. 
 
Overall, whilst the proposal will clearly alter the residential environment, there is 
not considered to be any substantial harm identified that would conflict with 
development plan policies and warrant refusal of the application in this regard. 
 
Trees and Landscaping 
 
Policy NE7 requires proposals for new development to take particular account of 
existing trees and landscape features on the site and adjoining land and Policy 
BE1 requires proposals to respect existing landscape features.  
 
The site is covered by a Tree Preservation Order and all the trees are protected. 
The site still shows signs of its past use, mainly by the trees present as the size 
and species show that they were landscape features of the manor house which 
used to be located on the site. This includes an avenue of old pollarded Lime trees 
and established tree groups. There are a total of 90 individual trees, 16 groups and 
1 woodland. This includes an ancient Yew tree to the south of the site which is a 
significant constraint to development.  
 
An Arboricultural Report and Arboricultural Impact Assessment have been 
submitted in support of the application and undertaken in accordance with BS 
5837:2012. 15 trees have been categorised as 'A' grade trees of high quality and 
value, 54 trees, 8 groups and 1 woodland have been categorised as 'B' grade of 
moderate quality and value and 21 trees and 8 groups have been categorised as 
'C' grade trees of low quality and value.  
 
It is proposed to remove 5 'B' grade trees, a section of 1'B' grade group, a section 
of 1 'B' grade woodland, 5 'C' grade trees and 1'C' grade group to facilitate 
development and the impact to amenity should be minimal. Further tree removal 
around the entrance is proposed however this is considered to be within a group of 
trees already earmarked for removal within the previous application. Root 
protection zones (RPZ) have been identified and a preliminary tree protection plan 
has been produced. Any works within a RPZ which includes the existing access 
road and new footpaths would be conducted using a minimal dig methodology and 
use cellular webbing. Comments have been received regarding the inability to use 
a minimal dig method and the impact of this on trees T78 and T79 (Class B 
specimens) when constructing the proposed footpath as highlighted in the 
Transport Assessment.  The Agent responded accordingly to this comment noting 
that they have stated honestly within the report that there is a potential risk of root 
damage, that it cannot 100% be confirmed one way or the other, what will or will 
not occur to these trees, until such time as the works are actually carried out. 
Because of this the Agent states the Arboricultural Report recommends that 
therefore in accordance with BS5837, a method of work should be adopted that will 
reduce and minimise the risk of damage to these roots. Whilst 'Minimal Dig' is the 
preferred option where is not viable BS35837 includes other protective measures 
that can and should be adopted. These can include for example; 
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- Excavation by hand digging only 
- Having qualified arboricultural site supervisor on site during the works. 
- Following the British Standard guidance on the cutting and treating of tree root 

etc. 
 
The Tree Officer considers that the explanation received by the Agent covered all 
the points raised in this matter. 
 
The design and layout of the proposal has given consideration to the impact of the 
development on the protected trees with most being retained and protected. The 
proposed school block is sited on the current tennis courts and therefore results in 
a minimal loss of trees on the site. The information provided as part of the 
Arboricultural Report has addressed the tree constraints and indicates the 
possibility of development with the retention of important trees. The tree works 
proposed are well justified and are proposed on the basis of good arboricultural 
management. The significant trees worthy of retention are incorporated into the 
scheme without any detrimental impact. The loss of trees on the site and the 
proposed works are therefore acceptable and in accordance with planning policies 
and recognized arboricultural practice. 
 
The Tree Officer states that this application is supported with an Arboricultural 
Impact Assessment (AIA) and tree survey information. Tree constraints have been 
addressed and protection measures considered as part of the AIA. The preliminary 
tree protection drawing illustrates the protection measures across the site. The 
proposals will see the removal of a number of C category trees that are 
insignificant and a small number of B category trees. The scheme allows for the 
provision of replacement planting as part of the new landscape plan. This is 
considered mitigation for the proposed loss of B category trees across the site.  
 
Most of the consideration on tree impact has been covered by the supporting AIA 
and tree survey report, however, it is prudent that an Arboricultural method 
Statement (AMS) is submitted under condition. It is also requested that more 
detailed information on tree species selection for the new planting scheme are also 
submitted under condition. 
 
All outstanding matters and a full and detailed landscaping scheme could therefore 
be required by conditions to include proposed areas of hard surfaces and soft 
landscaping, a final Tree Protection Plan and Arboricultural Method Statement in 
order to protect and retain the trees on site and details of  protective fencing during 
the course of building work. 
 
Temporary Accommodation and Phasing 
 
Due to the timescales involved in this proposal there is a need to provide 
temporary accommodation on site in the form of a two storey mobile classroom 
structure, with associated, access, drop-off area, car parking and outside play 
space. Details of this provision and siting are included within the submission. There 
is a requirement to open the school in September 2018 (previously September 
2017) and therefore a temporary building would be required for a period of 1 year 
which would be sited close to the Bickley Road boundary to accommodate up to 
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180 pupils. The temporary building is to be sited on the site of the main school car 
park and fenced off from the rest of the site during construction. Access 
arrangements from Bickley Road and a drop-off area (for 15 vehicles) are 
proposed for the temporary facilities.  
 
The temporary two storey building measures 31.1m in width and 12.3m in depth 
with a maximum height of 6.9m (the external staircase platform measuring 3.8m in 
height).The siting of the temporary facilities are well screened from the road and 
will utilise the existing vehicular access into and out of the site. The classrooms are 
not considered to result in any undue impact upon residential amenity given the 
siting and size of the porta cabin and being of a temporary nature there is no 
objection to this aspect of the proposal for the first year during construction.  
 
Continued use of the sports facilities on site by the Girls School has been outlined 
to maintain appropriate provision of sports and playing pitch facilities throughout 
the construction stages and on an on-going basis.  
 
It is also noted that the replacement on-site ATC base/facilities have been 
identified in the submission with facilities temporary provided off-site during the 
construction phase with access to meeting space to be provided within the main 
school building once completed.  
 
Planning Contributions 
 
Policy IMP1 (Planning Obligations) and the Council's Planning Obligations SPD 
states that the Council will, where appropriate, enter into legal agreements with 
developers, and seek the attainment of planning obligations in accordance with 
Government Guidance.  A Section 106 (S106) Legal Agreement or Unilateral 
Undertaking is required. The draft Heads of Term would need to be agreed in 
principle and would need to include: 
 

 Carbon offsetting contribution 
 Contribution towards cost of repositioning north bound bus stop and 

extending the size of the south bound bus shelter on Bickley Road 
 Potential contribution towards mitigation of capacity issues on the local 

bus network 
 Highway puffin crossing works/contribution or similar 
 Other highway works as may be required 
 Travel Plan 
 Reimbursement of the Councils legal costs.   

 
Other Technical issues 
 
Ecology and Protected Species (Bats) 
 
The planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and local 
environment by protecting and enhancing valued landscapes; minimising impacts 
on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity where possible.  The NPPF 
addresses ecology in paragraph 109 which states, the planning system should aim 
to conserve and enhance the natural and local environment by minimising impacts 
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on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity where possible, contributing 
to the Government's commitments, which include establishing ecological networks 
that are more resilient to current and future pressures.  Paragraph 118 of the NPPF 
also states that opportunities to incorporate biodiversity in and around 
developments should be encouraged. 
 
UDP Policies NE2, NE3 and NE5 seek to protect wildlife features and protected 
species requiring development proposals to incorporate appropriate mitigation 
where damage may occur.   
 
The site has the potential to support wildlife habitats and protected species.  
A Preliminary Ecological Appraisal and Bat Report have been submitted in support 
of the application to determine the ecological value of the site, its habitats and if 
there are any protected species on the site. The pavilion building and 27 onsite 
trees have potential to support roosting bats.  Small areas of vegetation suitable for 
reptiles will be removed to facilitate development.  
 
The Bat Report observed no bats emerging from the potential bat roosting features 
and it is unlikely that bats are roosting within the pavilion however it is 
recommended that the removal of the ridge tiles from the pavilion roof will be 
supervised by an experienced and licensed bat ecologist. Bats are using the site 
and to ensure the grounds remain suitable for bat foraging and roosting, external 
lighting shall be minimised wherever possible, especially in the vicinity of boundary 
vegetation and trees that support features suitable for roosting bats. Further tree 
surveys will be required if illumination of any trees and used to inform mitigation 
and licensing requirements.  Enhancement measures should include bat boxes 
affixed to boundary trees in dark areas.  Further tree surveys (if required) and bat 
mitigation measures could be controlled through conditions. 
 
Other site enhancement measures include the establishment of a new hedgerow 
section on the northern boundary, establishment of rough grass margins and the 
inclusion of nest bricks within the new building for house sparrow and starling. 
Other precautionary measures are advised during construction stages and these 
could all be controlled through suitably worded conditions. The development would 
therefore be in accordance with the above policies. 
 
External Lighting 
 
An External Lighting Report was submitted with the application and details the 
external lighting provision proposed to illuminate the school site, which includes 
pedestrian walkways, roadways and car parks.  Details of the type of lighting and 
its location on site are submitted. Roads will be illuminated by LED bollard lighting 
which limits overspill, car parks with 3m LED column lights and pedestrian 
pathways by bulkhead lights or low level bollard lighting.  These will all be 
controlled via a photo cell to turn the lights on at dusk and turn them off at dawn, all 
lighting will be turned off at 22.00 until 07.00. 
 
The lighting scheme will use warm white LED lighting which shall be directed to 
ground and light spill minimised.  This scheme addresses the use of the site by 
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bats and minimises light pollution to other parts of the site and the wider area 
addressing the requirements of para. 125 of the NPPF. 
 
Air Quality 
 
An Air Quality Assessment has been submitted in support of the application. 
The site is situated outside an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA). The Air 
Quality Assessment is to determine the impact of emissions from road traffic on 
sensitive receptors. Additional car journeys generated by the development have 
been considered and will not have a significant impact on local pollutant 
concentrations.  The assessment is in relation to the exposure of occupants of the 
new development rather than the impact of development. 
  
Predicted concentrations have been compared with air quality objectives and 
indicate the annual mean NO2 concentrations are below the objective in the worst 
case scenario.  Concentrations of PM10 are predicted to be within the annual 
mean objective in 2019. It also identified a need to extend the distance between 
the school buildings and outdoor play areas with the A222 road source to reduce 
exposure of children and school users to elevated pollutant levels. Additional 
information submitted includes the addition of an air quality monitor on the northern 
boundary before and during construction to log data electronically and allow this 
information to be monitored. 
 
According to the submitted report, the development meets the London Plan 
requirements that new developments are air neutral and air quality impact in the 
local area as a result of this development is not expected to be significant however 
it has been noted that this report is out of date, having been authored in November 
2015 and not taking into consideration the proposed development as submitted. An 
update to this report has been requested by Officers and the findings of this will be 
reported verbally to committee. 
 
Acoustic Assessment 
 
A noise impact assessment has been submitted which determines the appropriate 
levels of background noise and the noise associated will various aspects of the 
proposed use in accordance with policy 7.15 of the London Plan and the NPPF.  
The calculations identify that the internal noise levels for the school will be 
acceptable and due to the background noise levels there will no requirement for 
enhanced acoustic glazing on the main school building, noise levels are expected 
to be limited to levels which are compliant to known standards when the proposed 
ventilation strategy of openable windows is implemented.  The sports hall will have 
natural ventilation methods such as louvered openings and wind catchers and will 
require minimal attenuation.   
 
The noise levels will comply with relevant standards and the impact of noise from 
the car park and usage of the external areas is expected to be minor adverse in the 
short term, reducing to negligible in the long term. It is confirmed that all the 
potential noise issues could be controlled through appropriate conditions in 
accordance with policy 7.15 of the London Plan. 
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The report does not, however, address noise from the school and site and its 
impact on local residents and their amenities which requires consideration however 
it is noted that the site is allocated as a school site therefore significant weight is 
given to this and any noise from the site can be adequately controlled through the 
submission of a noise management plan which would be conditioned should 
permission be forthcoming in order to comply with the requirements of Policy 7.15 
of the London Plan. 
 
Sustainability and Renewable Energy 
 
The London Plan provides the policy framework in respect of sustainable 
construction and renewable energy, and in particular Chapter 5 of the London Plan 
(in particular policies 5.3 & 5.6) and the Supplementary Planning Guidance entitled 
Sustainable Design and Construction. In addition, Policy BE1(vi) of the UDP, 
regarding sustainable design, construction and renewable energy is also relevant.  
 
The application is accompanied by an Energy Report, District Heating Strategy, 
Summertime Overheating Report and Ventilation Statement which identifies how 
the need for energy is to be minimised and controlled throughout the lifetime of the 
development, design principles and in accordance with the energy hierarchy, 
London Plan policies and the SPG. The development has been designed to use 
less energy; is to be supplied as efficiently as possible and should use renewable 
energy where feasible. The Energy Statement shows how the development will 
provide energy efficiency savings that exceed the requirements of the Building 
Regulations 2013 by 7% including calculations of both carbon dioxide emissions 
and energy (in KWh).  
 
The Energy Statement has considered the options for renewable energy, low and 
zero carbon technologies and demonstrated the feasibility of installing Solar PV 
panels as the most appropriate renewable energy solutions. The proposed 
installation of PV panels provides further energy savings and are expected to 
reduce Co2 emissions by a total of 21%. The Agent states that It has not been 
possible to improve the building performance to meet the 35% better than Part L 
target of the London Plan due to the following factors. The building has been 
carefully designed to best provide the needs of the school and comply with the 
requirements of the EFA. This imposes limitations that work against energy 
efficiency such as preventing the use of natural ventilation systems due to 
minimum internal supply temperatures. To provide all the facilities required the 
building needs to have a large amount of totally internal spaces that require 
mechanical ventilation and long hours of lighting. The load profile and location of 
the school also precludes the use of such energy saving technologies as 
Combined Heat and Power (CHP) and biomass boilers. 
 
With these restrictions the Agent states that the only way to comply with the 
London Plan is to provide carbon offsetting payments in lieu of achieving the 
target. For the London Bough of Bromley as standard this is set a £60 per tonne of 
carbon dioxide over a thirty-year period.  From the Part L calculations, the Target 
Emissions Rate (TER) for the school is 22.4kg/CO2/m2 per annum. To achieve a 
35% improvement over the Part L minimum a further carbon reduction of 13.57% is 
required from the 21.43% currently achieved. 13.57% of the TER is 
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3.04kg/CO2/m2 per annum. The floor area of the building is 7068m2 so the cost 
per annum is 21,484kg/CO2 per annum which is 644,534kg/CO2 over a thirty-year 
period or 644.534 tonnes. At £60 a tonne this equates to £38,672.03. 
 
The GLA in their Stage 1 response states that the applicant has broadly followed 
the energy hierarchy set out in London Plan Policy 5.6. Further information relating 
to energy efficiency, further modelling to reduce overheating (more extreme 
weather scenarios), renewable energy technologies and overall carbon reduction 
measures is required to enable a full assessment against London Plan policy and 
to verify the carbon dioxide savings. The carbon savings fall short of the targets 
within Policy 5.2 of the London Plan. However, while it is accepted that there is 
little further potential for carbon dioxide reductions onsite, the applicant should 
discuss arrangements for meeting the shortfall with the Council.  
 
The reduction in CO2 emissions falls short of the required 35% required under 
Policy 5.2 of the London Plan therefore a carbon offsetting payment would be 
payable based on GLA rates as stated above. Officers consider that methods to 
reduce the carbon emissions on site have been explored and cannot be 
developed. The offsetting payment is considered a significant betterment to the 
original application where the contribution was not agreed by the Applicant. The 
Council consider the sum of money acceptable and should permission be 
forthcoming the contribution will be secured via the section 106 agreement.   
 
Conservation Area  
 
The site lies adjacent to Bickley Park Conservation Area.  Therefore Policy BE13 of 
the UDP and para 129 of the NPPF are relevant to development adjacent to a 
conservation area.  Consideration of the impact of the proposal on the setting of 
the Conservation Area being the heritage asset is required. In addition, the function 
of the proposed use and whether this impacts on the character of the Conservation 
Area needs to be assessed.  
 
The Conservation Area boundary includes the front gardens of the houses on the 
eastern side of Pines Road but not the road itself.  There is substantial screening 
along the eastern side of the site even in the winter and there is a significant 
separation between the proposed school building and the boundary of the 
Conservation Area. Given the separation and screening important views into and 
out of the Conservation Area would not be affected and not from any public 
vantage points.  Some glimpses of the new building would be visible from some 
locations but no harm would be caused. The existing school playing fields will be 
retained as a substantial parcel of open land and the development would not 
appear overbearing or cramped and the setting of the Conservation Area will be 
retained.  The function of the proposed use with no direct access from Pines Road 
which is already heavily parked during the day is unlikely to have a bearing on the 
character of the Conservation Area or cause any harm due to any increase in 
traffic that may result. No objections are raised by the Council's Conservation 
Officer. 
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The proposal would preserve the character and appearance of the adjacent 
Conservation Area and accords with policies BE13 of the UDP and para.129 of the 
NPPF. 
 
Archaeology 
 
An Archaeological Desk-Based Assessment and Written Scheme of Investigation 
have been submitted in support of the application. The assessment did not identify 
any currently known archaeological remains, although there is potential for buried 
archaeological remains to be present, particularly associated with the Widmore 
estate within the northern part of the site.  It is recommended a geophysical survey 
should be undertaken as a first phase of a staged scheme of evaluation.  The 
results can determine the best location for the proposed works and service 
trenches and if further works are appropriate. Several tree-lines and wooded areas 
have been identified within the boundaries of the PDA as qualifying as 'historically 
important' it is recommended that any changes to these assets be avoided or 
minimised. 
 
The scheme of evaluation provides a programme and methodology for undertaking 
the works and the procedures for analysis and reporting.  This evaluation would 
comprise fairly limited trenching on site to determine the presence or not of any 
quarries.  Historic England (Archaeology) have recommended a multi stage 
condition in respect of further archaeological investigation and possible mitigation 
which would safeguard any potential archaeology and could be attached to any 
approval in line with NPPF guidance and policies BE16 of the UDP and 7.8 of the 
London Plan.  
 
