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Agenda Item 6

Committee Date

11/01/2022

Address

70 High Street
Bromley
BR1 1EG

Application
number

21/03231/FULL1

Ward

Bromley Town

Proposal

Demolition of existing buildings (66-70 High Street) and
erection of a part 13 and part 16 storey building to
provide 559 sqm (GIA) retail floorspace (Use Class Ea)
and 68 residential units with associated disabled car
parking spaces, cycle parking and refuse storage area.

Applicant
Matterhorn Capital

Reason for
referral to
committee

Officer: Jessica Lai

Agent
Mr Tom Vernon
Quod Ltd
13-17 Broadwick Street
London
W1F 0FE
Councillor call in
Major application outside
delegated authority;
Yes

RECOMMENDATION RESOVLE TO CONTEST APPEAL

KEY DESIGNATIONS
Bromley Town Centre
Archaeological Priority Areas
Opportunity Areas
Site G Bromley Town Centre Area Action Plan
Site 10 Bromley Local Plan
Biggin Hill Safeguarding Area
London City Airport Safeguarding
Areas of Deficiency in Access to Nature
PTAL 6a and 6b
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Vehicle parking

Existing number
of spaces

Total proposed
spaces

Difference in spaces
(+ or -)

Wheelchair
accessible car
spaces

N/A

3

+3

Cycle

N/A

150

+150
(Residential 142;
Commercial 8)

Electric vehicle charging points

Use

Retail

Existing

Proposed

Difference
(+ or -)

493.7sqm

559sq.m

+65.3sq.m

6

68

+62

Dwellings

Representation
summary

3 electric charging points
(1 active and 2 passive)

Neighbouring consultation letters were sent on the 24th
August 2021. A site notice was printed on the 24th
August 2021. The application was also advertised in the
press on the 1st September 2021.

Total number of responses
Number in support
Number of objection

466
17
449

Section 106
Heads of Term
Child play

Amount

Agreed in Principle

TBC

TBC

Energy

£ 68,695

TBC

Affordable
Housing

11 intermediate units (4 x 1 bed,
2 x 2 bed and 5 x 3 bed);
Early and late stage review
mechanism.
£ 20,000 Quietway cycle link
pedestrian works improvement;
Two years free car club
membership per dwelling;

TBC

Highway

TBC
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Twenty free driving hours per
dwelling;
Removal of rights to apply for
residents parking permit.
Total

£ TBC

SUMMARY OF KEY REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION










This appeal against non-determination is lodged on the 10 th December
2021 following the receipt of the additional information on the 2nd
December 2021. Members are requested to agree to contest the appeal
with the suggested reasons as set out in this report.
The principle to redevelop the site including the introduction of a taller
building and car free development is supported at this town centre
location as the site is designated as an opportunity area in the London
Plan and forms part of the allocated sites (Site G in the Bromley Town
Centre Area Action Plan and Site 10 in the Bromley Local Plan) in the
development plan to deliver housing and support the growth of Bromley
Town Centre.
The Council does not currently have a 5 year housing land supply. This
application includes the provision of 68 residential dwellings including 11
intermediate dwellings. The financial viability report has been reviewed
by an independent viability assessor and they consider the scheme
cannot support more than what is offered. This would represent
significant weight as the proposal would contribute to housing supply in
the Borough.
However, insufficient information has been provided to confirm funding
has been sought and fully demonstrate low-cost housing should be
discounted at this location and in the Borough. The proposal would
introduce primary windows or single aspect units located close to its site
boundaries with limited outlook. As part of the allocation site and a
standalone building, the reliance of neighbouring land for natural lights
and amenities is not considered sustainable. Insufficient information is
provided to demonstrate adequate child play of sufficient quality and
quantity can be provided at the 13 th floor with the green roof and the
suggested uses. Insufficient information is also provided to demonstrate
adequate recycling storage facilities, urban greening factor and
biodiversity net gain can be provided or accommodated within this
confined site.
The replacement retail floor space would maintain an active frontage on
the ground floor. However, the retail floor space would be provided over
three floors and insufficient information is provided to demonstrate the
design and layout of the proposal would achieve an inclusive
environment for the future customers and occupiers. The reliance on onstreet servicing and delivery is not considered sustainable. The layout of
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the proposal indicates that the disabled residential spaces would require
multiple manoeuvring to access and leave this compact site.
The proposal would result in the loss of a group 1930s commercial
terraces which reduce the significance of its setting in Bromley Town
Centre and the adjacent conservation area. Whilst the level of harm is
considered to be “less than substantial” as defined by the Framework,
the level of harm is considerable due to its design, scale, massing,
townscape, skyline and relationship with its local context and
conservation area. The quantum of the proposal as indicated on the
proposed floor plates indicates the proposal would be beyond optimising
development potential of this limited site.
The Council’s Conservation Officer has raised objection to the proposal
and considered that the over-dominant scale and massing of the
proposed building would visually compete with the modest market town
character of the Bromley Town Centre Conservation Area. Non-statutory
comment from Historic England also consider that the proposal would
have an impact on the significance of the Bromley Town Centre
Conservation Area and the harm would be towards the lower end of less
than substantial.
In striking a balance between the public benefits that could be derived
from this proposal and the harm caused as a result of this development,
it is considered that the proposal cannot be supported as the benefits
arising from this development does not outweigh the harm it causes.

1. LOCATION
1.1

The site (No. 66 to No.70 High Street) is located in Bromley Town Centre
and measures approximately 627sq.m in area. The site is located on the
western side of the High Street at its junction with Ethelbert Road.

1.2

The site comprises of three retail units on the ground floor with a
combined retail floor space of approximately 493.7sq.m in total. There
are six private residential flats located on the first and second floor. The
access to these private residential units is via Ethelbert Road.

1.3

Bromley Town Centre and the site is located on a slope. The ground
level of the site drops from east to west and also drops down from north
to south. No. 64 High Street is a 4 storey commercial building adjoining
to the south of the site and is occupied by a retail store (TK Maxx). The
Salvation Army and the ancillary café building “The Light” are located to
the rear of the site.

1.4

The application properties are not listed. Bromley Town Centre
Conservation Area is located to the north of the site, opposite Ethelbert
Road.
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1.5

The site forms part of the allocated Site 10 – West of Bromley High Street
and land at Bromley South in the Bromley Local Plan for mixed use
development.

1.6

The public transport accessbility of the site is rated at 6a and 6b on a
scale between 0 to 6b where 0 is worst and 6b is excellent. Bromley
South Railway Station is approximatly 250 metres south from the site
and Bromley North Railway Station is approximalty 400 metres norlth
from the site.

1.7

The site is located within Flood Zone 1 and is not subejct to surface water
flooding, Ethelbert Road and the High Street are subject to low risk
surface water flooding. Ethelbert Road is a one-way road and there are
two on-street disabled parking spaces near to the site.

Fig 1. Environment Agency Flood Zone Map.
2.

PROPOSAL

2.1

This is a resubmission of a full planning application for the demolition of
the existing buildings (No. 66-70 High Street) and erection of a part 13
and part 16 storey building to provide 559 sqm retail floorspace (Use
Class Ea) and 68 residential units with associated disabled car parking
spaces, cycle parking and refuse storage area.

2.2

The existing three storey buildings would be demolished and replaced
by a part 13 and part 16 storey high building. The retail floor spaces
would be located between ground to second floor. Residential
accommodation would be located from the first floor. Cycle storage
would be located on the second floor with an internal bicycle lift. Each of
the units would be provided with private balconies. Three of the
proposed units would be provided with a winter garden. The internal floor
space is designed to comply with the national minimum space standards.
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Market
8
Intermediate 0

27
2

17
4

5
0

0
1

0
4

57
11

128
36

Total

29

21

5

1

4

68

164

Studio

Total (by
Habitable
Room)

The proposal would provide 68 new residential units which comprises of
57 private units and 11 intermediate units. The proposal would provide
21.9 percent affordable housing by habitable room or 16.2 percent by
unit. The current proposed housing size, mix and tenure are tabled
below:
Total
(by Unit)

2.5

3 bed/
5 person

Two residential lifts would be installed and accessible to all floors. A total
of 142 residential cycle storage spaces and 8 cycle spaces would be
provided for the retail use.

2bed/4
person
3 bed/
4 person

2.4

2 bed/
3 person

A roof terrace measuring 151sq.m would be provided on the 13th floor.
The revised plan indicates the roof terrace would provide a green roof
that measures 108sq.m and the remaining area would incorporate
permeable paving. The planning statement indicates that this roof
terrace would provide a child play space associated to the development.
A communal balcony would be provided on the 14 th and 15th floor each
measuring 7.9sq.m.

1 bed/
2person

2.3

2.6

8

The housing size, tenure and mix of the previous refused scheme is also
tabled below:
Studio

Market
1
Intermediate 2
Total
3

1 bed

2 bed

18
6
24

18
2
20

Total
Total
(by Unit) (by Habitable
room)
37
91
10
20
47
111

2.7

A total of 7 wheelchair units with 3 disabled parking spaces would be
provided. The disabled spaces would be installed with one active and
two passive electric charging points.