Flood Risk Assessment and Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SUDS) 
 
The site is within Flood Zone 1 and at a low risk of flooding in view of the size of 
the site (over 1 ha) a Flood Risk Assessment was required.  The proposed 
development results in no greater risk to surface water flooding. The proposed 
surface water drainage system includes infiltration drainage and onsite 
storage/attenuation in the car park.  Surface water drainage rates will be retained 
at greenfield rates in line with guidance.  The principle of the drainage strategy for 
the site is considered to fulfil SUDS requirements and is acceptable and in line with 
agreed standards. The Drainage Officer raises no objection subject to further 
worked up designs being submitted and conditions. 
 
Contaminated Land 
 
Report of Ground Investigation (July 2016): In 2015 a Phase 1 - Desk Study and 
Preliminary Risk Assessment and Phase 2 - Ground Investigation Report was 
undertaken on site which has been re-submitted as part of this application. The 
ground investigation comprised windowless sampler boreholes, proves and limited 
gas monitoring. The preliminary risk assessment and site walkover identified a 
number of potential contaminant sources and pathways to potential receptors. In 
summary, there is considered to be a low to moderate risk that a significant source 
of contamination exists below the site. Pathways by which exposure can occur 
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have been identified, as have receptors that could be adversely affected by 
contamination exposure.  
 
A Phase 1 Desk Study and Preliminary Risk Assessment and Phase 2 Ground 
Investigation Report has accompanied the application which has identified 
hydrocarbon contaminants and a potential risk to human health.  Further 
investigation and remediation measures are therefore required and it is likely that a 
suspended ground floor slab will be required. The Report of Ground Investigation 
submitted concludes that in summary there is considered to be a low to moderate 
risk that a significant source of contamination exists below the site. Pathways by 
which exposure can occur have been identified, as have receptors that could be 
adversely affected by contamination exposure. The Environmental Health Officer 
has commented on the findings of the reports and states that should permission be 
forthcoming an informative should be attached that should during the works on site 
any suspected contamination is encountered, Environmental Health should be 
contacted immediately. A further condition could be attached to any planning 
permission securing a contaminated land assessment and an appropriate 
remediation strategy, which could address all these aspects appropriately in 
accordance with Policy ER7 of the UDP. 
 
Secured by Design 
 
The proposal needs to incorporate Secured by Design principles (as required by 
Policy BE1 (vii)) and H7 (vii) to take account of crime prevention and community 
safety.  Paragraphs 58 and 69 of the NPPF are relevant. Compliance with the 
guidance in Secured by Design and the adoption of these standards will help 
reduce the opportunity for crime, creating a safer, more secure and sustainable 
environment. A condition securing measures to minimise the risk of crime could be 
attached to any planning permission.   
 
Environmental Impact Assessment 
 
As the site has an area of over 1ha it was necessary to "screen" an application as 
to whether it requires to be accompanied by an Environmental Assessment under 
the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Amendment) 
Regulations 2015.  The screening process identified that an EIA was not required 
for the proposed school and a formal opinion was issued on 13/6/2017 
 
Conclusion 
 
The educational need for a new secondary school is fully acknowledged, and in the 
assessment of this application regard has been had to paragraph 72 of the NPPF 
(March 2012) which requires Local Planning Authorities to "give great weight to the 
need to create, expand or alter schools; and work with schools promoters to 
identify and resolve key planning issues before applications are submitted." The 
applicant did engage in pre-application discussions with the Council, and there has 
been regular dialogue throughout the application process in attempts to resolve the 
matters of concern with this application. In particular the applicant has been 
presented with all highways and traffic concerns that have been raised by the 
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Council's Highway Engineer and external highways consultants and given 
opportunities to respond to these. 
 
In assessing this application, careful consideration has been given the 
government's planning and educational policy statement from 2011 in particular: "A 
refusal of any application for a state-funded school, or the imposition of conditions, 
will have to be clearly justified by the local planning authority. Given the strong 
policy support for improving state education, the Secretary of State will be minded 
to consider such a refusal or imposition of conditions to be unreasonable conduct, 
unless it is supported by clear and cogent evidence." Due regard should also be 
given to the Council’s equality duty in relation to potential education provision for 
boys. 
 
This application proposes a substantial development for a new secondary school 
on land current designated as Urban Open Space in the UDP, contrary to UDP 
Policy G8 and London Plan Policy 7.18. However a clear educational need for a 
new school has been demonstrated and the principle of the development of the site 
for a school is supported by the allocation of the site for a new school in the 
Bromley Draft Local Plan, (albeit that this draft plan has limited weight in the 
decision making process). 
 
New school development to meet identified need is strongly supported through 
current government policy. The choice of this site has been substantiated by the 
submission of a detailed and comprehensive site selection study. Despite the 
conflict with the current Urban Open Space Policy G8, on the basis of the clearly 
identified need and site selection process undertaken by both the applicant and as 
part of the Local Plan process, the principle of a new secondary school on this site 
is considered acceptable as the need for a school would justify the setting aside of 
Policy G8 given the  demonstrated and imminent requirement for school places in 
the Borough, provided that site specific planning requirements can be met. 
 
The proposed temporary accommodation is considered acceptable as part of the 
wider proposal for a school at the site for the reasons set out in the report.  
 
There remains an objection from Sport England relating to the loss of playing field 
space, however in the overall assessment of the application, this matter is not 
considered to be so serious as to warrant refusal when considering the overall 
benefits of the new school as set out in the report. If permission was granted the 
application would need to be referred to the Secretary of State on the basis of 
Sport England's formal objection.  
 
With regard to highways matters, Paragraph 32 of the NPPF sets out that planning 
decisions should take into account: whether:  
 

 the opportunities for sustainable transport modes have been taken up 
depending on the nature and location of the site, to reduce the need for 
major transport infrastructure;  

 safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all people; and 
improvements can be undertaken within the transport network that cost 
effectively limit the significant impacts of the development.  
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 Development should only be prevented or refused on transport grounds 
where the residual cumulative impacts of development are severe.  

 
The views of the Council's Highway Engineer are that the proposal will result in 
severe impacts on the highways network both in terms of capacity and flow, and 
also pedestrian safety, thus making the proposal contrary to Policy T18 of the UDP 
and paragraph 32 of the NPPF. The applicant has not demonstrated that the 
residual cumulative impact of the development will fall short of severe as outline in 
para 32 of the NPPF and the application should be refused. 
 
There will be an impact on the amenities of nearby residents as a result of this 
proposal and specifically there will be a change in the character of Chislehurst 
Road in the proximity of the new access. Whilst it would be desirable for access to 
the site to avoid Chislehurst Road altogether, the impact on residential amenities of 
this proposal would not be such a significant concern as to outweigh the benefits of 
a new school in light of the clear government policies on this matter.  
 
The overall design, scale and layout of the development is considered to be 
acceptable and in accordance with policies. Whilst there are some concerns about 
the impact of the development given its proximity to some residential properties, 
these are not so severe as to warrant refusal and taking into account the benefits 
of the scheme this matter is considered acceptable.  
 
Whilst the proposed development is, on balance considered to be acceptable in 
terms of all of the matters set out in the body of the report and related policies, 
unfortunately despite attempts to persuade the applicant to address these matters 
further, there remain a number of serious concerns about this specific proposal in 
relation to vehicular and pedestrian safety and the impact on the highway network. 
The Applicant, whilst amending the scheme from previously considered, has not 
adequately addressed these issues. 
 
Given the strength of government policy supporting new school applications an 
independent consultant was engaged by the Local Planning Authority to provide 
reports to inform the highways aspects of the development specifically concerning 
the modelling of the highways. These reports conclude that the applicant has not 
demonstrated that the residual cumulative impact of the development will fall short 
of severe in the context of paragraph 32 of the NPPF, matching the conclusion of 
the report undertaken in respect of the original application. 
 
Careful consideration has been given to all the representations from the public and 
matters raised within these have been addressed in the considerations set out in 
this report.  
 
Taking all of the planning considerations set out in this report into consideration, 
despite the clear need for new secondary school places, on balance the technical 
highways concerns raised are so severe that the proposal would not accord with 
development plan policy and it is recommended that on the basis of the application 
as submitted, permission be refused for these reasons.  
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The Mayor of London has stated that the application would need to be referred 
back to him for direction following the committee decision. Should the application 
be approved by Members, the application will also need to be referred to the 
Secretary of State as a result of Sport England objections. 
 
Background papers referred to during the production of this report include all 
correspondence on file ref: 02/01003/FULL1, 95/02264/FULMAJ 16/03315/FULL1 
and 16/03145/OUT excluding exempt information. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: APPLICATION BE REFUSED (SUBJECT TO ANY 
DIRECTION BY THE MAYOR OF LONDON) 
 
The reasons for refusal are: 
 
 1. The potential traffic generation and capacity of the existing highway 

network along with the proposed access arrangements raise both 
road and pedestrian safety concerns that have not been fully 
addressed in the proposal and are likely to cause severe cumulative 
impacts contrary to Policy T18 of the Unitary Development Plan 2006 
and paragraph 32 of the National Planning Policy Framework 2012. 
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11 
 

DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE 
 

Minutes of the meeting held at 7.30 pm on 4 October 2017 
 

Present: 
 

Councillor Peter Dean (Chairman) 
Councillor Richard Scoates (Vice-Chairman) 
 
 

Councillors Vanessa Allen, Nicholas Bennett J.P., Eric Bosshard, 
Katy Boughey, Lydia Buttinger, Nicky Dykes, Simon Fawthrop, 
Charles Joel, David Livett, Kate Lymer, Russell Mellor, 
Alexa Michael, Neil Reddin FCCA, Michael Turner and 
Angela Wilkins 

 
Also Present: 

 
Councillors Peter Fortune, Ellie Harmer and Colin Smith 
 

 
9   APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE AND NOTIFICATION OF SUBSTITUTE 

MEMBERS 
 
Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Douglas Auld and 
Kevin Brooks; Councillors Nicholas Bennett JP and Angela Wilkins attended 
as their respective substitutes. 
 
10   DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 
No declarations of interest were received. 
 
11   CONFIRMATION OF THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 12 

JUNE 2017 
 
RESOLVED that the Minutes of the meeting held on 12 June 2017 be 
confirmed and signed as a correct record. 
 
12   QUESTIONS BY MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC ATTENDING THE 

MEETING 
 
Four oral and three written questions were received from members of the 
public.  A copy of these, together with the Chairman’s responses are attached 
as Appendices A and B. 
 
13   PLANNING APPLICATION 17/02468/FULL1 - ST HUGHES PLAYING 

FIELDS, BICKLEY ROAD, BICKLEY, BROMLEY 
 
Description of application – Proposed erection of a 6FE Secondary Boys 
School comprising a part 2 storey, part 3 storey school building of 8,443m2 
including a sports hall (also for wider community use) together with hard and 
soft landscaping, creation of a new vehicular access on Chislehurst Road, 69 
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Development Control Committee 
4 October 2017 
 

12 

parking spaces, drop off/pick up area and associated works.  Erection of a 
temporary 2 storey classroom block on site for 12 months to accommodate 5 
classrooms, a laboratory, offices and toilets (amended submission of 
application DC/16/03315/FULL1). 
 
Oral representations in support of the application were received from Mr 
Matthew Blythin, DHA Planning and Mr Simon Moon, DHA Transport. 
 
Mr Moon reported that the first application for Bullers Wood School for Boys 
was refused due to concerns over increased traffic  movements and the 
effects these may have on road and pedestrian safety.  Those concerns were 
addressed in the current application with a new proposed footway outside the 
school, a crossing point on Chislehurst Road, further drop-off spaces within 
the site and a full review of the school’s start and finish times.  An 
independent Road Safety Audit had accepted the proposals and although it 
was agreed with the Council, its findings had been misrepresented within the 
Committee report.  There were no outstanding highways safety concerns 
associated with the proposals. 
 
The current application was subsequently made in good faith on the strength 
of constructive and positive pre-application discussions with officers and the 
previous reason for refusal had been addressed.  However, the agents raised 
significant concerns with the report submitted to Members, despite late 
changes being made to rectify them.  As a starting point, Members should 
recognise the very clear policy approach which should be adopted.  
Consideration should also be given to the presumption in favour of school 
development, the fact that refusal would be deemed unreasonable conduct 
unless supported by clear and cogent evidence and the fact that proposals 
should only be refused where demonstrable negative impact substantially 
outweighed the need.  As all available evidence showed and as confirmed by 
the Council and the GLA, there is a significant need.  Any perceived negative 
impact must therefore, substantially outweigh the meeting of the significant 
need which itself must be given great weight.  The bar, therefore, could not be 
set any higher yet the report contained a suggested reason for refusal which 
did not fairly reflect the available evidence, nor did it conclude that the impacts 
were severe.  If officers were not convinced, how can it possibly be used as a 
basis for stating that the very clear benefits were substantially outweighed?  
 
Whilst the Council’s independently commissioned peer review concluded that 
local impacts were low and could be acceptable to the Local Authority, the 
report did not fairly reflect or acknowledge those findings.  More alarmingly, 
the report referred to safety issues raised by the Road Safety Audit without 
fairly confirming that the independent audit concluded there were no 
outstanding safety concerns.  Despite raising this with officers, this point had 
not been rectified by any amendments to the report or recommendation and 
therefore continued to mislead Members.  There was no evidential basis for 
refusal on safety grounds and it was notable that the amended conclusion of 
the report omitted reference to safety. 
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The wider context must also be recognised.  Many issues raised were 
common to all schools.  Refusal here would set a dangerous precedent for 
future applications and the Council’s ability to even come close to meeting the 
evidence need.  The Council had undertaken an extensive site appraisal 
process and assessment of need and consistently confirmed that the site was 
required to meet educational need.  No alternatives had been identified by 
any party and the site remained in the draft Local Plan which was approved 
by the Council and submitted to the Secretary of State.  This decision was 
taken even following the previous refusal.  The applicant actively sought to 
work collaboratively with officers, yet all meeting requests were declined and 
Highways comments were issued just a week before Committee with no 
attempt to engage constructively with the applicant to seek solutions to 
officers’ concerns.  The agents confirmed the applicant was happy to provide 
an additional footway or alternative crossing to Chislehurst Road by condition 
if considered necessary. 
 
In summary, therefore, the need for the school was significant.  The Council 
continued to rely on the site to meet that need and the recommendation 
before Members failed to reasonably reflect the evidence or even confirm the 
required threshold of harm which would substantially outweigh the significant 
benefits.  Members were aware of the overwhelming level of support for this 
application which in itself was illustrative of the need.  Emotional decisions 
such as this was inevitable and entirely understandable because it concerned 
the future of a large number of local boys however, a decision must be made 
on the facts.  The agents then asked the following questions:- 
 
1. Where was the evidence base of any safety concerns? 
 
2. If not here, then where? and 
 
3. Could a refusal really be supported where officers were unable to 

conclude that the impacts were severe? 
 
In response to Member questions, Mr Moon stated it was recognised through 
the previous application and discussion from Members, that there was clearly 
an issue regarding access/egress.  When actively engaging with officers, a full 
review was undertaken of all options including those for a Bickley Road 
entrance together with the option for a combined in and out entrance and a 
separate in and out entrance along Bickley Road. These were all worked up 
to a greater level of detail than the previous scheme.  All options were 
presented to officers during pre-application discussions and it was made very 
clear that the applicant was open to delivering any alternative option if it was 
considered necessary to do so.  At no point was a request received (either 
through the pre-application discussions or since) from officers to further 
explore those options in terms of making amendments to the scheme.  
However, they are worked up and if the Committee felt it would make the 
scheme acceptable, the applicant remained open to further consider those 
options. 
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The agents were asked whether Council officers had given any explanation as 
to why they refused to meet with them.  Members were advised that in terms 
of meeting requests, the response received from officers was that this was 
standard Council policy however, as meetings had been held for the previous 
application it was all quite confusing.  The NPPF’s clear guidance and the 
Government’s circular both contradicted the officers’ response. 
 
Referring to the omitted information about the Road Safety Audit, the updates 
in the report went some way to making some amendments but certainly in 
terms of the Road Safety Audit there had been no formal response on that 
point and no amendment to the report had been made.   
 
Councillor Joel reported that Bickley Road (heading into Bromley) was very 
busy in the mornings and asked the agents if they envisaged any problems 
with having a ‘no right turn’ sign erected where cars exited the site.  Mr Moon 
stated the applicant was willing to take into account any relevant aspects 
Members wished to bring forward through relevant condition. The only 
potential concern would be the re-routing of vehicles around the site however, 
this would potentially offer benefits to people having to cross the contraflow of 
vehicles on Bickley Road. 
 
Oral representations in objection to the application were received from local 
resident Mr Michael Bird. 
 
Mr Bird reported he was speaking on behalf of local residents who had signed 
a petition opposing the building of a new school and also the Bickley 
Residents’ Group who had commissioned traffic reports from Odyssey.  
 
Mr Bird went on to say that, despite the first application being refused due to 
serious traffic and road safety issues, the applicant had made only minor 
changes to the proposals that were previously found to be unacceptable i.e. a 
section of pavement with a railing, a raised table and an extra 15 drop-off 
bays.  Given the minimal changes, it was unsurprising that the Council’s own 
planning officers concluded the new application should also be refused on 
traffic and road safety grounds.  This conclusion was supported by the 
findings of two traffic consultants, Glanville and Odyssey.  The proposed new 
footway on Chislehurst Road would still funnel pedestrians to a single 
crossing point, contrary to Glanville’s recommendation.  The crossing point 
would still be uncontrolled and even closer to the corner before Pines Road.  
The applicant had assumed that only 138 pupils would cross Chislehurst 
Road but that was an underestimate.  Also, concerns about the inadequate 
pavement to the west of the entrance had not been addressed.  The increase 
in drop-off bays was insignificant given the inherently defective on-site 
arrangements.  In view of the extra time it would take to enter, drive through 
the single track internal road and exit the site, it must be expected that 
parents would instead, stop on the surrounding roads causing further 
congestion and delay.  The latest traffic impact assessment was based on a 
series of unrealistic assumptions aimed at reducing the school trip attraction 
figures.   
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There were also errors with the input and modelling itself.  However, despite 
traffic flows being understated, it still showed that junctions around the site 
were operating at overcapacity which would be exacerbated by the proposed 
development.  The applicant had not put forward any mitigation measures.  
The Road Safety Audit highlighted the risks of parents parking inappropriately 
opposite the Chislehurst Road entrance which could restrict visibility and lead 
to pedestrian accidents.  The applicant was relying heavily on school staff 
marshalling the surrounding roads however, staff could not be expected to 
prevent parents from parking inappropriately or ensure the safety of pupils 
crossing the road.  The applicant had still not demonstrated that the highways 
impact  of the proposed development would be anything other than severe. 
 