2.8

The transport statement indicates that an on-street parking loading bay
would be provided on Ethelbert Road, in front of the adjacent café. An
alternative on-street loading bay is proposed which required an existing
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on-street parking bay outside Bromley Town Church near the
pedestrianised part of the High Street be removed.
2.9

The key differences between the earlier refused scheme and the current
scheme including the existing are tabled below:

Retail floor
space
Residential
Affordable
housing
Housing size

Proportionate
Residential
Density
Height

Previous refused
scheme
(ref: 19/04588/FULL1)
256sq.m

Current scheme
(ref: 21/03231/FULL1)

47 units
10 intermediate units
(21% by units or 18 %
by habitable room)
3 studio
24 x 1 bed
20 x 2 bed

68 units
11 intermediate unit
(16% by units or 21.9%
by habitable room)
8 studio
29 x 1 bed
26 x 2 bed
5 x 3 bed
2,982HRH

1,893HRH

part 3/ part 12 storey
measures 36 metres
high. (Fourth to
eleventh floors set in
from the High Street by
9.5 metres)
Parking spaces 3 disabled s[aces
Roof terrace
N/A
(child play/
green roof)

559sq.m

Part 13 /part 16 storey
measures 56.5 metres.

3 disabled spaces
13th floor

Fig 2. Previous refused scheme (ref: 19/04588/FULL1) – North and
East elevations.
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Fig 3. Current scheme (ref: 21/03231/FULL1) – North and East
elevations.
3. RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY
3.1

On the 26th April 2021, full planning permission for the demolition of
existing buildings (No.66 to 70 High Street), construction of 12 storeys
to provide 256.4 square metres retail floorspace on the ground floor and
47 residential units above with associated disabled car parking spaces,
cycle parking and refuse storage area was refused for the following
reasons:
a. The proposal by reason of its scale, bulk, massing, materials and
design would appear overly dominant and out of keeping with the
immediate surroundings and high street location which would be
harmful and detrimental to the significance, character and
appearance of the adjacent Bromley Town Centre Conservation Area
and the surrounding area, contrary to NPPF paragraph 11(d), 193,
194 and 196; London Plan Policy D3, D4, D7, HC1; Local Plan Policy
37, 40, 42, 47, 48; Policy BTC12, BPTC 17, BTC19 of the Bromley
Town Centre Area Action Plan
b. The introduction of an isolated tall building within the allocated site
10 in the Local Plan and Site G in the Bromley Town Centre Area
Action Plan and would represent a piecemeal and incongruous
development and fail to fully follow the plan-led approach in delivering
sustainable development, contrary to NPPF paragraph 11(d) and
BTC19 of the Bromley Town Centre Area Action Plan.

3.2

Other major planning applications in the vicinity pending consideration
are as follows:
1 Ethelbert Close – ref: 18/02181/FULL1
Demolition of 1-40 Ethelbert Close, 2 Ethelbert Road, 102-108 High
Street and miscellaneous buildings to the north of Ethelbert Close
(including former public conveniences and building at rear of 100 High
Street), and the redevelopment of the site (max height 16 levels) to
provide a mix use scheme comprising 407 residential units with a mix of
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Use Class A1, A2, A3, B1, D1, D2 uses at ground floor (part). New
vehicular access from Ethelbert Road. Associated basement car and
cycle parking. Car parking, access and servicing arrangements at
Churchill Way. Public realm works including Library Gardens and
ancillary development.
4. CONSULATION SUMMARY
a) Statutory:
4.1

Highways
Vehicular access
The vehicular access will be via an existing service corridor to the rear
of the buildings from Ethelbert Road, leading to 3 off-street disabled
parking spaces. The manoeuvring space in front of parking bays must
be 6.0m wide. The applicant has provided a swept path analysis showing
drivers would have difficulty accessing and existing the bays.

Fig.4 Swept path analysis.
Parking
In line with the London Plan, the proposal would be car free. The
applicant should be encouraged to provide parking for the 5 x 3 bed
family units.
Servicing
There is an existing on-street loading bay on the High Street. However,
this loading bay has a time restriction of between 3am and 10am. This
means that these times the bay is used for a taxi rank and car club bay.
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A new on-street loading bay in front of “The light” cafe on Ethelbert Road
is indicated in the submission. The transport statement states, “As
existing, a serving corridor will be provided for the residential units and
retail floor space on the western side of the site, accessed from
Ethelbert Road”. However, this provision will block the entrance to the
car park and the parking spaces associated to the adjacent café “The
Light”. The servicing and delivery arrangements will need to be
addressed.
An alternative on-street loading space is proposed which would result
in the loss of an existing parking bay located outside the Bromley Town
Church and near to the pedestrianised part of the High Street.
Cycle parking
The provision of cycle storages including lift access for the residential
and commercial uses is acceptable and would comply with the London
Plan policy.
Waste storage
Separate bin stores will be provided for the proposed uses. The
Council’s Waste Management Team should be consulted.
The application is unsatisfactory, and the applicant should address the
above. However, should planning permission be recommend the following
should be secured by a planning conditions/ s106 agreement.

4.2

Details of visibility splay
Refuse storage provision
Cycle parking provision
Construction management plan
Removal of residents parking permit rights
Service and delivery plan.
2 years car club membership and 20 hours free driving hours per
dwelling.

Drainage (lead local flood authority) – No objection
The Sustainability Urban Drainage and Foul Water Drainage Strategy
Report carried out by RPS Group dated 15th July 2021 shall be fully
carried out in accordance with the report.
The proposal will not result in change of impermeable area. In line with
the London Plan policy requirement, A minimum of 50 percent reduction
in runoff rate and a range of SuDs technique have been considered for
incorporation into the scheme. Drainage calculations have established
the attenuation requirement in order to retain runoff generated by the 1
in 100 year plus climate change on site, whilst reducing runoff rates by
88 percent.

Page 10

General

The proposal to incorporate geocellular storage and a flow control
chamber before being discharge into the surface water sewer under
Ethelbert Road is considered acceptable.
4.3

Thames Water – No objection
The site is located within 15m of a strategic water main. Prior to any
development commencing, details of a piling method statement
including the depth and type of piling to be undertaken and the
methodology by which such pilling will be carried out, including
measures to present and minimise the potential for damage to
subsurface water infrastructure and the programme for the works should
be submitted and approved by the Local Planning Authority, in
consultation with Thames Water.
No objection with regard to the waste water network. sewage treatment
work and water network infrastructure capacity. Thames Water will aim
to provide customers with a minimum pressure of 10m head (approx. 1
bar) and a flow rate of 9 litre/minute at the point where it leaves Thames
Waters pipes. The development should take account of this minimum
pressure in the design of the proposed development. The site is located
within 15m of Thames Water underground asset and the development
could cause the assets to fail if appropriate measures are not taken.
Developer should read our guide “Working near out assets” to ensure
works are in line with the necessary processes.
Thames water expect the developer to demonstrate measures to
minimise groundwater discharges into the public sewer. Any discharge
made without a permit is deeded illegal and may result in prosecution
under the provision of the Water Industry Act 1991.
In order to avoid potential fines for improper usage of main water,
Thames Water must be notified for prior to any use of main water for
construction purpose.
The applicant is advised that their development boundary falls within a
Source Protection Zone for groundwater abstraction. These zones may
be at particular risk from polluting activities on or below the land surface.
To prevent pollution, the Environment Agency and Thames Water (or
other local water undertaker) will use a tiered, risk-based approach to
regulate activities that may impact groundwater resources. The applicant
is encouraged to read the Environment Agency's approach to
groundwater protection and may wish to discuss the implication for their
development with a suitably qualified environmental consultant.
The developer is advice to follow the sequential approach to the disposal
of surface water. A prior approval from Thames Water Developer
Services will be requires for the discharge to public sewer.
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4.4

Historic England (Archaeology) – no objection
Historic England considers that no further assessment or conditions
are necessary for this site.

4.5

Greater London Authority
The proposed residential-led mixed use redevelopment could be
supported subject to the maximum level of affordable housing being
secured. The application does not fully comply with the London Plan as
summarised below:
Land use principle: The redevelopment of the site to provide residential
led mixed uses, including retail, is strongly supported in principle.
Affordable housing: The applicant proposes 22% affordable housing by
habitable room, all of which is proposed as shared ownership. This
represents a small increase in affordable housing compared with the
previous scheme. An FVA has been submitted in support of the offer
which is currently being scrutinised by officers to ensure that the
maximum reasonable quantum of affordable housing is delivered. Early
and late stage viability reviews would need to be secured in any s106.
The applicant would need to confirm that the affordable offer comprises
genuinely affordable products.
Residential quality and playspace: Confirmation that the development
would achieve internal and external space standards is required in
accordance with Policy D6. The applicant is required to provide more
detail on how the playspace is proposed to be laid out, equipped and
protected from the elements as appropriate to be deemed acceptable. A
contribution in lieu would need to be secured accordingly.
Urban design: A further commercial entrance should be considered at
the southern end of the building. The height of the building is at odds
with the surrounding, predominantly 2-4 storey buildings. The rationale
for a building of this height in this location has not been fully
demonstrated. The quality of the third floor amenity spaces is of concern.
The use of additional brick detailing to the main elevation should be
considered.
Heritage: The development would cause some minor harm to the setting
and therefore significance of the Bromley Town CA as well as nearby
non designated assets. Harm must be sufficiently outweighed by the
public benefits package to be deemed acceptable. This would need to
include the maximum reasonable quantum of affordable housing.
Energy: For the energy strategy to be considered acceptable, the
following is required: energy efficiency clarifications and measures;
information on energy costs; full CIBSE TM59 overheating assessment
and results and possibly further measures identified; further information
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on district heating potential and future-proofing; further consideration of
PV provision; further information on the proposed heat pumps; and the
Be Seen policy should be addressed.
Whole life carbon and circular economy: Detailed, technical comments
have been issued to the Council and applicant for further consideration.
These should be addressed in full prior to referral at Stage 2. A condition
should be secured requiring the submission of a post completion report
setting out how the development has performed against the targets
contained in the submitted circular economy statement.
Sustainable urban drainage: Rainwater harvesting should be
incorporated, the areas of green roof should be shown on plan and the
hydraulic calculations should be amended for the drainage strategy to
be considered acceptable. The proposed residential units would need to
meet a maximum water consumption of 105 litres per person per day.
The applicant should also consider water harvesting and reuse to reduce
consumption of water across the site.
4.6