Local residents remained of the view that their other objections – loss of open 
space and protected trees, loss of playing fields and loss of residential 
amenity when taken together, overrode the unproven need for extra 
secondary school places in this location.  Based on the latest school 
catchment areas, a boy living in Bickley who started secondary school in 
September 2017 had a good choice of existing non-selective schools in 
Bromley.  The Committee report acknowledged that the street scene on 
Chislehurst Road would be significantly changed with the considerable 
increase in activity and vehicle and pedestrian movements.  This would result 
in residents living opposite the site suffering a much greater level of 
disruption, noise and pollution from before 7 am until after 9.30 pm.  The 
Committee report stated it would be desirable for access to the site to avoid 
Chislehurst Road altogether.  Such a loss of residential amenity was 
unacceptable, particularly when the applicant had made no effort to relocate 
the school building and playground further away from the site boundary nor to 
properly assess alternative access points.   
 
Before the first planning application was submitted, the applicant had been 
unwilling to listen to the significant issues raised and alternative suggestions 
made by local residents and others, including Sport England. This was 
unacceptable given this was a major development which would have a 
significant negative impact on the local community.   
 
Councillor Dykes asked if it was a fair assumption that Mr Bird and the people 
he represented were against a school regardless of whatever mitigating 
measures were put in place.  She also referred to Mr Bird’s criticism of the 
modelling used by the school however, TfL had stated it was satisfied with its 
robustness.  Mr Bird responded that he and the local residents were merely 
opposing the proposed development that was currently being considered.  If 
the applicant was to come back with another proposal, they would look at this 
and re-assess it.  In terms of the modelling, he was relying on what Odyssey 
and Glanville had reported. 
 
Councillor Bennett asked about Mr Bird’s reference to ‘unproven need’ for 
new school places and given the subsequent reports over the last three years 
of the School Places Working Party, he wondered on what basis Mr Bird was 
challenging the need for another 35FE at secondary level by 2022 and the 
fact that approximately 2,500 children already in Bromley schools would be 
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going into the secondary sector without a current school place.  Mr Bird 
replied that when he made the statement it was based on an unproven need 
within the local area and he challenged the views of local residents in Bickley 
who said they did not have a choice of school in the local area. On being 
asked to define the meaning of ‘local area’, Mr Bird said he was focusing on 
the ward in which the proposed school would be built.   
 
Oral representations from the Executive Portfolio Holder for Education, 
Councillor Peter Fortune, in support of the application were received at the 
meeting.  Councillor Fortune stated it was the Council’s basic statutory duty to 
ensure children in the borough of Bromley had somewhere to go to school 
and to ensure that places were available.  These places were provided by 
independent Academy Trusts who progressed their applications through the 
Council’s planning framework.  It was perfectly right and proper for residents 
to oppose planning applications and to have access to the democratic 
processes to do so and it fell to Members to balance the opposing arguments 
for the benefit of the entire community.   
 
The Council should mindful of the impact on the future as well as the current 
time.  If minded to refuse the application, Members must be clear on what 
grounds they were refusing because in his view, they would be refusing an 
opportunity for local Bromley boys to attend a great school and gain a 
fantastic start in life.  The need for school places in the borough was proven 
and pronounced and without this opportunity being created, there would be a 
definite shortfall of at least 3FE by September next year which could only be 
dealt with in the short term.  Nearly 100 Bromley children could start their 
secondary education in makeshift ‘crates’ because of already overcrowded 
classrooms.  It was anticipated that by 2022 the projected need for year 7 
places would have increased to over 600 children.  Whilst other schools had 
been granted approval, none of them would be ready by 2018.  Places were 
available in other schools however, they were spread quite some distance 
across the borough and it should be noted that they were in decline.  A further 
impact of refusing this opportunity was that children would be forced to travel 
in their parents’ cars to schools further away thus increasing congestion and 
adding to traffic, ironically part of the reason given for recommending refusal 
of the application.  Demand was there and demand was local.  Bullers Wood 
School for Girls had one of the lowest out-of-borough pupils at 10% compared 
with a borough-wide average of 23%.  This meant that Bullers Wood School 
for Boys was well placed to meet that clearly demonstrated local need.  Whilst 
residents’ concern regarding traffic was respected and appreciated, Members 
could make a brave choice to look through those inconveniences and 
embrace the opportunity because Bromley children expected and deserved 
more. 
 
Oral representations in objection to the application were received from visiting 
Ward Member Councillor Colin Smith.  Councillor Smith stated that since the 
previous refusal, the applicant had failed to resolve the issues raised by the 
Committee, despite having over two years in which to do so.  He had 
previously queried where the shortfall of places were in central Bromley and 
was told by officers that figures were unavailable however, they have since 
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been produced.  The year 6 through to year 1 figures revealed that in five 
years’ time central Bromley, Bromley Town Ward, will have expanded by over 
100 children per year, Plaistow and Sundridge by some 40 and Chislehurst by 
50.  In Bickley, the number of children requiring school places in five years’ 
time would be lower than it is today.  There was, quite simply, no need or 
justification to build extra education capacity at this location.   
 
The question asked earlier by the applicant’s agents of ‘if not here then 
where?’ was a very good question.  By following the numbers and agreeing 
the obvious basic match that supply should meet demand where it had been 
identified and was set to continue to grow, that would be in a central Bromley 
location somewhere near the Plaistow and Sundridge border.  This would 
better serve the community whilst at the same time, reduce pollution, improve 
air quality and reduce traffic congestion because the school would be on the 
doorstep of people who actually needed it.  The applicant’s alternative site 
plan was out-of-date, unimaginative and subjective in its comments as to 
where the school could not go but was curiously silent as to where it could go.  
The applicant and agent had simply made up their minds as to where they 
would prefer to see the school out of maximum convenience to their 
organisation and had not pursued a serious investigation as to any other 
alternative site as they could and should have.  This explained their zero 
consultation approach with Ward Councillors over the period, their utter 
determination to ignore and/or besmirch the evidence provided by respected 
transport model experts Odyssey and the Council’s independent consultants 
Granville.  It explained their belated planning appeal which ignored this 
Committee’s request back in January for them to rethink their plans and come 
back with a design which provided better road safety to the borough’s children 
and it explained their ongoing continuation to fail to meet Sport England’s 
requirements in terms of the destruction of irreplaceable urban open space.  
The application remained seriously flawed and should surely be refused.  It 
flew directly in the face of Mayoral and Council priority policies of reducing 
congestion, improving road safety and reducing air pollution. There were no 
special circumstances to justify the irreplaceable loss of urban open space.  
With 200 existing voids in the borough’s secondary schools and with the 
exciting proposals emerging for new schools at Bromley South, Kentwood and 
potentially a long-awaited Catholic secondary school somewhere within the 
borough, the projected gap in school places by 2022 (approximately 20 FE 
not the 35FE mentioned earlier), could quite easily be closed without the 
approval of the current application.   
 
Councillor Smith reminded Members that whatever they decided would be 
reviewed by the Mayor of London’s Office which would ultimately make the 
final decision as to its fate.  He requested Members do the right thing 
regarding road safety and congestion and vote for refusal.  This would not 
mean the end of the road for the applicant as they had submitted an appeal 
which could take the decision out of the Committee’s hands.  A refusal would, 
however, send a very clear indication to potential applicants everywhere of 
the need to follow the rules, consult carefully, search for appropriate sites 
diligently and try not to steamroll due process because they believed they had 
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the power to do so. The applicant had two years to come up with a suitable 
design and had conspicuously failed to comply. 
 
The Chief Planner reported that numerous additional comments had been 
submitted both in support and in objection to the application; they raised no 
new material points which had not already been included in the report.  An 
updated Air Quality Addendum was also received and circulated to Members 
which did not dispute the findings of the original document but took into 
account the siting of the school.  Further correspondence had also been 
received from the applicants by way of letters, matters circulated to Members 
and a further Highways submission.  Letters in support of the application from 
Councillors Ellie Harmer, Michael Rutherford and Will Harmer had been 
received and circulated to Members.  The Council had also issued an 
Addendum to the report which was publicised on the web site and contained 
the Council’s response to submissions made by the applicant.  Despite all of 
this, the officer recommendation remained the same. 
 
Committee Member and Ward Member Councillor Lymer commented that her 
five year old son attended a state school in Bromley.  Naturally, she was 
concerned for his future and she completely understood both the worries of 
parents and a desire for them to have a good school for their children to 
attend.  Equally, having lived next door to Ravensbourne School, she also 
understood the concerns of residents living in the vicinity of the proposed site.  
Councillors often found themselves in the excruciatingly uncomfortable 
position of not being able to please everyone.  If the application was 
permitted, she would be genuinely pleased for the parents and families in 
favour however, if the application was refused, she would be just as pleased 
for the local residents and also road users across the Borough who used the 
route on their daily commutes.  Local Councillors had to make a judgement 
call to back one side or the other and in this case Members should consider 
whether the applicant had overcome the reasons for refusal since last time; 
Councillor Lymer considered they had not.   
 
The proposed amendments were merely tweaking around the edges of the 
problems.  There was never going to be a perfect place for a new school 
which in turn, always led to an increase in traffic.  The report repeatedly 
referred to the triangle of roads and junctions bordering the St Hughes site as 
already close to or overcapacity at present and if the school was approved, all 
junctions and all roads would exceed capacity.  This did not just affect the 
roads and residents surrounding the site but also residents across the 
Borough.  The A222 Bickley Road was one of the main east/west routes 
across the borough.  Any increased congestion on an already overcapacity 
road would affect commuters all over the borough in their endeavours to get 
to work on time.  The whole area was currently used as a big car park in the 
rush hour and no mitigation measures had been explored by the applicant and 
the proposed crossings would only exacerbate the situation further.   
 
In regard to road safety, the report stated that the proposed access on 
Chislehurst Road had sub-standard pedestrian facilities which caused great 
concern and little here had changed.  Chislehurst Road was narrow; on one 
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side there was no pavement and the other side consisted of a pavement well 
below 2 metres in width.  At one stretch it was only about 1.2 metres wide.  It 
had been argued that girls currently walk up Chislehurst Road unharmed and 
whilst this was true, the girls came from a variety of roads that entered the 
school.  They could also enter the school from two entrances – one further 
down Chislehurst Road and one off Logs Hill.  The difference here was that all 
of the boys would be channelled in one direction to one entrance which, as 
the report stated, was of sub-standard infrastructure and threatened pupils’ 
safety.  School children walked in groups and boys were often a bit more 
boisterous than girls so it was unrealistic to ask or expect them to walk in 
single file or in pairs all of the time.  To funnel hundreds of pupils (potentially 
over 1,000 in years to come) up a road with an incredibly narrow, potentially 
hazardous pavement, was playing jeopardy with their lives.  At the last 
meeting, Councillors said they visited the site and it all looked fine to them 
and one Member commented that when he was a boy he was too 
embarrassed to have his mum drop him off; these were just anecdotes and 
while they were valid expressions of youth, there was always an opposite 
anecdote.  These views should be weighed carefully against the conclusions 
of the Council’s Highways Planning Team.  The Planning Team consisted of 
3.5 officers who assessed planning applications day in and day out and its 
combined professional experience totalled over 100 years.  If the school was 
approved and the worst happened such as children losing their lives, 
Members needed to be confident as a Committee, that they had made the 
right decision in risking and ignoring the advice of these incredibly 
experienced officers.  Child safeguarding was now central to everything the 
Council carried out since the OFSTED report.  This application did not 
safeguard Bromley’s children but gambled with their safety.   
 
Despite the disputable need for a school in Bickley, a solution to the concerns 
had been sought; the Nightingale Lane site (previously a secondary school) 
had been offered to the EFSA countless times however this was ignored. 
There were few objections that could be made to an ex-secondary school 
returning to the use of a new secondary school and if the EFSA had listened 
to Members, Bullers Wood School for Boys would more than likely be in 
place.  The boys could, like the girls, have strolled up the road to have P.E. 
lessons at St Hughes and in turn, kept Sport England happy and boys who 
had missed out on starting at school last month, could have been there by 
now.   
 
Communication had also been lacking with the school itself.  When the 
posters and banners went up on the fences of the playing fields stating that a 
new Bullers Wood School for Boys was opening and informing parents to 
register their interest, Members knew nothing about it.  They were inundated 
with e-mails asking them what was going on and they had nothing to tell them 
because no-one had informed them.  In May, Councillor Rideout and 
Councillor Lymer attended a meeting at Bullers Wood School with Mrs 
Gouldthorpe and Kier Construction.  They were presented with the amended 
plans and asked for their thoughts.  However, these plans were to be 
presented to the public just two days later.  Any feedback or changes they 
may have suggested would not, realistically, have had time to be implemented 
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when they were to be presented to the public just 48 hours later.  The plans 
were the plans and any comments they had were discounted and the meeting 
with them as local Councillors felt nothing more than a tick-boxing exercise. 
 
Normally it took three accidents for road safety measures to be implemented 
near a school but the difference here was that they were told in advance that 
it was dangerous.  Page 88 of the report stated that Highways concerns were 
so severe that officers could not recommend it for approval.  If the worst 
happened and a child was killed and Members had ignored the considered 
professional expert advice of officers, not only would this Committee be rightly 
hauled over the coals for it, but Members would have to live with themselves 
and their consciences afterwards.  Councillor Lymer moved refusal of the 
application for the reasons outlined in the officer report. 
  
Councillor Dykes commented that the National Policy Planning Framework 
clearly set out the Council’s duty to weigh up educational need against any 
potential impact.  In her view, it was utterly depressing to be debating this 
when the need was so obvious and evidence based.  Evidence based as by 
Councillor Fortune’s comments, the GLA and the Secretary of State, hence 
why this site was in the Local Plan which Members had voted to adopt albeit it 
the outcome of the Public Inquiry was still awaited.  Councillor Fortune 
referred to the severe shortage of school places in central Bromley especially 
should Bullers Wood not go ahead – 3FE going up to 5FE was completely 
unacceptable.  She was also disappointed to note the situation had reached 
the level of local ward need as she was under the impression Councillors did 
what was best for all residents.  She had requested specific data from the 
Education Team about what was going on in specific wards referred to as 
Central Bromley and it was interesting that 70% of Bickley children were sent 
out of the area to go to Ravenswood in Bromley Common and Ravensbourne 
School in Bromley Town both requiring travel across the busiest junctions in 
the borough – Holmesdale Road, Bromley Common and Masons Hill.  Further 
to this, 50% of the 70% go to Ravenswood showing there was a strong desire 
and need for a boys’ school.  Admissions to Ravensbourne from Bickley had 
more than doubled in recent years.  This was actually a problem because 
those schools were already over capacity as were all schools in central 
Bromley.  Parents had legitimate reason to be concerned about their child not 
securing a place.  It was, therefore, not surprising that many residents were 
concerned about this in all these areas including Bromley Town, Bromley 
Common, Plaistow and Sundridge, Bickley and Chislehurst.  As Councillor 
Fortune pointed out, although there were available spaces in the borough, 
they were actually in the Crays which could not be further away from where 
the need was.   
 
Councillor Smith had raised the subject of building elsewhere and Councillor 
Dykes was aware that Plaistow and Sundridge and Bromley Town were 
already heavily built and the Local Plan was suggesting that 525 homes be 
built on a site that she and other Members had put forward as a school site 
which was rejected.  The Council decided to build all its homes in Bromley 
Town – whilst this was not a problem, local infrastructure was expected to go 
with it and it did not all necessarily fit in the same place.  This micro-analysis 
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was academic because the borough operated as one planning area and 
demand was measured borough-wide.  This was how planning law was and 
how the Committee must deal with the application.  It was for the DfE and the 
Education Funding Agency, not this Council, to dictate sites for schools to go 
to.  
 
In regard to transport and highways, there appeared to be many concerns 
about the handling of this application.  Despite some clarification from officers, 
there were still a few outstanding concerns which Councillor Dykes had asked 
the applicant to go into, particularly why they received Highways comments 
less than a week before consideration of the application.  What could be done 
in less than a week? She also queried why they refused to meet with officers 
because it made sense they would want to address the issues raised.  As 
clearly stated in the NPPF, they had an obligation to do so.  If the Highways 
Team were so concerned about the risk and the highway impact, why did they 
not put forward any mitigation or advice?  They had actually done this before 
with applications and again the rules around school places in the NPPF were 
very clear, they actually had an obligation to do so.   
 
TfL were satisfied with the transport model provided which showed there 
would not be a severe impact.  The Highways Engineer provided no evidence 
to prove otherwise.  The applicant had done all that had been asked of them 
in relation to pedestrian safety e.g. the footway in Chislehurst Road and whilst 
the option for an access way in Bickley road had been considered, for some 
reason this was omitted from the report.  The Road Safety Audit said no 
issues were outstanding and there were no concerns with footway provision 
or the single crossing.  Councillor Dykes questioned why this was not in the 
report because as she understood things, the Highways Engineer did not 
agree with this statement but had given no evidence as to why he did not 
agree with it.   
 
Regarding the impact on junctions, the consultants for the Council stated 
there would be a relatively small and reasonably low impact – one car per 
cycle was hardly severe.  It even said that the minimal impact may be deemed 
acceptable depending upon the Authority’s wider aims.  As Councillor Fortune 
reported, the wider aim here was that the Council needed to find school 
places for the children of this borough; what could be more important?   
 
Regarding severity, there was no actual evidence to show it would be severe 
and the language and tone in the report struck Councillor Dykes as showing a 
lack of evidence.  Phrases such as ‘it seems ambitious’ and ‘it doesn’t seem 
likely’ were peppered throughout the report.  This was hardly the clear and 
cogent evidence needed to meet the NPPF.  The school had tried to be 
proactive in tackling some measures such as parking with staff managing it 
and also the capacity of buses by altering the start and end times which TfL 
were happy with.  Highways officers were not satisfied with this but failed to 
explain why.  Councillor Dykes therefore concluded that the reason for refusal 
held no weight.  Knowing the roads as she did (being a frequent user of the 
area in peak times), although it was busy, where was it not busy at peak 
times.  With the evidence presented, she could not see it as being severe, it 
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did not meet the threshold that the assumption should be yes unless there is 
clear and cogent evidence to prove otherwise.  It was a shame and a concern 
that communication, whichever way, did not work on this occasion and she 
could understand why more was not done to mitigate the issues, if in fact 
there were any.   
 
With evidence for educational need and the lack of clear evidence to support 
refusal, Councillor Dykes supported permission particularly as the Council had 
lost five out of six appeals for school applications.  This was a unique 
opportunity for Members to approve an application for a school of outstanding 
educational standard, of reasonable height and scale together with playing 
fields.   
 
Councillor Bennett advised the legal position had previously been set out by 
Councillor Fortune.  The Council had a statutory duty to ensure the provision 
of school places for children in the Borough.  It was also a moral duty and not 
one Members should be abdicating to the Planning Inspectorate. The site was 
allocated in the draft Local Plan which was approved by all Councillors at a 
meeting of the Council just a few weeks ago.  There was a presumption in 
favour of approval of the school.  Page 53 of the report made it very clear that 
the NPPF required the Council, unless there were very good reasons to the 
contrary, to approve schools when there was a demand.  Looking at the 
cohorts of pupils in the borough (a cohort being one year of pupils), when 
Councillor Bennett first came on the Council in 2006, a cohort was just over 
3,000; a cohort today was around 4,000 children.  The figure of 2,400 was a 
cumulative figure because every year, those children go up through the 
school and a new lot of 4,000 children come into secondary school and it was 
that increase in the cohort which had to be dealt with and that is why by 2022 
there will be a need for another 2,500 places in secondary schools.  On a 
matter of conjecture, those children were in our primary schools at the 
moment.  
 
So far, one new secondary school had been provided which Members had 
approved, ironically, at the same meeting where the previous application for 
this site had been turned down.  Members had approved an 8FE secondary 
school at Eden Park and the groundwork had now begun.  That school would 
take time to build so even if this application was approved, it would take time 
for it to be built and time is not something the Council currently had on its 
side.   
 
In regard to other locations, Councillor Bennett was a member of the Board of 
London South East College which promoted the Shaw Academy, a 
controversial planning application given it was on the corner of Westmoreland 
Road at Bromley South.  Mention had previously been made of a Catholic 
secondary school and the Board had attended two meetings with the 
Archbishop of Southwark concerning this.  As a result of these meetings, 
Councillor Bennett was adamant that no Catholic secondary school would be 
built as a Free School Academy anywhere in England and Wales until the 
Government carried out its manifesto promise to lift the 50% cap on children 
of a particular faith going to a faith school.  The Government had not lifted that 
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cap yet despite it being in the General Election manifesto.  Councillor Bennett 
had raised this issue with the Secretary of State for Local Government and 
Communities and asked him to pass on these concerns to the Secretary of 
State for Education.   
 
The report currently before Members appeared to be slightly bizarre; it was 
exactly the same length page for page as the report in January despite the 
fact that further information had been received.  The recommendations were 
exactly the same and the only difference appeared to be that the Mayor now 
wished to call it in.  It was also quite bizarre that amendments to the 
conclusions were passed around on the evening of the meeting.   
 
In regard to opposition to the school (with no criticism of the people opposing 
it), Councillor Bennett sensed a disingenuous argument being used i.e. ‘we do 
not want the school because of the traffic’, but having listened to Mr Bird and 
to what the Ward Councillors had previously said, it would appear they did not 
want a school in the area at all.  Referring to what he called ‘the Bickley 
nationalist approach’, Councillor Bennett commented that secondary schools 
were not ward specific – there were 17 secondary schools and 75 primary 
schools within the Borough.  Primary schools were more ward focused 
because it was anticipated that youngsters under the age of 11 should be able 
to walk to school but the reality had always been that when you get to 11 and 
you go to secondary school, unless you live around the corner from the 
school, you would have to travel.  So, either traffic goes to one particular 
school or, if no school place is provided, then children would need to travel 
quite long distances across the borough, so traffic congestion would always 
exist when it came to secondary schools.  Most secondary schools had after 
school activities so children left at different times which made it very difficult if 
they were going to be picked up.  
 
Councillor Bennett reminded Members they should not abdicate their 
responsibilities; it was no use leaving the decision to a Planning Inspector as 
they were Members of the Committee and were there to make planning 
decisions and take responsibility for the borough.  This sometimes meant 
making controversial decisions.  Members should put aside what might be a 
short-term political fix and look at the long-term benefit for all Bromley 
children.  Councillor Bennett supported the application. 
 
Councillor Turner was Ward Member for Plaistow and Sundridge which 
adjoined Bickley Ward.   He reported that his Ward had suffered for years 
from a lack of secondary school places.  There was no secondary school in 
the Ward nor anywhere near.  In the past, parents were directed to send their 
children to Lewisham schools.  Councillor Turner believed in single sex 
education however, children in his Ward would need to travel to 
Ravensbourne or Langley Boys, assuming places were available and the 
journey was ridiculous.  Young boys should not be expected to make that sort 
of journey twice a day.  There was no doubt at all that a demand existed.   
 
Councillor Turner referred to the figures quoted by Councillor Smith which 
showed there was an anticipated increase of 40 school aged children in 
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Plaistow and Sundridge however, this figure was likely to be higher because 
the proposed development around Bromley North Station on Network Rail 
land had not been taken into account. Part of the development was in 
Plaistow and Sundridge and the other part in Bromley Town.   
 
Whilst the proposed Bullers Wood for Boys site was not ideal, other 
secondary schools were situated along main roads and there was no way 
around the resulting traffic problems.  Wherever a school was built there 
would be traffic and this was something which had to be tolerated.  There was 
a need for the school, it had to be built and a case had certainly been made 
for it.  Councillor Turner was delighted it was a single sex school within easy 
reach for the residents of his Ward and he supported the application. 
 
Councillor Mellor emphasised that the application should be considered on 
planning grounds.  He was perfectly aware of the statutory duty to find school 
places and also of the duty to ensure permissions were compliant with 
Council policies.  To grant permission whilst knowing the application fell short 
of the required policies would be negligent.  There was a need for school 
places throughout the borough and satisfying the safety aspects of any 
development was paramount.  The principal ground of refusal of the initial 
application (transport) had not been satisfactorily resolved.  It was the 
applicant’s responsibility to ensure that the grounds of refusal were overcome 
which they had failed to do in accordance with paragraph 32 of the NPPF and 
the application was contrary to T18 of the Unitary Development Plan.  The 
applicant had failed in the exercise of its due diligence of planning policies 
and requirement to satisfy the grounds of refusal.  Therefore, Councillor 
Mellor supported the recommendation for refusal.  The applicant had also 
been negligent by waiting two years before submitting the current application 
with virtually no tangible difference to that which was first submitted.   
    
Councillor Bosshard stated he did not think anyone disputed the need for 
more school places in Bromley but this need should not override other 
considerations such as the needs of businesses, traffic and safety and also 
the amenity of local residents.   
 
The Urban Open Space chosen for this school was bounded on two sides by 
major traffic arteries, one in particular being a big artery east/west from the 
A20 into Bromley.  The existing traffic modelling showed that the three 
existing junctions around the site, which was almost triangular, already 
exceeded their capacity.  The Glanville report concluded that local traffic 
disturbance, together with traffic resulting from the new school would be 
unacceptable. The Odyssey study was critical of the transport assessment 
and Construction Management Plan but TfL were satisfied with it.  This was 
expected when three consultancies were looking at one problem – they were 
likely to come up with recommendations that were neither black nor white.   
 
The resultant increase in traffic from a school with 900 pupils would 
superimpose itself on already stretched junctions and cause gridlock.  Traffic 
on the A222 backed nearly all the way to the A20 at peak times.  This would 
encourage people to start rat-running by peeling off onto Old Hill, Chislehurst 
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Road and then side streets via Logs Hill, up Mavelstone Road into Sundridge 
Avenue or any other roads.  Drivers would then speed off into Bickley and 
Bromley just to get to wherever they were going, thereby making residents’ 
lives intolerable.  In this particular case, no easy solution could be found to 
improve traffic issues; no-one had come up with a satisfactory solution.  It 
would cause some severe problems with traffic movements into Bromley and 
would hamper businesses and workers alike.  Just because there was a 
statutory obligation to satisfy the need for schools, Members should not 
disregard other considerations.   
 
No solution to the traffic issues had been found and no decent mitigating 
proposals were forthcoming.  The School Traffic Plan was an aspiration at 
best; all schools in the Borough had filed their school Plans for the last 10 
years and there had never been a reduction in traffic.  Members should not 
disregard the fact that this was going to have a tremendous impact on the 
general area.  For this reason, Councillor Bosshard agreed with the 
recommendation from the Council’s Traffic Officer, not to approve the 
application. 
 
Councillor Reddin stated the issue of need had been proven and accepted in 
the draft Local Plan.  The numbers were constantly reviewed and annually 
confirmed at the School Places Working Party.  The previous application was 
only refused because of Highways issues.  Back in January, he had said that 
the Highways report was very one-sided; unusually so.  This time, he noted 
the addendum had slightly watered down the objections in regard to severity 
and page 35 of the report showed a significant improvement in the Chislehurst 
Road access compared with that previously proposed.  However, it continued 
to pour undue quantities of cold water on much of the remainder of the 
proposal.  Another example was the possibility of waiting restrictions but the 
report stated ‘waiting restrictions is a possibility but it is unlikely to deter such 
parking unless there is a traffic warden present’.  Well, who was in charge of 
traffic wardens, it was certainly not the applicant, it was the Council.  It was 
hardly the applicant’s fault.   
 
Another concern was that the footway widths were not the desired minimum 
of 2 metres.  These footways were already utilised by the girls’ school and 
were in a bad state of repair.  This was an existing problem that the Council 
and Highway Authority needed to fix.  The report mentioned the junctions 
close to the school being close to overcapacity and that was certainly true but 
this was something the Council should fix.   
 
Traffic was already on the road and if the school was not approved, boys were 
not going to evaporate into the ether, they would just have to travel further, 
putting themselves at risk and increasing road traffic even more; a point not 
picked up in the Highways report here or at the previous application hearing.   
 
All the issues laid out here were surmountable wherever there was a will.  TfL 
demonstrated a ‘can do’ attitude on the areas within their remit.  On the whole 
issue of road safety, the problems already existed and by approving this 
application, it would give the Council a golden opportunity to deal with those 
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problems either through a Section 106 Legal Agreement, or, as the applicant 
reported earlier, through their willingness to go further with measures to 
improve road safety.  Without those, children would be at risk.   
 
The Council’s statutory duty to provide school places did not solely apply to 
the Education Department but to almost the entire Council.  The apparent 
‘hands off’ attitude of Environmental Service represented a failure in that duty.  
Everyone needed to work together for the good of Bromley’s children, whether 
through education or road safety and an application like this gave the Council 
a catalyst to significantly improve road safety around the school.  Historically, 
there used to be a school at this site and Councillor Reddin believed it was 
time another was put in its place.  He therefore moved for approval of the 
application. 
 
Councillor Joel commented that in the Planning Statement (page 13 of the 
report) it quoted ‘or concludes that the proposal has been amended following 
the previous reasons for refusal and that all relevant material considerations 
have been addressed’.  It also stated ‘no sites have been identified as 
preferably more suitable for the construction of a new school’. 
 
As a Borough, there was currently a pressing need to produce a number of 
new schools and in some cases expand on the existing ones because of the 
growth in population.  This situation was not improved by Bromley being 
directed to build 641 new dwellings each year. 
 
On page 59 of the report it stated ‘as such, the secondary school on this site 
is strongly supported and responds positively to the Local Plan 3.18 which 
seeks to ensure the provision of new schools in response to local needs’. 
 
Throughout the report, there were a number of points addressed relating to 
the UDP, NPPF and the draft Local Plan, together with a number of 
responses from local residents and consultees in one form or another. 
 
Mention was made regarding modes of travel to and from the proposed new 
school for the students and although there was a local bus route nearby as 
well as Bickley Train Station, families would still drop off and collect their 
children by car and this occurred with all schools across the borough. 
 
A number of points raised by Sports England were contained in the report.  
However, the conclusion at the top of page 44 of the report stated ‘and as 
such is considered to meet the relevant Sports England exception test’. 
 
There was a very good comprehensive Highways Safety Team at the Council 
and in the past Councillor Joel had attempted to address concerns with them 
about child fatalities in relation to Farnborough Primary School.  Councillor 
Joel was informed that Council guidelines stipulated that no action would be 
taken unless three fatalities had occurred.  However, the Team would also 
looked into any complaints or concerns and would continue to try and rectify 
any issues arising after the school was completed and opened.  
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The Committee had the right to judge any application on its own merits.  If this 
application was approved, Councillor Joel requested that conditions including 
the erection of a ‘no right turn sign’ onto Bickley Road and improved 
sightlines, be added due to the heavy traffic in the morning and also because 
of the garage adjoining the site.  Subject to the addition of the suggested 
conditions, Councillor Joel seconded permission of the application. 
 
Councillor Michael reported that she was acutely aware of the Council’s 
responsibility to ensure that every child in the borough was provided with a 
school place.  However, the Council was equally responsible for many quality 
of life issues e.g. road safety, traffic management, parking management, air 
quality management and noise control, all of which were relevant to this 
application.   
 
Child safeguarding was a very hot topic.  Children needed to be educated 
somewhere and whilst Councillor Michael was not too pleased with using 
designated land for the school, she accepted that this was Urban Open Space 
rather than Green Belt Land or Metropolitan Open Land.  However, the 
stumbling block with this application was the traffic.  The lack of traffic 
management, road safety and the impact on parking in roads near the 
proposed site would have an adverse effect on residents living in the area.  
 
The Council needed to be fair to all Bromley residents whether they had 
school aged children or not and consideration should be given to people 
travelling at peak hours to and from work.  No mitigation measures had been 
taken to reduce the impact of school traffic that would occur.  The bottom of 
page 73 of the report clearly stated ‘the local highway network is operating at, 
or close to capacity and the traffic generated from the proposed school will 
only add to the sometimes substantial delays on the network.’.  Two reports 
were undertaken by Odyssey, the most recent in September 2017.  The report 
covered many points including:- a) traffic impact at the Chislehurst 
Road/Pines Road junction was likely to be severe; b) Insufficient pedestrian 
infrastructure provided to the west of the proposed pedestrian entrance on 
Chislehurst Road.   
 
There were substandard footways in two locations where no mitigation or 
improvement to pedestrian amenity had been put forward.  Base traffic data 
and queue length data were questionable and Councillor Michael was not 
comfortable with the evidence submitted.  The parking stress on roads 
surrounding the site had been underestimated.  Councillor Michael was not 
convinced that enough had been done to mitigate the effect of the traffic 
movements that the new school would bring with nearly 1,000 new school 
pupils.  For this reason, she seconded the motion for refusal. 
 
Councillor Scoates observed that the need for school places had been proven 
and the Committee had already highlighted the site for educational use which 
added weight to the application.  However, this did not outweigh all other 
planning policies and highway safety was a very important issue.  Being a 
quasi-judicial Committee, Members were reviewing the current application 
before them.  At the last meeting, Members had requested that the access 
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along Bickley Road be thoroughly reviewed.  The applicant could complain 
that planning officers had not given them enough time however, Members 
could question the whereabouts of that information.  On that basis and with 
the highway reports as they stood, Councillor Scoates supported refusal of 
the application. 
 
Councillor Allen commented that the site was allocated in the Local Plan 
agreed by the Council. The roads had not changed since that time and 
needed to be addressed by the Council as there was already an existing 
problem.  There were no other suitable sites within the area.  Kentwood was 
allocated in the Local Plan because Eden Park was taken out however, Eden 
Park had now been approved and Kentwood had not been developed. The 
school was needed and the Council could address the traffic problems if it 
wished to do so.  Councillor Allen supported the application. 
 
Councillor Wilkins was not a regular member of the Committee and did not sit 
on any of the Council’s Planning Committees except as substitute for another 
Member.  She was however, baffled by this application.  It was a lengthy 
report containing many ‘ifs’ and ‘buts’ and there were various contradictions.  
Contradictory e-mails had been received so it proved difficult to ascertain the 
facts.  There was a clear sense that the Council could have been more helpful 
as this was not a commercial operation but an application for a new school 
which was urgently needed.  There was a demand for a new school which 
would lead to further congestion however, the GLA was working towards 
encouraging people to travel by means other than the car and this was also 
what the new school proposed to do.  TfL were satisfied with the application.  
If the Committee refused this, then it had to be proved demonstrably that the 
potential negative impact outweighed the need for the school.  Councillor 
Wilkins supported the application. 
 
Councillor Fawthrop thanked everyone who e-mailed him with their objections 
and supporting comments for the application.  The reason he (and possibly 
other Members) did not respond to those e-mails was because they did not 
wish to be seen as pre-determining the application.   
 
Councillor Fawthrop commented that the report’s recommendation should 
have asked for ‘Members’ views’.  At the previous meeting for this application, 
he had said if there was an entrance on Bickley Road, he would vote for the 
application however, he was disappointed to note that the applicant had not 
done this.  Clearly, discussions would have taken place between the Portfolio 
Holder for Education, the PDS Chairman and the applicant so why had they 
not mentioned it?  Consideration had to be given to residents’ quality of life – 
that was an important issue.  Whilst Councillor Fawthrop wished to move 
deferral of the application to seek the addition of an entrance on Bickley 
Road, he suspected this would not be supported by the Committee and 
therefore considered he had no option but to support refusal.  There was no 
point in establishing traffic calming measures if the Council were not willing to 
enforce them.   
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Councillor Dykes reported the applicant had confirmed they had reviewed the 
request by Councillor Scoates to provide an entrance in Bickley Road 
however she questioned if this had been shared with officers and, if it had, 
why was it not mentioned in the report. 
 
In response, the Planning Development Control Manager reported that the 
applicant had submitted a Highway Feasibility Study which highlighted a 
number of options however, the concern was that these were not modelled 
and therefore not dealt with in detailed Highways Transport terms so officers 
did not know how these compared with the current scheme which was raised 
with the applicant.   
 
Councillor Dykes once again asked why Members were not shown the 
document as part of the planning process.   Members were informed by the 
Planning Development Manager that it was part of the application submission 
which was published on the Council’s website.  This consisted of a page of 
bullet points which covered the option for an entrance at Bickley Road.  
 