Transport for London
-

Transport impact

Given the high site PTAL, wide range of public transport options and car
free nature of the development, the proposal would be unlikely to have
a significant adverse impact on the highway and public transport
networks.
-

Cycle Parking

The cycle parking accords with London Plan standards in Policy T5.
However, the long stay cycle parking for the residential element is on the
second floor, accessed by a single lift. Should the lift be out of order, the
access to the bicycle store would be via a staircase and is not ideal and
would be barrier to some users. The southernmost residential lift should
be two side opening enable access to the cycle storage area at level 2.
-

Disabled car parking

The proposed development will be car-free except for three disabled
parking spaces. This is in line with London Plan Policy T6 and is
therefore strongly supported, reflecting the location in the heart of the
metropolitan town centre, highest PTAL and range of services available
within a short walk of the site. This should be supported by a restriction
on residents being able to apply for on-street car parking permits.
One of the disabled spaces would be fitted with active charging for
electric vehicles, and the remaining spaces will be fitted with passive
provision. This is in line with the London Plan, however the applicant
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should consider equipping all with active charging, given the low number
of spaces.
-

Healthy Streets

The active travel zone assessment concludes no improvements are
required due to the general high quality of the pedestrian and cycle
environment. However, a financial contribution towards any ‘town centre
Healthy Street’ improvements schemes planned, should the Council
deem one necessary, would be supported, as this would benefit the
development.
-

Servicing and Delivery

Servicing is proposed from Ethelbert Road, with provision of an on-street
loading bay, however this is not shown on the plans, unless the existing
two disabled car parking bays are proposed to be moved. This should
be confirmed.
-

Travel plan

An approved travel plan, construction logistics plan and a delivery and
servicing plan should be secured by condition/ section 106 planning
obligation. Particularly considering the town centre location, the
construction logistics plan must consider and outline measures to protect
pedestrians and cyclists in line with Vision Zero e.g. maximising use of
FORS or equivalent registered haulage contractors and Direct Vision
Standard compliant HGV’s.
4.7

Health and Safety Executive
If the issues (1 to 3) below are not discussed and agreements secured
at the planning stage, there is a risk that later in the process approval
may not be given to the proposed solutions and that alternative
solutions will be agreed.
1. It is proposed to fit an alarm system on the terrace on the 13 th floor
to facilitate escape from this area instead of directly into the protected
stairway. Depending on the number of people seeking to escape from
the roof terrace and from flats on 13 th floor, the proposed solution
may lead to tailbacks and obstructions to common corridor and
delays for evacuation, putting people at risk in case of fire.
2. A mechanical smoke ventilation system (MSVS) is proposed for the
communal corridor/lobbies. The application of the MSVS is
dependent on the outcome of a computational fluid dynamic (CFD)
analysis. This is a risk that the outcome of the CFD analysis may not
support the inclusion of MSVS, in which case the accommodation
within the development will need to be redesigned.
3. At the 2nd floor, the event of a fire in the cycle store, smoke and heat
could reach the stairway. It is proposed that the cycle store will be
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separated from the stairway via tow lobbies and a mechanically
ventilated system. The number of people is not expected to be high
at this location. It should be acknowledged that there is a risk
associated with higher numbers of people seeking to escape from
cycle store and the proposed solution may lead to tailbacks and
obstruction of two lobbies. The solution relies on a ventilated system
with unknown outcome of the CFD analysis which may not support
the inclusion of MSVS.
4. The fire strategy states an excessive travel distance within the DOM
cold water, which should be discussed and agreed at a later stage in
the development. This is not mentioned on the fire statement form. If
agreement is not reached, the plans would need to be revised, this
could have an impact on the layout an density of the development.
5. Further information relates to water supplies for fire flighting
purposes should be required.
b)

Local groups:

4.7

Ravensbourne Valley Residents Association– Objection
Objection is raised and the grounds of objection are summarised as
follows:
-

The site is situated on a hill and the height of the proposed building
would be over-dominant resulting in “Croydonisation” of Bromley
This is a significant application and is not supported by any master
plan in the area . The scale and mass of the proposal would damage
the key views in the area including the Ravensbourne Valley which
is described as a "view of local importance”, one of relatively few in
the Borough. Policy 48 of the Bromley Local Plan is relevant.