Before taking a vote on Councillor Reddin’s motion to approve the application, 
discussion took place on the reasons for permission and any conditions and 
informatives required by Members.  Councillor Reddin considered a key 
condition to be that officers finalised traffic management measures with the 
applicant to ensure road safety.  The reasons for approval were that the 
application was in accordance with the draft Local Plan and that highways 
safety measures were satisfactory.  
 
Councillor Bennett added there was proven demand for a new secondary 
school and noted the assumption in favour of development of state funded 
schools as expressed in the NPPF and the requirement of the NPPF.   
 
Councillor Dykes commented that no proof had been provided showing clear 
and cogent evidence that there would be a severe impact as a result of the 
new school.   
 
Councillor Joel requested that Highways officers further investigate the option 
of a ‘no right turn’ at Bickley Road and improving the sightlines. 
 
Following a vote in favour of the application, Members RESOLVED (9 votes 
to 7) that the application be GRANTED subject to conditions, obligations 
and informatives and also subject to any referral to and/or Direction 
made by the Mayor of London and/or referral to the Secretary of State.   
 
IT WAS FURTHER RESOLVED that AUTHORITY BE DELEGATED TO the 
Chief Planner in consultation with the Chairman of the Committee to 
prepare and finalise the conditions and informatives and the necessary 
Section 106 obligations. 
 
Councillors Mellor and Bosshard’s vote against approval was noted. 
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In response to Member questions, the Chief Planner confirmed that Members 
had approved the application as submitted (set out in more detail above); 
therefore, the main access in Chislehurst Road had been approved.  The 
applicant would, however, be informed of Member concerns over the Bickley 
Road access e.g. for a left turn only.   
 
14   DELEGATED ENFORCEMENT ACTION - APRIL 2017 TO  

JUNE 2017 
 
Report DRR17/050 
 
Members were advised of the action taken under delegated authority for 
breaches of planning control during the period April to June 2017. 
 
Councillor Mellor offered his congratulations to Jim Kehoe, Chief Planner and 
to John Stephenson, Planning Investigation Officer, for dealing with several 
serious vexatious issues within his Ward. 
 
RESOLVED that the report be noted. 
 
15   BROMLEY COUNCIL'S RESPONSE TO CROYDON COUNCIL'S 

STRATEGIC POLICIES PARTIAL REVIEW (PROPOSED 
SUBMISSION) AND DETAILED POLICIES AND PROPOSALS 
(MAIN MODIFICATIONS) AND SEVENOAKS DISTRICT COUNCIL 
ISSUES AND OPTIONS CONSULTATIONS 

 
Report DRR17/049 
 
Members were requested to agree Bromley’s proposed responses to 
consultations undertaken by the London Borough of Croydon and Sevenoaks 
District Council having regard to Bromley’s Local Plan requirements, as part 
of the Duty to Co-operate.  Croydon’s consultation related to Main 
Modifications which arose as a result of examination of its Strategic Policies 
(Partial Review) Submission Version and to the Detailed Policies and 
Proposals (2017).  Sevenoaks District Council had consulted on its Issues 
and Options (2017), an early stage in the preparation of its own Local Plan. 
 
The Localism Act 2011 introduced the Duty to Co-operate on local planning 
authorities to engage constructively and on an ongoing basis on cross 
boundary matters. 
 
The Chairman reported his only area of concern was that Croydon had not 
allocated sufficient land for educational use however, this concern had been 
drawn to Croydon’s attention by way of the Council’s response.  All other 
responses were to the Chairman’s satisfaction. 
 
Councillor Allen referred to item 14 on page 100 of the report where 
housebuilding was mentioned and reminded Members that one of Bromley’s 
responses to the housing targets in London was to assume that other 
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boroughs would make provision.  It appeared, therefore, that all Councils were 
making the same assumptions. 
 
RESOLVED that:- 
 
1) the suggested response to the London Borough of Croydon’s 

Local Plan Main Modifications consultation be agreed; and 
 
2) the suggested response to Sevenoaks District Council’s Local 

Plan Issues and Options consultation be agreed. 
 
16   LOCAL DEVELOPMENT SCHEME 2017-2019 
 
Report DRR17/048 
 
Members considered the amended Local Development Scheme (LDS) for 
2017-19 which set out the revised timescale for the preparation of Bromley’s 
Local Plan.  As outlined in the report, current legislation for the LDS required 
the Council to include only those development plan documents (DPD) which 
were subject to independent examination.  For Bromley this included the 
borough-wide Local Plan, submitted in August 2017 to the Secretary of State 
for examination and the Bromley Town Centre Area Action Plan to be 
reviewed following the Council’s adoption of the Local Plan.  The LDS also 
showed an indicative timescale for the preparation of a local Community 
Infrastructure Levy and a new Planning Obligations Supplementary Planning 
Document (SPD). 
 
The Chairman confirmed that Bromley’s Local Plan was submitted to the 
Secretary of State in August 2017 with adoption potentially taking place in 
June 2018.  A Review of the Bromley Area Action Plan would be commenced 
in June/July 2018.  The next big policy project involved the Bromley 
Community Infrastructure Levy with documents being prepared for 
consultation by January 2018.  Documentation on planning obligations and 
affordable housing were due to go out in the first quarter of 2018.   
 
Councillor Fawthrop asked if Appendix 1 to Policy H10 (relating to Areas of 
Special Residential Character) was included in the saved policies of the 2006 
UDP and if so, where was it in the draft Local Plan.  The Chief Planner 
confirmed that a cross-reference to Appendix 1 was mentioned in the 2006 
UDP.  The Head of Strategy and Planning Projects confirmed that Guidelines 
for ASRCs were set out on page 312 of the Local Plan.  
 
Councillor Joel asked about the timescale for finalising and implementing the 
draft Local Plan and was informed that it had been submitted to the Inspector.   
 
RESOLVED that Members of the Executive be recommended to approve 
the revised Local Development Scheme for 2017-2019 as the formal 
management document for the production of the Bromley Local Plan 
and the review of the Bromley Town Centre Area Action Plan. 
 

Appendix 3

Page 115



Development Control Committee 
4 October 2017 
 

32 

17   SUB-COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP 
 
Report CSD17145 
 
Following the appointment of a new Leader of the Council, the majority group 
announced proposed changes to Committee memberships including the 
appointment of Councillor Russell Mellor to this Committee.   
 
Changes to various Sub-Committees were also announced including the 
appointment of Councillors Russell Mellor and Keith Onslow to serve as 
replacements for Councillors Colin Smith and Samaris Huntington-Thresher 
on the Plans 3 Sub-Committee.  
 
The Chairman moved that the proposed changes to Members of the Plans 3 
Sub-Committee be approved.  This motion was seconded by Councillor 
Bosshard. 
 
RESOLVED that Councillors Russell Mellor and Keith Onslow replace 
Councillors Colin Smith and Samaris Huntington-Thresher as Members 
of the Plans 3 Sub-Committee. 
 
The meeting ended at 9.40 pm 
 
 
 

Chairman 
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DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE MEETING – 4 OCTOBER 2017 
 
ORAL QUESTIONS RELATING TO ITEM 5 (PLANNING APPLICATION 17/02468/FULL1 
– ST HUGHES PLAYING FIELDS, BICKLEY), RECEIVED FROM BROMLEY RESIDENT, 
RHIAN KANAT 
 
Question 1 
 
‘Given the GLA projected shortfall of circa 2,700 secondary school places in the borough by 
2022 and the Council’s obligations under the Education Act to secure sufficient secondary 
school places to meet the projected need, can the Committee legitimately refuse this 
application outright or are they duty bound to try wherever possible to approve it but if 
necessary with appropriate conditions?’ 
 
Chairman’s Response 
 
This matter is addressed in the Committee report and it would not be appropriate to discuss 
this prior to the Committee’s consideration of the application. 
 
Question 2 
 
‘The Cushman and Wakefield alternative site search report on the planning portal 
concludes that there is no suitable alternative site for the school and the Council’s own draft 
Local Plan includes the site in its secondary school allocation.  With that in mind, what 
alternative sites does the Committee consider suitable for this school?’ 
 
Chairman’s Response 
 
The Committee is required to determine the application for the specific scheme before it.  
Should it not be permitted, there may be other proposals for this site that could be 
acceptable but these would be for the applicant to put forward. 
 
Question 3 
 
‘Does the Committee objectively consider that the planning authority has followed the 
National Planning Policy Framework when deciding to recommend refusal of  this 
application and if yes, how?  The NPPF includes local planning authorities:- 
 
a) taking a proactive, positive and collaborative approach to meeting the need for the 

provision of sufficient choice of school places to meet need;  
 
b) giving great weight to the need to create, expand or alter schools to meet the need for 

places; and 
 
c) working with the applicant to identify and resolve key planning issues before the 

application was submitted. 
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Chairman’s Response 
 
The decision has not yet been made on the application however, this matter is addressed 
within the Committee report and it would not be appropriate to discuss this prior to the 
Committee’s consideration of the application. 
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ORAL QUESTIONS RELATING TO ITEM 5 (PLANNING APPLICATION 17/02468/FULL1 
– ST HUGHES PLAYING FIELDS, BICKLEY), RECEIVED FROM BROMLEY RESIDENT, 
MR ANDREW RUCK 
 
Question 1 
 
‘Given the Council is responsible for most of the highways network, it welcomed a revised 
planning submission in January to address particular highways concerns and has said it 
wants to work collaboratively with free schools and academies.  What solutions to the 
highways issues have the Council and Planners proposed to the applicant in the last nine 
months?’ 
 
Chairman’s Response 
 
The applicant has been made fully aware of all highways concerns about the current 
application through regular feedback and given the opportunity to address these well in 
advance of the application being reported to Committee. 
 
Supplementary Question 
 
What proposed solutions has the Council fed back to the applicant? 
 
Chairman’s Response 
 
The Council has fed back their concerns to the applicant and it is up to them to come up 
with a solution. 
 
Question 2 
 
‘The Glanville independent third party peer review of the Transport Assessment 
recommends two potential modifications: a longer footpath to the south of Chislehurst Road 
and some extra passing places within the site on the access road.  They also advised that 
the degree of additional congestion may be acceptable to the Local Authority depending on 
their wider aims.  Does the Committee believe these wider aims have been considered in 
this context?’ 
 
Chairman’s Response 
 
Highways considerations are addressed in the Committee report and it would not be 
appropriate to discuss this prior to the Committee’s consideration of the application. 
 
Supplementary Question 
 
Has the Council asked the applicant to make these minor modifications? 
 
Chairman’s Response 
 
The Council has made the applicant aware of its concerns and it is up to the applicant to 
make whatever modifications they need to in order to meet those modifications. 
 
 
 
 

Page 13

Appendix 3

Page 119



Question 3 
 
‘Given the answer to the previous question, which I am taking as ‘no’ the Council has not 
approached the applicant to address to the two minor modifications, the question is, would 
the Council like to do that this evening and perhaps consider that as part of a series of 
planning conditions?’ 
 
Chairman’s Response 
 
The applicant has been made fully aware of all highways concerns about the current 
application through regular feedback and given the opportunity to address these well in 
advance of the application being reported to Committee.  The concerns about Highways 
matters are too serious to be addressed by planning conditions and the applicant has been 
unable to resolve the concerns via any modifications they have proposed. 
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ORAL QUESTION RELATING TO ITEM 5 (PLANNING APPLICATION 17/02468/FULL1 – 
ST HUGHES PLAYING FIELDS, BICKLEY), RECEIVED FROM BROMLEY RESIDENT, 
MR PAUL GRAY 
 
‘My son is currently in year 6 and we live in Dairy Close, Sundridge Park, Bromley BR1 and 
have done so since the houses were built (1999).  We want a single sexed state school in 
Bromley for him to start in September 2018.  I understand that the only boys state schools 
in the borough (being Ravenswood and Langley Boys) are seriously over-subscribed, 
especially also taking into account any new homes being built within the catchment areas 
and noting that Langley Park may have increased allocation by September 2018.  I believe 
there is a significant probability our son will not get a place as we will be outside of their 
catchment areas.  My question is in the event that Bullers Wood for Boys does not get the 
green light at this meeting, where would you recommend my son goes to a single sexed 
school in Bromley in September 2018?’ 
 
Chairman’s Response 
 
There are no gender restrictions on school planning permissions and the issue of 
educational need is addressed within the Committee report.  It would not be appropriate to 
discuss this prior to the Committee’s consideration of the application. 
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ORAL QUESTIONS RELATING TO PLANNING APPLICATION 16/03842 CONSIDERED 
AT THE PLANS 1 SUB-COMMITTEE MEETING ON 20 OCTOBER 2016 RECEIVED FROM 
BROMLEY RESIDENT, MRS JANE GREEN 
 
Question 1 
 
‘Application 16/03842 for a 12 metre high telecom mast and equipment cabinet was permitted 
by Plans Sub-Committee 1 on 20 October 2016.  They are now installed on the brow of the 
hill in St Mary’s Avenue adjacent to St Mary’s Church and on the edge of Shortlands 
Conservation Area.   
 
Why, when the officer’s report clearly states that “near neighbours/occupiers” were consulted, 
were St Mary’s Church and the Pre-School users of the Church Hall not included in the 
consultation by the Council?’ 
 
Chairman’s Response 
 
In this case, a number of local residential properties were notified of the application by letter, a 
press notice was published and a site notice displayed, which exceeded the statutory publicity 
requirements. 
 
Question 2 
 
‘The officer’s report stated that the proposal was more sensitively sited than the earlier 
refused application (16/00369) for a 10 metre mast and cabinet nearby; the 12 metre mast 
would be clearly visible in the street scene against the backdrop of the church, which would 
be harmful to the visual amenity and character of the area.  This harm would outweigh any 
likely improvement in telecom signal coverage in the location.  It concluded that the previous 
refusal should be regarded as a material consideration in determining the second application 
 
Why therefore, when there was an unequivocal officer report for refusal, plus strong 
objections from residents and APCA, was the recommendation overturned and permission 
granted?  The Committee Minutes recorded the Ward Member’s exempt views and the no 
objection from the Tree Officer but no discussion or reasons for approval or how the 
Committee voted.’ 
 
Chairman’s Response 
 
Planning Committees are not bound to follow officer recommendations.  The Committee 
debated the application and decided that the proposal was acceptable on its planning merits. 
 
Question 3 
 
‘With the benefit of hindsight and the photographic evidence of the poor siting and 
unsympathetic appearance of the 12 metre brown replica tree mast and overlarge cabinet, 
would the Committee agree with me that the permission granted visually harms the area.  
Was there a financial gain to the Council that could be said to outweigh the importance of 
upholding its own UDP Policies B22 and B13?’ 
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Chairman’s Response 
 
The Committee debated the application and decided that the proposal was acceptable on its 
planning merits.  The Council makes no income from telecommunications equipment located 
within the public highway as the telecommunication operators are ‘statutory undertakers’. 
 
Supplementary Question 
 
Is this perhaps an example of a politically as well as a financially driven permission rather 
than one based on strict planning merits following a change of attitude towards streetworks 
applications after the meetings which took place in Novermber and December 2015 between 
representatives of the telecom companies and Nigel Davies and Councillor Peter Morgan a 
note of which was submitted in evidence at the appeal for a mast at the rear of 109 Hayes 
Way, in Hayes Lane, Beckenham? 
 
Chairman’s Response 
 
No, this is not a politically motivated decision. 
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B 
 
DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE MEETING – 4 OCTOBER 2017 
 
WRITTEN QUESTIONS RELATING TO ITEM 5 (PLANNING APPLICATION 
17/02468/FULL1 – ST HUGHES PLAYING FIELDS, BICKLEY) RECEIVED FROM 
BROMLEY RESIDENT, MS DIANE BROWN 
 
Question 1 
 
With the Bromley Council’s manifesto regarding pro education and the importance and this 
being their driving force, if BWSFBs is not approved, what does the Council have planned 
for the pupils who will be left without secondary school places in the forthcoming years due 
to the projected shortfall? 
 
Chairman’s Response 
 
This is a matter which would be considered by the Local Education Authority following the 
decision on the application. 
 
Question 2 
 
With travel/traffic safety being the main reason for concern/refusal of this application, as 
many parents have said already that their child(ren) will walk and school has adjusted the 
start and finish time to alleviate the footfall.  Please explain why the amended plans are 
deemed unacceptable? 
 
Chairman’s Response 
 
This matter is addressed within the Committee report. 
 
Question 3 
 
Demand is high and the need for BWSFBs is evident not only for the boys but all children in 
Bromley, alleviating the pressure on other schools allowing for more availability, 
educationally it is apparent that this school should be approved, why would the Council 
refuse this? 
 
Chairman’s Response 
 
This matter is addressed within the Committee report. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Page 19

Appendix 3

Page 125



WRITTEN QUESTION RELATING TO ITEM 5 (PLANNING APPLICATION 
17/02468/FULL1 – ST HUGHES PLAYING FIELDS, BICKLEY) RECEIVED FROM 
BROMLEY RESIDENT, MR FRANK KNIGHT 
 
Given the recent applications regarding the new proposed Bullers Wood Boys’ School 
appear to be acceptable to planners other than the proposed traffic plans – could the 
Council not approve plans with condition that a suitable travel plan is arranged and 
approved by the planning department to satisfy and discharge? 
 
Chairman’s Response 
 
The concerns about Highways matters are too serious to be addressed by planning 
conditions and the applicant has been unable to resolve the concerns via any modifications 
they have proposed. 
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ORAL QUESTIONS RELATING TO ITEM 5 (PLANNING APPLICATION 17/02468/FULL1 
– ST HUGHES PLAYING FIELDS, BICKLEY), RECEIVED FROM MS JAYNE BURMAN 
 
Question 1 
 
‘How is the Council ensuring that there are equal educational opportunities for secondary 
school boys and girls in the Borough of Bromley?  Statistics show that Coopers’ cohort is 
consistently 60% boys because they have no other choice of school.’ 
 
Chairman’s Response 
 
There are no gender restrictions on school planning permissions and this is not a matter for 
this Committee. 
 
Question 2 
 
‘BWSFB – given that each car driver was not asked of their destination in the traffic survey, 
how can one conclude that the traffic is attributable to the school run and will increase 
because of the boys school, especially when Chislehurst Road and Bickley Park Road are 
commuter routes into Bromley and Bickley Station?’ 
 
Chairman’s Response 
 
Highways considerations are set out in the Committee report and it would not be 
appropriate to discuss this prior to the Committee’s consideration of the application. 
 
Question 3 
 
‘Whilst recently approving several housing developments across the Borough, what is the 
Council doing to work with the community to address the shortfall in school places 
generally?’ 
 
Chairman’s Response 
 
Education contributions are routinely sought where appropriate under S106 of the Town 
and Country Planning Act where larger residential planning permissions are granted and 
this funding is directed appropriately by the Local Education Authority. 
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St Hughes Playing Fields – Planning Application 
17/02468/FULL1  Proposed Conditions  

 

S106 Obligation to secure: 
 

1. Signalised crossing to Bickley Road 
2. Moving of bus stop and markings on Bickley Road 
3. Raised table and removing speed cushion in Chislehurst Road 
4. Changes to and new road markings and associated signing and traffic order 
5. Contingency fund for any potential works within the highway necessary to 

address impacts of the development including but not limited to waiting 
restrictions and/or controlled parking zone and adjustment to junctions, kerb 
lines etc – (£50,000) 

6. Section 278 Agreement to deal with all works in the public highway 
7. Carbon offsetting contribution upon commencement of development 

(£38,672.03) 
8. Reimbursement of the Councils reasonable legal costs 
9. Traffic marshalling arrangements and travel plan items not achievable by 

condition 
10. School opening hours and teaching times 
    

Planning conditions: 
 
Time limit and submitted plans 
 
1. The development to which this permission relates must be begun not later than the 

expiration of 3 years, beginning with the date of this decision notice.  
 

Reason: Section 91, Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
 
2. The development hereby permitted shall not be carried out otherwise than in 

complete accordance with the plans and documents listed in this condition unless 
otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority: 
 
Plan Number Description 

08291-A-L-(00)-0204 P2 Proposed Site Plan 
08291-A-L-(00)-0205 P2 Proposed Site Plan 
08291-A-L-(00)-0207 P1 Existing Site Plan Demolition 
08291-A-L-(00)-0208 Proposed Temporary Mobile Classroom 
08291-A-L-(00)-0209 P2 GA Site Section 
08291-A-L-(00)-0211 GA Street Elevations 
08291-A-L-(00)-0213 P1 Lower Ground Floor GA 
08291-A-L-(00)-0215 P1 Ground Floor GA 
08291-A-L-(00)-0217 P1 First Floor GA 
08291-A-L-(00)-0219 P1 Roof GA 
08291-A-L-(00)-0221 P1 Section AA, BB, CC, DD 
08291-A-L-(00)-0223 P1 Section Enlarged 
08291-A-L-(00)-0227 P3 North Elevation 
08291-A-L-(00)-0229 P1 South Elevation 
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08291-A-L-(00)-0231 P2 East Elevation 
08291-A-L-(00)-0233 P2 West Elevation 
08291-A-L-(00)-0235 P2 North Elevation with Trees 
08291-A-L-(00)-0237 P1  South Elevation with Trees 
08291-A-L-(00)-0239 P2 East Elevation with Trees 
08291-A-L-(00)-0241 P2 West Elevation with Trees 
08291-A-L-(00)-0243 P1 Detailed Section Elevation 1 
08291-A-L-(00)-0244 P1 Detailed Section Elevation 2 
08291-A-L-(00)-0245 P1 Details Section Elevation 3 
08291-A-L-(00)-0246 P2 Detailed Section Elevation 4 
08291-A-L-(20)-0365 P1 SEN & Accessibility Lower Ground 
08291-A-L-(20)-0366 P1 SEN & Accessibility Ground Floor 
08291-A-L-(20)-0367 P1 SEN & Accessibility First Floor 
SK_004_P3 Landscape Masterplan 
L160207-101-B Temporary Accommodation Proposed Floorplans 
L160207-301-A Temporary Accommodation Proposed Elevations 
3817_DR_001 Tree Survey Plan 
3817_DR_003 Preliminary Tree Protection Plan 
3817_SK_009 P2 Future Cycle Parking Provision 
3817_SK_011 P2 Event Parking Layout 
C08473E-3040 P1 Roof Photovoltaic Layout 
C08473M-3801 P2 Proposed Plantroom Layout 
13791/604B Drainage Layout 
13791/605A Drainage Layout 
13791/606 Manholes and Drainage Details 
C08473E-9801 P03 Lighting Layout 

Reports and Documents:  

Document Author Date 

Air Quality Assessment Aether 03/11/15 
Air Quality Assessment Addendum Aether 25/09/17 
Air Quality Monitoring Proposal Pace Consult May 2017 
Arboricultural Report Lloyd Bore 13/05/16 
Arboricultural Impact Assessment Lloyd Bore 17/06/16 
Archaeological Desktop Report Archaeological Research 

Services Ltd. 
October 2015 

Archaeological Written Scheme of 
Investigation 

Canterbury Archaeological 
Trust Ltd. 

May 2017 

Bat Report Lloyd Bore 10/08/16 
Catchment Area Transport Information BWSfB 2017 
Community Use Statement BWSfB 2016 
Design and Access Statement Lee Evans Partnership May 2017 
Environmental Noise Survey and 
Assessment 

Pace Consult 27/04/17 

Response to Environmental Health 
Officer’s Comments on Noise 

Pace Consult 04/07/17 

Environmental Report Crofton 22/05/17 
External Lighting Statement Crofton 19/05/17 
Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage 
Details 

Evans & Langford April 2017 

Highways Feasibility Report Kier Construction (Southern) May 2017 
Landscape Planning Statement Lloyd Bore 23/05/17 
London Plan Carbon Emissions Crofton 01/09/17 
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Compliance 
Phase 1 – Desk study and preliminary 
risk assessment 

Geosphere Environmental 
Ltd. 

22/10/15 

Phase 2 – Ground investigation report Geosphere Environmental 
Ltd. 

23/11/15 

Preliminary Ecological Impact 
Assessment 

Lloyd Bore 27/04/17 

Proposed Lift Specification Schindler May 2017 
Reptile Report Lloyd Bore 09/08/17 
Report on Ground Investigation Evans and Langford July 2016 
Sports Area Schedule 1 Kier Construction (Southern) August 2017 
Sports Area Schedule 2 Kier Construction (Southern) August 2017 
Statement of Community Involvement DHA Planning May 2017 
Summertime Overheating Report Crofton 17/10/16 
Transport Assessment DHA Transport May 2017 
DHA Transport Technical Note DHA Transport August 2017 
DHA Transport response letter to 
Planning Officer 

DHA Transport 13/09/17 

DHA Transport response letter to 
Planning Officer 

DHA Transport 18/08/17 

DHA Transport response letter to 
Planning Officer 

DHA Transport 27/09/17 

Ventilation Assessment Crofton 01/07/16 
 
Reason: To accord with the terms of the application 

 
Temporary Buildings and Use 

 
3. Details of the temporary construction access arrangements including layout and 

turning area shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority and approved details shall be implemented prior to first use of the 
temporary access and any agreed measures shall be retained for the entire 
construction period unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority 

 
Reason: In the interests of highway safety and the amenities of the area and to 
accord with the terms of the planning application and Policies BE1, T3 and T18 of 
the Unitary Development Plan. 

 
4. The temporary elements of the proposed development shall only be brought onto 

the site a maximum of 9 months prior to the first day of the school term for which 
they are required and shall be completely removed from the site and the site fully 
restored (or the permanent development for that area of the site implemented) no 
later than 31st January 2020 and in any event prior to the first use of the permanent 
development unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 
 
Reason: In the interests of highway safety and the amenities of the area and to 
accord with the terms of the planning application and Policies BE1, T3 and T18 of 
the Unitary Development Plan. 
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5. The temporary buildings and use shall be carried out strictly in accordance with 
approved plan 08291-A-L-(00)-0208 REV P2, L160207-301 REV A and L160207-
101 REV B 
 
Reason: In the interests of highway safety and the amenities of the area and to 
accord with the terms of the planning application and Policies BE1, T3 and T18 of 
the Unitary Development Plan. 

 
Permitted Uses and Operation: 
 
6. The development hereby permitted shall only be used as a secondary school and 

for no other purpose (including any other purpose in Class D1 of the Schedule to 
the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987 or in any provision 
equivalent to that Class in any statutory instrument revoking and re-enacting that 
Order with or without modification). There shall be no change of use whether 
allowed by the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) 
(England) Order 2015 or any Order amending, revoking and re-enacting this Order.  
 
Reason: To ensure that any change in the use of the site can be properly assessed 
with regard in particular to highway safety and parking issues and Policies BE1, T3 
and T18 of the Unitary Development Plan. 
 

7. The school hereby permitted shall only be for a maximum of 900 pupils between 
the ages of 11 and 16 unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority 

 
Reason: To accord with the terms of the application and in order to prevent 
intensification or a change in the nature of the use of the site, with particular regard 
to transport and travel characteristics, and to comply with Policies BE1 and T2 of 
the Unitary Development Plan and in the interest of amenity and highway safety. 

 
8. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General 

Permitted Development) Order 2015 (or any Order amending, revoking and re-
enacting this Order) no buildings or extensions shall be constructed within the 
school site hereby permitted without approval in writing of the Local Planning 
Authority. 
 
Reason: In order to prevent intensification of the site and to comply with Policies 
BE1 and T2 of the Unitary Development Plan and in the interest of amenity and 
highway safety. 
 

Appearance and Setting of Development: 
 
9. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out strictly in accordance with 

the slab levels shown on the approved drawings.  
 

Reason: In order to comply with Policy BE1 of the Unitary Development Plan and in 
the interests of the visual and residential amenities of the area. 
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10. Details and sample boards of all external materials to be used for the permanent 
development, including roof cladding, wall facing materials and cladding, windows 
and door frames, decorative features, and rainwater goods, where appropriate, 
shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority before 
any above ground work on the relevant building is commenced. The development 
shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details.  
 
Reason: In order to comply with Policy BE1 of the Bromley Unitary Development 
Plan and in the interest of the appearance of the building and the visual amenities 
of the area. 
 

11. A scheme for landscaping, which shall include details of all proposed hard 
surfacing, means of enclosure, bollards and any other street furniture, and of 
planting (to include a schedule of the sizes and species of plants) shall be 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority before any 
above ground or landscaping work on the permanent development is commenced. 
The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details. The 
approved scheme shall be implemented in the first planting season following the 
first occupation of the buildings, or the substantial completion of the development, 
whichever is the sooner. Any trees or plants which within a period of 5 years from 
the substantial completion of the development die, are removed or become 
seriously damaged or diseased shall be replaced within the next planting season 
with others of similar size and species to those originally planted. 
 
Reason: To accord with the terms of the application and in the interests of the 
appearance of the development and to accord with Policy BE1 of the Unitary 
Development Plan. 

 
Trees: 
 
12. Details and the specification of tree planting shall be submitted to and approved in 

writing by the Local Planning Authority before the commencement of the permanent 
development hereby permitted. The approved scheme shall be implemented in the 
first planting season following the first occupation of the buildings or the substantial 
completion of the development, whichever is the sooner. Any trees or plants which 
within a period of 5 years from the substantial completion of the development die, 
are removed or become seriously damaged or diseased shall be replaced in the 
next planting season with others of similar size and species to those originally 
planted. 

 
Reason: In order to comply with Policies BE1 and NE7 of the Unitary Development 
Plan and to secure a visually satisfactory setting for the development. 

 
13. No demolition, site clearance or building works shall be undertaken, and no 

equipment, plant, machinery or materials for the purposes of development shall be 
taken onto the site until an arboricultural method statement detailing the measures 
to be taken to construct the development and protect trees is submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  
 
The statement shall include details of:  
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- Type and siting of protective fencing, and maintenance of protective fencing for 
the duration of project;  

- Type and siting of scaffolding (if required);  
- Details of the method and timing of demolition, site clearance and building 

works  
- Depth, extent and means of excavation of foundations and details of method of 

construction of new foundations  
- Location of site facilities (if required), and location of storage areas for 

materials, structures, machinery, equipment or spoil, and mixing of cement or 
concrete;  

- Location of bonfire site (if required);  
- Details of the location of underground services avoiding locating them within 

the protected zone  
- Details of the method to be used for the removal of existing hard surfacing 

within the protected zone  
- Details of the nature and installation of any new surfacing within the protected 

zone  
- Methods proposed for the watering of the trees during the course of the project  
 
The method statement shall be implemented according to the details contained 
therein until completion of building works, and all plant, machinery or materials for 
the purposes of development have been removed from the site.  
 
REASON: To ensure that all existing trees to be retained are adequately protected 

and to comply with Policy NE7 of the Unitary Development Plan.  
 
Construction Management: 
 
14. Prior to the commencement of the development hereby permitted, including 

demolition or removal of site material, a Construction Management Plan and 
Delivery and Servicing Plan shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority.  The Plan shall include measures of how construction 
traffic can access the site safely and how potential traffic conflicts can be 
minimised; the route construction traffic shall follow for arriving at and leaving the 
site, measures to secure provisions of on-site delivery, off-loading, turning and 
parking of construction and operatives vehicles, identifying efficiency and 
sustainability measures to be undertaken during site construction and the hours of 
operation, but shall not be limited to these. The Construction Management Plan 
shall be implemented in accordance with the agreed timescale and details.  

 
Reason: In order to comply with Policies T5, T6, T7, T15, T16 and T18 of the 
Unitary Development Plan and in the interest of the amenities of the adjacent 
properties and sustainability, and to ensure that construction works do not have an 
adverse impact on the transport network In accordance with London Plan Policy 
6.14. 
 

15. Prior to the works commencing a Demolition and Construction Noise Management 
Plan shall be submitted to the Local Planning Authority for written approval. Once 
approved the plan shall be implemented in full throughout the demolition and 
construction phase. 
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Reason: To accord with Policy BE1 of the Unitary Development Plan to ensure 
acceptable noise levels from the development and in the interests of the amenities 
of nearby properties. 

 
Highways: 
 
16. Details of the layout of the access roads and turning areas including the junctions 

with Chislehurst Road and Bickley Road (including traffic flows within the site, 
restrictions on access for specific accesses and how these will be managed) and 
dimensions of visibility splays shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority and these access arrangements shall be substantially 
completed before any part of the development that the access road or turning area 
serves hereby permitted is first occupied and permanently retained thereafter. 
There shall be no obstruction to visibility in excess of 1 metre in height within the 
approved splays except for trees selected by the Authority, and which shall be 
permanently retained. 

 
REASON: In order to comply with Policy T18 of the Unitary Development Plan and 
in the interest of pedestrian and vehicular safety. 

 
17. Before any part of the permanent development hereby permitted is first occupied 

that part of a sight line of 43m x 2.4m x 43m which can be accommodated within 
the site shall be provided in both directions at the Chislehurst Road access 
including the raised pedestrian crossing area and with the exception of trees 
selected by the Local Planning Authority no obstruction to visibility shall exceed 1 
metre in height in advance of this sight line, which shall be permanently retained as 
such. 

 
REASON: In order to comply with Policy T18 of the Unitary Development Plan and 
to ensure that the proposal does not prejudice the free flow of traffic and conditions 
of general safety along the adjoining highway. 
 

18. Surface water from private land shall not discharge on to the highway. Details of 
the drainage system for surface water drainage to prevent the discharge of surface 
water from private land on to the highway shall be submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority prior to commencement of works. Before 
any part of the development hereby permitted is first occupied, the drainage system 
shall be completed in accordance with the approved details and shall be retained 
permanently thereafter. 

 
REASON: To ensure a satisfactory means of surface water drainage and to accord 
with Policy ER13 of the Unitary Development Plan. 
 

19. Prior to the commencement of the use hereby permitted, a Travel Plan shall be 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The Plan 
should include (but not be limited to) measures to promote and encourage the use 
of alternative modes of transport to the car, staggered start times and other 
measures to reduce the impact of the development on local bus services. It shall 
also include a timetable for the implementation of the proposed measures and 

Appendix 4

Page 135



 

 

details of the mechanisms for implementation and for annual monitoring and 
updating. The Travel Plan shall be implemented in accordance with the agreed 
timescale and details.  

 
REASON: In order to ensure appropriate management of transport implications of 
the development and to accord with Policy T2 of the Unitary Development Plan 
 

20. Before commencement of the use of the land and buildings hereby permitted 
parking spaces and turning space shall be completed in accordance with the 
approved details and thereafter shall be kept available for such use and no 
permitted development whether permitted by the Town and Country Planning 
(General Permitted Development Order 2015 (or any Order amending, revoking 
and re-enacting this Order) or not shall be carried out on the land indicated or in 
such a position as to preclude vehicular access to the said land.  

 
Reason: In order to provide suitable parking and turning areas for the development 
hereby permitted and to accord with the terms of the application and to accord with 
Policies T3 and T18 of the Unitary Development Plan 

 
21. While the development hereby permitted is being carried out a suitable 

hardstanding shall be provided with wash-down facilities for cleaning the wheels of 
vehicles and any accidental accumulation of mud of the highway caused by such 
vehicles shall be removed without delay and in no circumstances be left behind at 
the end of the working day.  

 
Reason:  In the interest of pedestrian and vehicular safety and in order to comply 
with Policy T18 of the adopted Unitary Development Plan. 

 
22. Before any part of the permanent development hereby permitted is first occupied, 

bicycle parking (including covered storage facilities where appropriate) shall be 
provided at the site in accordance with details to be submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority, and the bicycle parking/storage facilities 
shall be permanently retained thereafter. 
 
Reason: In order to comply with Policy T7 and Appendix II.7 of the Unitary 
Development Plan and in order to provide adequate bicycle parking facilities at the 
site in the interest of reducing reliance on private car transport. 
 

23. Details of a scheme for the management of the car parking for both the temporary 
and permanent development, including details of the operation of the access gates, 
both during school times and for out of hours use shall be submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority before any part of the 
development which that car park serves is first occupied and the car park shall be 
operated in accordance with the approved scheme at all times unless previously 
agreed in writing by the Authority. 

 
REASON: In order to comply with Policies T3 and T18 of the Unitary Development 
Plan and to avoid development without adequate parking provision, which is likely 
to lead to parking inconvenient to other road users and would be detrimental to 
amenities and prejudicial to road safety. 
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24. Before any work is commenced on the access/highway works for a specific access, 

a Stage 2 Road Safety Audit shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the 
local Planning Authority. The works shall be implemented strictly in accordance 
with the approved details to the satisfaction of the local Planning Authority before 
any part of the development hereby permitted is first occupied. A Stage 3 Audit 
shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the local Planning Authority as 
soon as practically possible following satisfactory completion of the works. 