This development would be adjacent to a conservation area. Policy
42 states development should preserve or enhance the setting and
not detract from its views into or out of the area. The proposal would
be harmful to the setting and is a detraction of the views into or out
of the Conservation area.
Local Plan Policy 47 requires tall buildings to be of the highest
design, appropriate to the location and make a positive contribution
to the townscape. Tall building must be of a massing and scale to
enhance the character of the area, protect strategic views and the
skyline.
4.8

Bromley Friends of Earth - Objection
Bromley Friends of the Earth still wish to object to the proposal and are
appalled to see the height of the building has been raised to part 13 and
part 16 storeys. The proposal is far too high and would be very

Page 15

General

oppressive, setting a precedent for future new buildings in this part of the
High Street, especially as the site is adjacent to a conservation area.
The design of the proposal remains unimaginative, aesthetically
unpleasing, and an extremely ugly design, detrimental to the heritage of
central Bromley.
Improvement could have been made to the design since our original
objection. The proposal appears to be dictated by costs. The proposal is
detrimental to the environment and the legacy being left to the future
generations. The younger generation will have to live with this “concrete
monster”. We do not consider the Council would be proud of the design
quality of this proposal. The proposal represents another piecemeal
development in Bromley, lack of a co-ordinated planning strategy, where
financial gain is paramount.
4.9

Shortland Residents Association – Objection
It appears little has changed since the developer filed the original
planning application under 19/04588/Full1 which is for 16 storey
buildings. No building of this size should be approved for planning
purposes and as part of an overall scheme. Proposed development of
site G is still the subject of public discussion and there appears to be no
overall master plan for site G or site 10. There is a real danger of chaotic
development of large buildings to the permanent damage of the centre
of Bromley. There is no sign of an overall plan for coping with the
necessary infrastructure for such large developments.
The current proposal is for 68 residential units and the last application
contains 47 units. Considering the location, the absence of adequate car
parking and the volume of deliveries to 68 flats, this area would be
overwhelmed by vehicle movement problems, almost on the High Street.
The proposal would cause damage to key views. Policy 48 of the
Bromley Local Plan including the view from the Ravensbourne Valley
which is described as a "view of local importance”, one of the relatively
few
in
the
Borough.
This view would be damaged by the scale and mass of this proposed
building.
The proposal would not comply with Policy 42 which requires
development located adjacent to a conservation area should preserve or
enhance the setting and not detract from its views into or out of the area.
The proposal would not comply with Policy 47 requires tall buildings to
be of the highest design, appropriate to the location and make a positive
contribution to the townscape. They must be of a massing and scale to
enhance the character of the area, protect strategic views and the
skyline.

4.10 RSPB Bromley Local Group
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Should planning permission be recommended, RPSB would recommend
10 integral swift nest bricks be installed and the details should be
submitted to the Council and secured by a planning condition. These
details should be provided prior to the commencement of above ground
works in order to enhance the biodiversity and in accordance with
paragraph 175(d) of the NPPF and Bromley Local Plan paragraph 5.3.4
and 5. 3.7. The swift bricks should be mounted near to roofline, in
clusters of three or more.
4.11

A Local Ward Councillor - Objection
The scale, bulk, massing, materials and design of the proposal would
appear to be overly dominant and out of keeping with the immediate
surroundings and High Street location which would be harmful and
detrimental to the significance, character and appearance of the
adjacent conservation area and surrounding area contrary to NPPF
11(d), 193, 194 ,196; London Plam policy D3, D4, D7, HC1; Local Plan
policy 37, 40, 42, 47, 48; Policy BTC 12, BPTC 17, BTC 19 of the
Bromley Town Centre AAP.
The proposal would represent a piecemeal and incongruous
development of Site 10, which would fail to fully follow the plan-led
approach to delivering sustainable development.
The existing building is one that is a noted building on the draft site 10
master plan and I expect the forthcoming SPG.