 
Reason:  In the interest of pedestrian and vehicular safety and in order to comply 
with Policy T18 of the adopted Unitary Development Plan. 
 

Lighting: 
 
25. Details of any external lighting (including the appearance, siting and technical 

details of the orientation and screening of the lights and the means of construction 
and laying out of the cabling, and the hours of operation for each element) shall be 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority before the 
installation and operation of that lighting, with the exception of the lighting scheme 
approved as part of this planning permission. Any approved scheme shall be 
permanently maintained in an efficient working manner and no further external 
lighting including floodlighting shall be installed on the site without the prior 
approval in writing by the Local Planning Authority. No temporary floodlighting shall 
be used at the site without the prior written approval of the Local Planning 
Authority.  
 
Reason: In order to comply with Policies BE1 and ER10 of the Unitary 
Development Plan and in the interest of the residential and visual amenities of the 
area. 

 
Noise: 
 
26. Before the use commences, the Applicant shall submit to the Local Planning 

Authority for written approval a Noise Management Plan which would reduce the 
noise levels at nearby noise sensitive buildings to a minimum. Once approved, the 
commitments in the Noise Management Plan shall be implemented at all times. 
At any time the noise level, from the site/plant shall be at least 10 dB(A) below the 
relevant background noise level, measured at any nearby noise-sensitive building. 
Assessments should be carried out in accordance with the requirements of 
BS4142:2014. 

 
Reason: To accord with Policy BE1 of the Unitary Development Plan to ensure 
acceptable noise levels from the development and in the interests of the amenities 
of nearby properties. 
 

Crime Prevention: 
 
27. The development hereby permitted shall incorporate measures to minimise the risk 

of crime and to meet specific needs of the application site and the development. 
Details of those measures shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the 
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Local Planning Authority prior to commencement of the development in each phase 
hereby permitted and implemented in accordance with the approved details.  

 
Reason: In the interest of security and crime prevention and to accord with Policy 
BE1 of the Unitary Development Plan. 

 
Community Use: 
 
28. No part of the approved use of the site shall commence until a community use 

agreement, prepared in consultation with Sport England, has been submitted to 
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority, and a copy of the 
completed approved agreement has been provided to the Local Planning Authority. 
The agreement shall apply to the outdoor sports pitches; MUGA and sports hall and 
include details of pricing policy, hours of use, access by non-educational 
establishment users, management responsibilities and a mechanism for review. 
The development shall not be used at any time other than in strict compliance with 
the approved agreement. 
 
Reason: To secure well managed safe community access to the sports 
facility/facilities, to consider the impact on amenity of local residents and the local 
highway network, to ensure sufficient benefit to the development of sport and to 
accord with Development Plan Policy. 

 
Drainage: 
 
29. Prior to the commencement of any part of the development, a surface water 

drainage scheme for the development shall be submitted to, and approved in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority. The surface water drainage strategy should 
seek to implement a SUDS hierarchy that achieves reductions in surface water run-
off rates to Greenfield rates in line with the Preferred Standard of the Mayor's 
London Plan. 

 
Reason: To ensure satisfactory implementation of the surface water drainage 
proposals and to accord with Policy 5.13 of the London Plan 

 
Refuse and Recycling: 
 
30. Details of arrangements for storage of refuse and recyclable materials (including 

means of enclosure for the area concerned where necessary) shall be submitted to 
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority before any part of each 
phase of the development hereby permitted is commenced and the approved 
arrangements shall be completed before any part of the development hereby 
permitted is first occupied, and permanently retained thereafter. 

 
Reason: In order to comply with Policy BE1 of the Unitary Development Plan and in 
order to provide adequate refuse storage facilities in a location which is acceptable 
from the residential and visual amenity aspects. 

 
Sustainability: 
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31. The development shall comply with all of the measures set out in the submitted 
energy statement prior to the permanent school opening and any measures 
implemented shall be retained thereafter in operational working order. 

 
Reason: In order to seek to achieve compliance with the Mayor of London's Climate 
Change Mitigation and Energy Strategy and to comply with Policies 5.2, 5.3 and 5.7 
of the London Plan 

 
32. Electric Vehicle Charing Points (EVCP) including passive provision shall be 

provided in accordance with the submitted details and made available prior to first 
use of the development hereby permitted and retained in working order in 
perpetuity. 

 
Reason: To minimise the effect of the development on local air quality within an Air 
Quality Management Area in line with NPPF p124 and Policies 6.13 and 7.14 of the 
London Plan. 

 
Archaeology: 
 
33. Unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority, no part of the 

development hereby permitted shall take place within the application site until the 
applicant has secured the implementation of the programme of archaeological work 
in accordance with the approved written scheme of investigation submitted with this 
application. Access shall be permitted to the site at all reasonable times for the 
carrying out of the investigations, including making necessary records of items of 
interest and finds. 

 
Reason: The site is potentially of archaeological interest and detailed investigations 
should be undertaken to enable consideration to be given to preservation in situ 
and/or recording of items of interest in compliance with Policy BE16 of the Unitary 
Development Plan. 

 
Wildlife and Nature Conservation: 
 
34. The development shall only be carried out in full accordance with the 

recommendations set out in the Preliminary Ecological Impact Assessment (ref 
3817_RP_011) dated 27th April 2017 unless otherwise agreed in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority. 

 
Reason: In order to comply with Policies NE3 and NE5 of the Unitary Development 
Plan and in order to safeguard the interests and well-being of bats on the site which 
are specifically protected by the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended). 

 
Informatives: 
 
1. If during the works on site any suspected contamination is encountered, the 

Council’s Environmental Health team should be contacted immediately. The 
contamination shall be fully assessed and an appropriate remediation scheme 
submitted to the Local Authority for approval in writing. 
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2. You should consult Street Naming and Numbering/Address Management at the 
Civic Centre on 020 8313 4742, email address.management@bromley.gov.uk 
regarding Street Naming and Numbering. 

 
3. Thames Water will aim to provide customers with a minimum pressure of 10m head 

(approx 1 bar) and a flow rate of 9 litres/minute at the point where it leaves Thames 
Waters pipes.  The developer should take account of this minimum pressure in the 
design of the proposed development. 

 
4. There is a Thames Water main crossing the development site which may/will need to 

be diverted at the Developer’s cost, or necessitate amendments to the proposed 
development design so that the aforementioned main can be retained. Unrestricted 
access must be available at all times for maintenance and repair. Please contact 
Thames Water Developer Services, Contact Centre on Telephone No: 0800 009 
3921 for further information. 
 

5. There are large water mains adjacent to the proposed development. Thames Water 
will not allow any building within 5 metres of them and will require 24 hours access 
for maintenance purposes. Please contact Thames Water Developer Services, 
Contact Centre on Telephone No: 0800 009 3921 for further information.  
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Appeal Decision 
Site visit made on 15 November 2017 

by Stephen Roscoe  BEng MSc CEng MICE 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 11 December 2017 

 
Appeal Ref: APP/G5180/W/17/3181149 

Bullers Wood School Playing Fields, Bickley Road, Bickley, Bromley 

 The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a refusal to grant planning permission. 

 The appeal is made by Kier Construction (Southern) against the decision of the Council 

of the London Borough of Bromley. 

 The application Ref DC/16/03315/FULL1, dated 8 July 2016, was refused by notice 

dated 31 January 2017. 

 The development proposed is the erection of a part two storey and part three storey 

teaching block with a sports hall together with hard and soft landscaping, the creation 

of a new access along Chislehurst Road, parking and associated ancillary works. 
 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Procedural Matters 

2. The Council’s refusal notice refers to the appeal site as St Hughes Playing 

Fields and provides a more detailed description of the development rather than 
that in the application, as set out above.  I am however satisfied that both the 
appeal site and the development are the same. 

3. Following the Council’s refusal, the appellant has submitted a further planning 
application for an amended proposal on the appeal site which includes 

increased pupil drop-off provision within the site.  This further application is 
the subject of a Council resolution to grant planning permission.  I have 

taken the information provided into account in my decision. 

Reasons 

4. The main issue in this case is the effect of the proposal on highway safety in 

the surrounding area.  The appeal site currently accommodates leisure uses 
including playing fields and a Royal Air Force Cadet Base.  It is generally 

bounded by Bickley Road, Chislehurst Road and Pines Road which form a 
triangle around the site. 

5. Bickley Road forms part of the A222 which is a main east-west route across 

south London and part of the Transport for London Road Network (TLRN).  It is 
also a bus route.  Chislehurst Road is a busy local road which feeds into the 

TLRN at its junction with Bickley Road.  It has no footway where it adjoins 
the appeal site.  Pines Road is more residential in character and use and is 
one-way from its junction with Bickley Road to its junction with 

Chislehurst Road. 

6. The junction between Bickley Road and Chislehurst Road comprises a 

mini-roundabout which is situated in a physically constrained location and has 
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single lane traffic entry on each of its three arms.  A survey, undertaken by the 

appellant, has shown there to be significant queueing on the Bickley Road and 
Chislehurst Road approaches to this roundabout in the morning and evening 

peak periods.  Indeed, I viewed the roundabout a number of times during the 
day of my site visit and, when I viewed it at 15.00 hours, the queue on the 
Bickley Road approach extended back further than the access to the appeal 

site.  This is much greater in length than the queue recorded in the appellant’s 
queue survey for the same time on a weekday.  My observed queueing on the 

A222 continued beyond the roundabout to the west as far as the Plaistow Lane 
signal controlled junction, which is some distance from the roundabout.  
This indicates to me that the A222 is a busy part of the TLRN and not just 

heavily trafficked at the appeal site.  It also leads me to the view that peak 
time queuing on Bickley Road is likely to include the area of the access to the 

appeal site between the proposed school peak traffic hours of 07.30 to 08.30 
and 15.00 to 16.00. 

7. The Bickley Road and Pines Road junction is a part of a larger signalled junction 

with multi-lane entry and lesser queuing than occurs at the Bickley Road 
roundabout.  The junction between Pines Road and Chislehurst Road is a 

priority junction in favour of Chislehurst Road, and this appears to be less 
heavily used than the other two junctions. 

8. The proposal would incorporate a one way pupil drop-off and pick-up traffic 

route within the appeal site between a new access on Chislehurst Road and the 
existing site access on Bickley Road.  The single file route could accommodate 

50 vehicles along its length and would have a specific drop-off and pick-up area 
which could accommodate a further 10 vehicles.  The appellant’s traffic 
forecasts suggest that 118 vehicles would need to exit this route onto 

Bickley Road during each of the school peak hours.  The appellant’s network 
diagram for development traffic shows that some 80% of these exit 

movements would be to the west along Bickley Road.  For a steady flow of 
traffic from the appeal site, this would generally equate to a vehicle requiring 
exiting every 40 seconds. 

9. Such an exit movement would need to cross the eastbound traffic on 
Bickley Road during peak times and could have to join a queue of traffic in the 

westbound direction caused by a lack of capacity in the existing highway 
network.  This movement would not take place under managed circumstances, 
as would be the case at a roundabout, but would rely on the courtesy of drivers 

in the queue and possibly those travelling eastbound on Bickley Road.  
This, when combined with the frequency at which the movement would have to 

be made to accommodate traffic generated by the proposal, would result in a 
severe and unacceptable impact in terms of highway safety and suitability for 

those accessing the site.  This would conflict with paragraph 32 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework and UDP1 Policy T18. 

10. A further consequence of these circumstances would be that school related 

drivers, who would be likely to be very regular in their arrangements, may not 
choose to use the route through the site due to the nature of its exit and the 

potential for delay.  This could mean that pupils would be dropped-off and 
picked-up on the surrounding roads.   

11. On Bickley Road, frequent vehicle stops for such purposes would be 

incompatible with the strategic nature of the road and its peak queuing.  

                                       
1 London Borough of Bromley: Unitary Development Plan: July 2006 
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On Chislehurst Road, the limited width of the road, the absence of any footway 

to one side and peak queuing would carry an unacceptable risk of pedestrian or 
vehicle conflict when vehicles stop to drop-off or pick-up.  Furthermore, 

this road is a yellow route on the London Cycle Network, which denotes a 
recommended quieter route.  The dropping-off or picking-up would be likely to 
conflict with the aims of this designation in terms of the hazards presented by 

short term waiting vehicles.  Pines Road would be some distance from the main 
entrances to the school and would be less likely to be so used.  As a result of 

all of the above, the proposal would have a severe and unacceptable 
cumulative impact on highway safety on Bickley Road and Chislehurst Road 
which are already subject to a lack of capacity at peak times. 

12. The appellant has suggested that delays to vehicles passing through the site 
would be generally 1 minute.  As a result of the potential need to join a queue 

of traffic on Bickley Road however, I am not satisfied that this would be the 
case.  It has also been suggested that the proposal would not have a residual 
and severe impact on the transport network that would conflict with 

paragraph 32 of the Framework.  I accept that the quantum of additional traffic 
that would result from the proposal would not have a severe impact in this 

regard.  It is however the mechanisms by which this traffic, and its users, 
would interact with other traffic on the network which is my concern and which, 
in my view, would be likely to prevent the achievement of safe and suitable 

access to the appeal site in conflict with paragraph 32 of the Framework.  
In terms of the limited vehicle stop times to drop-off or pick-up, this interaction 

would be difficult to regulate. 

13. I acknowledge that the proposal would have a different car use modal split 
than the recently permitted Eden Park school development but, even with this 

different split, I have still found the proposal to be unacceptable in terms of 
highway safety.  I recognise that queue length modelling techniques can be 

unstable and may over predict queue lengths where roundabouts are reaching 
their capacity and that the techniques can be less accurate when used on 
mini-roundabouts.  Here however, I have seen queue lengths that are greater 

than those predicted and these points do not therefore add weight in favour of 
allowing the appeal. 

14. I therefore conclude that the proposal would have an unacceptable adverse 
impact on highway safety and that it would thus conflict with UDP Policy T18 
and the Framework. 

15. The existence of clear educational planning policy context support for the 
proposed facility and an urgent and demonstrable need for the scheme are 

relevant matters in the consideration of this appeal.  They would not however 
outweigh the harm that I have identified which does not relate to the facility or 

its location as such, but to the chosen access arrangements for the site. 

16. Having taken into account all other matters raised, none carry sufficient weight 
to alter the decision, and my conclusion is based on the evidence before me in 

terms of policy as a whole.  For the reasons given above, I conclude that the 
appeal should be dismissed. 

 

Stephen Roscoe 

INSPECTOR  
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 Application Number         17/02468 
Date to Director                         n/a 
Proposed erection of a 6FE Secondary Boys School comprising a part 2 storey, 
part 3 storey school building of 8,443m2 including a sports hall (also for wider 
community use) together with hard and soft landscaping, creation of a new 
vehicular access on Chislehurst Road, 69 parking spaces, drop off/pick up area 
and associated works. Erection of a temporary 2 storey classroom block on site 
for 12 months to accommodate 5 classrooms, a laboratory, offices and toilets.        
 
St Hughes Playing Fields Bickley Road  
 
(comments following the Appeal Decision on planning application ref 16/03315) 

 
Director (E&CS) Observations 

 
Previous history 
16/03315 
 
The 2016 application was refused on the ground that “The potential traffic generation 
and capacity of the existing highway network along with the proposed access 
arrangements raise both road and pedestrian safety concerns that have not been fully 
addressed in the proposal and are likely to cause severe cumulative impacts contrary to 
Policy T18 of the Unitary Development Plan 2006 and paragraph 32 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework 2012”. 
 
The refused application was appealed and the Inspector’s Decision Notice has now 
been issued.  The appeal was dismissed and the Inspector concluded that “….the 
proposal would have an unacceptable adverse impact on highway safety and that it 
would thus conflict with UDP Policy T18 and the Framework.” 
 
The 2017 was also recommended for refusal but Members resolved to permit the 
application. 
 
The question is whether the Inspector has raised any new points that were not 
considered as part of the 2017 application and whether they are relevant to that 
application. 
 
Bickley Road exit 
 
The Inspector conducted a site visit and raised a number of issues in his Decision 
Notice.  He identified longer queues in the afternoon going towards the Bickley Road / 
Chislehurst Road roundabout than were shown in the Applicant’s surveys.  These 
queues went past the exit from the site onto Bickley Road.  His main concern was given 
in para 9 of the Decision Notice where he said: 
 
 “Such an exit movement would need to cross the eastbound traffic on Bickley Road 
during peak times and could have to join a queue of traffic in the westbound direction 
caused by a lack of capacity in the existing highway network. This movement would not 
take place under managed circumstances, as would be the case at a roundabout, but 
would rely on the courtesy of drivers in the queue and possibly those travelling 
eastbound on Bickley Road. This, when combined with the frequency at which the 
movement would have to be made to accommodate traffic generated by the proposal, 
would result in a severe and unacceptable impact in terms of highway safety and 
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suitability for those accessing the site. This would conflict with paragraph 32 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework and UDP1 Policy T18.” 
 
Queue lengths are likely to vary on a day to day basis, particularly when a junction is 
nearing or at capacity.  The applicant’s survey showed lengthy queues here during the 
AM peak between 7:50am until the end of the survey at 8.30am.  The queue may also 
extend past the site at other times of the day including at the time of the Inspector’s site 
visit.   
 
The potential for road works to have affected the queuing and traffic conditions on 
Bickley Road on the day of the site visit (15/11/17) has been raised.   There were 2 
such locations in the vicinity of the application site, a road closure by the railway bridge 
in Yester Road and temporary lights in Bromley Road, Chislehurst.  There was also a 
closure of the London bound carriageway of the A20 between Frognal Corner and 
Fiveways due to diesel spill.  There were substantial delays in the morning through 
Chislehurst associated with the temporary lights on Bromley Road which were removed 
around midday.  Whether there would have been any knock-on effects from any of 
these works on Bickley Road during the afternoon of the Inspector’s site visit is very 
difficult to ascertain. 
 
The safety aspects of the proposed vehicular exit involving a right turn manoeuvre were 
not raised in the previous Highway comments.  
 
On Street Parking 
 
The Inspector then suggested that (para 10): 
 
A further consequence of these circumstances would be that school related drivers, 
who would be likely to be very regular in their arrangements, may not choose to use the 
route through the site due to the nature of its exit and the potential for delay. This could 
mean that pupils would be dropped-off and picked-up on the surrounding roads. 
 
In terms of the effect of the potential on-street parking the Inspector noted (para 11): 
 
On Bickley Road, frequent vehicle stops for such purposes would be incompatible with 
the strategic nature of the road and its peak queuing.  On Chislehurst Road, the limited 
width of the road, the absence of any footway to one side and peak queuing would 
carry an unacceptable risk of pedestrian or vehicle conflict when vehicles stop to drop-
off or pick-up. Furthermore, this road is a yellow route on the London Cycle Network, 
which denotes a recommended quieter route. The dropping-off or picking-up would be 
likely to conflict with the aims of this designation in terms of the hazards presented by 
short term waiting vehicles. Pines Road would be some distance from the main 
entrances to the school and would be less likely to be so used. As a result of all of the 
above, the proposal would have a severe and unacceptable cumulative impact on 
highway safety on Bickley Road and Chislehurst Road which are already subject to a 
lack of capacity at peak times. 
 
A yellow cycle route is defined on the TfL Local Cycling Guide 11 as “other roads that 
may have been recommended by cyclists that may connect other route sections.”  It is 
not a formally designated or signed route and there are no plans to make it one.  The 
level of usage is not likely to be high. 
 
Short term parking around schools is difficult to prevent, even with yellow line 
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restrictions, and the Inspector has acknowledged this (para 12) 
 
“In terms of the limited vehicle stop times to drop-off or pick-up, this interaction would 
be difficult to regulate.” 
 
The issues of short term on-street parking for drop off / pick up were raised in the 
Highways comments as part of objection ground previously. 
 
Proposed no-right turn 
 
In order to overcome the Inspector’s concern a plan has been submitted showing how a 
banned right turn from the Bickley Road exit could work with alterations to the layout.  
That plan is acceptable in principle subject to detailed design and a Road Safety Audit 
and could be subject to condition.   
 
There seem to be 2 likely scenarios with this proposal. 
 
(i) those drivers who wanted to turn right are unlikely to go through the site as the 
diversion route via either Pines Road / Chislehurst Road or Page Heath Lane / Bird in 
Hand Lane would be between 1.2 – 1.5km depending on the route the vehicles are 
taking.  The alternative is to park on the road to drop off and pick up pupils which is 
likely to take place close to the accesses on Chislehurst Road or Bickley Road. 
 
(ii) given these are drivers who use the access on a daily basis, there are some that 
may still try and turn right.  The proposed access will be designed to encourage drivers 
to turn right and a right turn ban will be in place. 
 
Conclusions 
 
The Inspector’s Decision Notice does not overcome the previous Highway objections to 
the proposed site in respect of sub-standard pedestrian facilities in Chislehurst Road 
and the effects of potential short term on-street parking in Chislehurst Road and Bickley 
Road.  These were considered at the Committee meeting on 4th Oct 2017.  
 
The now proposed right turn ban from the Bickley Road exit would overcome the 
Inspector’s main concern although it is likely to have knock- on effects as outlined 
above which may impact on the highway network.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Mike Hammond 
Highway Development Engineer 
18th January 2018 
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PROPOSED EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT, 
BULLERS WOOD SCHOOL FOR BOYS, ST HUGHES PLAYING FIELD, BICKLEY 

Review of Proposals (Planning Ref: 17/02468/FULL1) against Inspectors Reasons for 
Dismissal for Previous Similar Refused Proposals (Planning Ref: 16/03315/FUL) 

 
1.0 Introduction 

1.1 This note has been prepared on behalf of the London Borough of Bromley to aid decision 
making with respect to a planning submission (Planning Ref: 17/02468/FULL1) for the 
above proposed educational development, hereinafter referred to as the ‘current 
proposals’. The current proposals were considered by members at the committee 
meeting on 4 October 2017. The committee was informed by the planning officers report 
which recommended that the application be refused for the following reason: 

‘The potential traffic generation and capacity of the existing highway network along with 
the proposed access arrangements raise both road and pedestrian safety concerns that 
have not been fully addressed in the proposal and are likely to cause severe cumulative 
impacts contrary to Policy T18 of the Unitary Development Plan 2006 and paragraph 32 
of the National Planning Policy Framework 2012.’ 

1.2 Notwithstanding the above recommendation for refusal, members resolved that the 
application for the current proposals be granted. 

1.3 The development site was subject to a previous planning application for similar 
development (Planning Ref: 16/03315/FUL) which was refused by notice dated 31 
January 2017, hereinafter referred to as the ‘refused scheme’. The applicant appealed 
against this decision, however the appeal was dismissed by the inspector on highways 
safety grounds, decision date 11 December 2017 (Appeal Ref: 
APP/G5180/W/17/3181149). 

1.4 As the appeal decision for the refused scheme was issued after the committee meeting 
took place, the members could not take into consideration the findings of the inspector in 
their consideration of the current proposals. This note therefore considers the 
implications of the inspector’s decision letter in this context. 

2.0 Review 

2.1 An examination of the appeal decision shows that the refused scheme was dismissed for 
8 main reasons. Each of the reasons are reproduced in the following report in italics and 
a review is provided to determine if and how the reasons apply to the current proposals. 

Reason 1 

‘The junction between Bickley Road and Chislehurst Road comprises a mini-roundabout 
which is situated in a physically constrained location and has single lane traffic entry on 
each of its three arms. A survey, undertaken by the appellant, has shown there to be 
significant queueing on the Bickley Road and Chislehurst Road approaches to this 
roundabout in the morning and evening peak periods. Indeed, I viewed the roundabout a 
number of times during the day of my site visit and, when I viewed it at 15.00 hours, the 
queue on the Bickley Road approach extended back further than the access to the 
appeal site. This is much greater in length than the queue recorded in the appellant’s 
queue survey for the same time on a weekday. My observed queueing on the A222 
continued beyond the roundabout to the west as far as the Plaistow Lane signal 
controlled junction, which is some distance from the roundabout. This indicates to me 
that the A222 is a busy part of the TLRN and not just heavily trafficked at the appeal site. 
It also leads me to the view that peak time queuing on Bickley Road is likely to include 
the area of the access to the appeal site between the proposed school peak traffic hours 
of 07.30 to 08.30 and 15.00 to 16.00.’ 
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2.2 The inspector noted that traffic currently queues back along Bickley Road from the 
Bickley Road/Chislehurst Road junction, past the access to the appeal site, a distance of 
approximately 170m (or 30 vehicles) during the School PM Peak (15:00 to 16:00). 

2.3 The impact of the current proposals, which are the subject of this note, on the Bickley 
Road/Chislehurst Road junction were set out in the Technical Note (TN) issued by DHA 
Transport in August 2017, hereinafter referred to as the ‘TN’. Table 0-7 of the TN shows 
the recorded queue length on Bickley Road was 5 vehicles during the School PM Peak 
(15:00 to 16:00). 

2.4 The TN and associated modelling is therefore based upon different queue lengths than 
those noted by the inspector. 

 
Comment 

The inspector undertook a site visit and noted that traffic is currently queueing back past 
the site access (30 vehicle queue) during the school PM peak. This is new information 
that should be considered when determining the application for the current proposals. 

 
Reason 2 

‘The proposal would incorporate a one way pupil drop-off and pick-up traffic route within 
the appeal site between a new access on Chislehurst Road and the existing site access 
on Bickley Road. The single file route could accommodate 50 vehicles along its length 
and would have a specific drop-off and pick-up area which could accommodate a further 
10 vehicles. The appellant’s traffic forecasts suggest that 118 vehicles would need to exit 
this route onto Bickley Road during each of the school peak hours. The appellant’s 
network diagram for development traffic shows that some 80% of these exit movements 
would be to the west along Bickley Road. For a steady flow of traffic from the appeal site, 
this would generally equate to a vehicle requiring exiting every 40 seconds.’ 

2.5 Table 0-3 of the TN that accompanied the planning application for the current proposals 
predicts that, during the AM and PM peak, 62 and 43 vehicles respectively would exit 
from the site onto Bickley Road. 

2.6 The traffic distribution predictions for both the refused scheme and the current proposals 
were based on the postcode information of the prospective pupil’s home addresses. 
Appendix Z of the Transport Assessment dated November 2016, which accompanied the 
refused scheme, predicted that 80% of trips from the school would exit right onto Bickley 
Road. Whereas, Appendix AD of the Transport Assessment dated May 2017, which 
accompanied the application for the current proposals that are the subject of this note, 
predicts that 43% of trips from the school would exit right onto Bickley Road. It is unclear 
why the traffic distribution predictions for the refused scheme would differ so significantly 
from current proposals given that they are both based on postcode information, which is 
stated within the respective Transport Assessment and Technical Note to ‘largely 
correspond’ with the postcode information of the existing girl’s school. It is noted that this 
information would have been available to the committee when it made its decision 

2.7 Notwithstanding the concerns raised in paragraph 2.6 regarding the revised distribution, 
assuming 43% of vehicles would exit right from the school this would equate to one 
vehicle exiting west every 2 to 3 minutes during the network AM and School PM peak 
periods. 
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2.8 The dismissed scheme was predicted to generate a much higher level of peak-hour 
traffic than the current proposals. However, the TA for the current proposals assumes, 
amongst other initiatives, that 33% of the pupils would arrive before the AM peak to 
attend a Breakfast Club. The impact of these initiatives is based on assumption rather 
than on real data and, as previously advised, there is concern that the traffic impact 
during the AM peak has been underestimated within the TA.  Table 1 below compares 
the vehicle trip generation of the refused scheme with the vehicle trip generation of 
current proposals based on values within Table 6.5 of the November 2016 TA and Table 
0-3 of the August 2017 TN respectively. 

Table 1: Two-Way Vehicle Trip Generation Dismissed Scheme vs. Current Proposals 

Time Dismissed Scheme Current Proposals 

07:30-08:30 245 134 
15:00-16:00 235 86 
17:00-18:00 40 38 

 
2.9 Since the submission of the TA, the applicant has suggested that the right turn from the 

site is banned. It is noted that the banned movement would require those wishing to turn 
right to undertake a detour of 1.2km via Page Heath Lane and Bird-In-Hand lane. This 
arrangement would make the school access arrangements unattractive for drivers who 
would normally turn right on exit, as such they may instead choose to drop-off or pick-up 
on the roads surrounding the site to the detriment of highway safety.  

 
Comment 

Reason 2 sets out the likely frequency of vehicles exiting right out of the school, an 
analysis that forms part of an interrelated line of reasoning. 

 
Reason 3 

‘Such an exit movement would need to cross the eastbound traffic on Bickley Road 
during peak times and could have to join a queue of traffic in the westbound direction 
caused by a lack of capacity in the existing highway network. This movement would not 
take place under managed circumstances, as would be the case at a roundabout, but 
would rely on the courtesy of drivers in the queue and possibly those travelling 
eastbound on Bickley Road. This, when combined with the frequency at which the 
movement would have to be made to accommodate traffic generated by the proposal, 
would result in a severe and unacceptable impact in terms of highway safety and 
suitability for those accessing the site. This would conflict with paragraph 32 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework and UDP1 Policy T18.’ 

2.10 The proposals are predicted to result in fewer vehicles seeking to egress onto Bickley 
Road when compared to the refused scheme. However, without the banned right turn 
there would still be a significant number of vehicles attempting to turn right out of the 
school into the queue of traffic in the network AM peak and the school PM peak in an 
unmanaged fashion. Table 2 shows the number of vehicles which are predicted to turn 
right out of the school for both the dismissed scheme and the current proposals based on 
the tables and data referenced in paragraphs 2.6 and 2.8 of this note. 

Table 2: Right Turning Vehicles out of School, Dismissed Scheme vs. Current Proposals 

Time Dismissed Scheme Current Proposals 

07:30-08:30 94 27 
15:00-16:00 94 18 
17:00-18:00 32 16 
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2.11 Should a banned right turn be implemented, this would be likely to result in dropping-off 
and picking-up on the roads surrounding the site to the detriment of highway safety as 
described in the review against Reason 2. 

 
Comment 

The finding of the inspector regarding the severe and unacceptable impact on highway 
safety as a result of vehicles turning right out of the school onto Bickley Road is new 
evidence and should be considered when deciding the application. 

 
Reason 4 

‘A further consequence of these circumstances would be that school related drivers, who 
would be likely to be very regular in their arrangements, may not choose to use the route 
through the site due to the nature of its exit and the potential for delay. This could mean 
that pupils would be dropped-off and picked-up on the surrounding roads.’ 

2.12 The finding of the inspector that school related drivers may choose to drop-off and pick-
up on the roads surrounding the site to the detriment of road safety applies similarly to 
the current proposals as it does to the refused scheme. This finding appears to stem 
primarily from the queue length observations undertaken by the inspector during the site 
visit. 

2.13 As noted in the review of Reason 2, should the banned right turn be installed, those 
wishing to turn right out of the site may choose to park on the roads surrounding the site 
to avoid a lengthy diversion. 

 
Comment 

The finding of the inspector that school related drivers may choose to drop-off and pick-
up on street due to the poor function and lack of safety of the egress onto Bickley Road 
is new evidence which should be considered when deciding the application for the 
current proposals. 

 
Reason 5 

‘On Bickley Road, frequent vehicle stops for such purposes would be incompatible with 
the strategic nature of the road and its peak queuing. On Chislehurst Road, the limited 
width of the road, the absence of any footway to one side and peak queuing would carry 
an unacceptable risk of pedestrian or vehicle conflict when vehicles stop to drop-off or 
pick-up. Furthermore, this road is a yellow route on the London Cycle Network, which 
denotes a recommended quieter route. The dropping-off or picking-up would be likely to 
conflict with the aims of this designation in terms of the hazards presented by short term 
waiting vehicles. Pines Road would be some distance from the main entrances to the 
school and would be less likely to be so used. As a result of all of the above, the proposal 
would have a severe and unacceptable cumulative impact on highway safety on Bickley 
Road and Chislehurst Road which are already subject to a lack of capacity at peak 
times.’ 
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2.14 The inspector found that school related dropping off and picking up activity would be 
incompatible with the existing designation and arrangement of the roads surrounding the 
site for the following reasons: 

 Bickley Road is a strategic traffic route subject to peak queueing; and 

 Chislehurst Road has limited width, it has no footway to one side, is subject to 
peak queuing and is designated by Transport for London as a route on quieter 
roads recommended by cyclists. 

2.15 As a result of the above, the inspector concluded that the development ‘would have a 
severe and unacceptable cumulative impact on highway safety on Bickley Road and 
Chislehurst Road’. This conclusion applies similarly to the proposals as it does to the 
refused scheme. 

 
Comment 

The finding of the inspector that dropping-off and picking-up activity generated by the 
proposals would have a severe and unacceptable cumulative impact on highway safety 
on Bickley Road and Chislehurst Road applies to the current proposals and should be 
considered when deciding the application. 

 
Reason 6 

‘The appellant has suggested that delays to vehicles passing through the site would be 
generally 1 minute. As a result of the potential need to join a queue of traffic on Bickley 
Road however, I am not satisfied that this would be the case. It has also been suggested 
that the proposal would not have a residual and severe impact on the transport network 
that would conflict with paragraph 32 of the Framework. I accept that the quantum of 
additional traffic that would result from the proposal would not have a severe impact in 
this regard. It is however the mechanisms by which this traffic, and its users, would 
interact with other traffic on the network which is my concern and which, in my view, 
would be likely to prevent the achievement of safe and suitable access to the appeal site 
in conflict with paragraph 32 of the Framework. In terms of the limited vehicle stop times 
to drop-off or pick-up, this interaction would be difficult to regulate.’ 

2.16 The conclusion that the proposals would not be likely to achieve safe and suitable access 
to the appeal site in conflict with paragraph 32 of the Framework stems primarily from the 
queue length observations undertaken by the inspector during the site visit.  

2.17 The finding of the inspector regarding the achievement of safe and suitable access to the 
appeal site applies similarly to the proposals as it does to the refused scheme. 

 
Comment 

The finding of the inspector that delays to vehicles would be longer than stated by the 
applicant and that the interaction between users of the access and other traffic would 
prevent the achievement of safe and suitable access to the appeal site in conflict with 
paragraph 32 of the Framework is new information and should be considered when 
determining the application. 
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Reason 7 

‘I acknowledge that the proposal would have a different car use modal split than the 
recently permitted Eden Park school development but, even with this different split, I 
have still found the proposal to be unacceptable in terms of highway safety. I recognise 
that queue length modelling techniques can be unstable and may over predict queue 
lengths where roundabouts are reaching their capacity and that the techniques can be 
less accurate when used on mini-roundabouts. Here however, I have seen queue lengths 
that are greater than those predicted and these points do not therefore add weight in 
favour of allowing the appeal.’ 

2.18 The inspector noted the poor correlation of the traffic modelling with the observed queue 
length observations undertaken during the site visit.  

 
Comment 

The finding of the inspector that the queue lengths predicted by the traffic modelling 
does not correlate with the queue lengths observed during the site visit is new 
information and should be considered when determining the application.  

 
Reason 8 

‘I therefore conclude that the proposal would have an unacceptable adverse impact on 
highway safety and that it would thus conflict with UDP Policy T18 and the Framework.’ 

2.19 The finding of the inspector regarding the unacceptable adverse impact on highway 
safety and the conflict with UDP Policy T18 and the Framework applies equally to the 
proposals as it does to the refused scheme. This finding stems primarily from the queue 
length observations undertaken by the inspector during the site visit. 

 
Comment 

The conclusion of the inspector that the proposal would have an unacceptable adverse 
impact on highway safety and that it would thus conflict with UDP Policy T18 and the 
Framework is relevant to the current proposals and should be considered when 
determining the application. 

 
3.0 Summary & Conclusion 

3.1 The inspector’s key concern regarding the dismissed scheme is that vehicles would be 
unable or find it difficult to turn right out of the site due to the existing queueing on Bickley 
Road preventing the safe and proper functioning of the school access arrangements. The 
inspector’s concern about safety at the egress is clearly an important matter to be taken 
into account. His additional concern as to the implications for drop-offs and pick-ups is 
also relevant where it will have safety implications. 

3.2 It is concluded that the reasons the appeal was dismissed by the inspector would apply 
similarly to the current proposals. The applicant has therefore not demonstrated that the 
residual cumulative impact of the development will fall short of severe in the context of 
paragraph 32 of the NPPF. As such, further information should be requested from the 
applicant or the application should be refused. 
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