4.12

Bromley Civic Society (BCS) – Objection
The grounds of objection raised in the previous application below in
italics remains valid. In addition, the current scheme would be even
greater in height and double the footprint of the previously refused
scheme which will further increase to the detriment to the significance of
the Conservation Area. BCS agreed with Historic England and
considered that the existing building should be regarded as nondesignated heritage assets and should be treated in the same way as a
locally listed building under Local Plan policy 30 and demolition should
be resisted.
The building fronting the High Street dates from the early 1930’s. It is
designed with considerable care with classical and art deco detailing and
of a scale and design which complements the whole 1930’s terrace of
shops from the Library down to Ravensbourne Road developed in this
period. Those north of Ethelbert Road are within the Town Centre
Conservation Area and those south of Ethelbert Road are of the same
period and quality and should be regarded by the Council with at least
recognition as non-designated heritage asset status as stated by Historic
England. Being a corner building directly facing onto the Conservation
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Area and part of its ‘setting’ its loss would be even more impact
significance.
The existing buildings should be regarded as a non-designated heritage
asset to be retained as was identified in the un-adopted Masterplan for
Site G/10. The existing buildings are one of the best surviving Art deco
frontages in Bromley Town and its retention is welcome. The proposed
set-back mansard storey, height and scale of the proposed building
would nevertheless appear out of scale and character in this locality and
would be an incongruous addition to the existing building which fails to
meet the criteria set in the Local plan and APP Policies.
-

BLP Policy 42- Development adjacent to a conservation area
BLP Policy 37 – General Design of development
BTC Policy 17 Design Quality
BTC Policy 19 Building Height

The proposal is adjacent to a conservation area and would be visible
from a number of viewpoints into and out of the CA. The proposal would
be detrimental to views into and out of the Conservation Area from the
High Street and Queens Mead and contrary to the general design
principles with low rise residential area of Ethelbert and Ravensbourne
Roads and would fail to meet the Queens Mead local Green Space
Criteria Policy 56.
The proposal relies on the proposal at Churchill Quarter to justify its
height and character. This application has not been determined and
Historic England has also advised that the development would be
harmful to the setting of the High Street Conservation Area. As such, the
proposal would distract the character and appearance of the
conservation area and fail to preserve or enhance its setting, failing to
comply with Policy 37 and 42.
The proposal would also have an adverse impact on the Queens Mead
Conservation Area and Ravensbourne Valley landscape providing a
dominant and alien intrusion into the setting of the open landscaped sky
line. Queens Mead is designated as Local Green space, the proposal
will cause harm to the special quality of this local green space which is
of particular significance to the local community. It would be detrimental
to the view into and out of the green space.
The proposal does not complement the scale, proportion, form, layout
and material of adjacent building and area, positively contribute to the
existing street scene and/or respect important view, heritage assets,
skylines, landmarks and landscape features.
The proposal would fail to comply with Policy 47 (tall building) as the
scale and character of this proposal will cause harm to the heritage
assets and the wider historic environment and is not considered to be
appropriate at this location.
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The adopted AAP (2010) was prepared by the Council’s Property
services which overlooked the planning constraints and conservation
area policies. A tall building was proposed in Site A and this was refused
in 2018 due to its impact on heritage assets. A 10 storey building in Site
L Westmorland road was dismissed due to its impact on Keston Ridge.
The proposal would be detrimental to the conservation area and the
protected open space and the application should be refused.
4.13

APCA -- objection
The current proposal would be harmful to the character and appearance
of the adjacent Town Centre Conservation Area of a height more so than
the recently refused scheme due to its design, larger footprint and height.
The existing original 1930’s buildings should be regarded as a nondesignated heritage asset both in its own right and for the contribution it
makes to the character and appearance of the adjacent conservation
area.

4.14

Sir Bob Neill -Bromley and Chislehurst MP – objection
The proposal represents a considerable overdevelopment due to its
height and design and would result in a tower block at significant odds
with Bromley historic High Street and the Bromley Town Centre
Conservation area. The sizable amount of objection should be weighed
heavily against the application. I fully endorse the objections outlined by
the Bromley Town ward councillors and Bromley Civic Society when a
smaller application was considered earlier this year. This earlier
application was refused by the Council due to the scale, bulk, massing,
materials and design of the proposal resulting in an overly dominant and
out of keeping development within its immediate surroundings. It is
difficult to envisage any scenario in which an appeal of this larger
scheme could be justified.
The current application appears to have made no effort to address the
concerns raised during the course of the previous application, instead
increasing the proposal from 12 storey to 16 storeys. This represents a
cynical opportunism that seeks to exploit the pressure Bromley is under
to mee the Mayor’s unrealistic housing targets. It appears that the
application is relying on the proposals being developed for the Churchill
Quarter as a means of rationalising this even taller building and no
weight should be given to this. This site has not been designed for a tall
building and the Local Plan clearly states that any development on the
site should be accompanied by a master plan The applicant has again
chosen to ignore the advice given to them resulting in a speculative
proposal that would have a significant impact on the neighbouring
amenities and would be to the detriment of the appearance and
character of the surrounding area.

c) Adjoining Occupiers:
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4.14

Seventeen (17) letters of support have been received and the
grounds are summarised as below:
-

4.15

The proposal would revitalise Bromley Town Centre and enabling
empty units to be repurposed and brought back into use.
The proposal would provide affordable housing.
The proposal would provide more housing, including young resident
with ambitions to own property in the borough.
Site is identified for tall building in the Local plan and would reflect
the needs of the current and future population.
The proposal should be supported.
The proposal would contribute to the Town Centre needs, instead of
development in Green Belt.
Bromley is driven by local nimbys. The proposal will fit in perfectly
will with the High Street which is mismatch at present.

Four hundred and forty-nine (449) letters of objection have been
received and the grounds are summarised as below
Retail floor space
-

-

The increase in retail floor space is not needed.
The retail spaces are no needed as there are number of empty
shops are empty in town centre, including the St Mark’s square
development.
The proposal would acerate the decline of the High Street

Loss of non-designated heritage buildings
-

The existing buildings are of good architectural quality and should
be retained and included in the locally list.
The existing buildings should be preserved as it represents part of
the history of Town Centre development.
The architectural merits of the existing building is not replaceable.
The building is constructed with beautiful ornamental iron balcony
with a scale which reflect the character of the High Street

Out of scale, character and out of keeping
-

-

Over-dominant and incongruous building.
The scale of the building is far too large for the site and would make
a significant, irreversible contribution to the deterioration of the
quality of buildings on the historic high street. The proposal would set
a precent for further application for tall buildings on the High Street
with significant ramifications for the character of the heart of Bromley.
The proposal would be out of keeping with the traditional market town
in Bromley. The library is around 9 storey in height. The proposal
would double the height of the library.
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-

Bromley Town Centre is a historical market place and the character
of the town centre should be maintained. The High Street is partially
pedestrianised. The proposal is disproportionate to its size and its
surroundings, overshadowing the surrounding area and in grave
danger of destroying its remaining charm. Once the charm is gone,
this can never be replaced.

Need for tall building
-

-

-

-

-

There is no need for tall building as the proposal would destroy the
character and appearance of the High Street. City of London and
Canary Wharf are the example of this.
Tall buildings should be located near to the lower part of the High
Street at the bottom of the hill where the ground level is lower, not at
the top.
Excessive density and height. Building should not be more than 6
storey.
Not comply with Policy 47 as the proposal does not make a positive
contribution to the townscape ensure the massing, scale and layout
enhances the character of the surrounding area. Tall building will
need to be of the highest architectural design quality and material
and appropriate to their location and historic context and view.
Historic England Guidance should be followed.
There are already a number of undesirable precedents of tall building
in the town centre, such as St mark’s square and HG Wells Buildings.
No need for this building as there are a number of vacant offices
building which should be converted to housing instead of introducing
more tall building.
Expansion of Croydon and Lewisham to Bromley.

Design
-

Design is ugly and not sympathetic to the town centre. The proposal
would degrade the environment of Bromley.
Does not address previous reason of refusal. The previous refusal
was 12 storey.
Bromley Town Centre is located on a slope and tall building should
be sensitively located instead of the middle of the High Street.
Not in keeping with its surrounding context in the Town Centre

Housing and inadequate affordable housing
-

As a first-time buyer, new build development like this does not help
young people to get on the housing ladder.
Inadequate affordable housing. The proposal represents a financial
gain.
More houses are needed in Bromley, not flats.
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-

The proposed residential units are small and some of the units are
provided without outdoor space.

Highway
-

Inadequate parking spaces and the proposal would increase traffic
in the area
Inadequate servicing and delivery provisions
Only disabled parking spaces are provided.
The location of cycle storage is located on second floor and is not
convenient for users

Impact on conservation area and impact on wildlife
-

Significant impact on the character of the conservation area
Undermine the historic context of the area
The existing buildings should be retained
Impact on wildlife

Overdevelopment
-

-

-

Site is too compact for the scale of this development. There is no
positive element that can be derived from this proposal. Bromley
Town Centre needs more green spaces instead of more towers.
The site is limited, and the scale of the proposal is excessive.
The proposal represents a significant increase in numbers of
dwellings within a small site and would be out of character with
Bromley Town Centre and its surrounding area.
Disproportionate high density living space at the expense of savaging
the skyline

Visual impact and impact on skyline
-

Impact on Church Gardens and Library Gardens
Building is too high and impact on skyline.

Fire Safety
-

After the disaster of Grenfell, building another residential high rise
must be carefully considered.

Amenities and residential amenities
-

Loss of daylight, sunlight, privacy and outlook.
Impact on microclimate. The proposal would have a detrimental
effect on wind and pedestrian conditions at street level.
Loss of light on High Street
Increase anti-social behaviour
Impact on air quality
Inadequate infrastructure

-

Overcrowding at Bromley South Station
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-

Inadequate school, GP and hospital
Inadequate utility

5. POLICIES AND GUIDANCE
5.1

National Policy Framework 2021

5.2

NPPG

5.3

The London Plan - March 2021





































GG2 Making the best use of land
GG3 Creating a healthy city
GG4 Delivering the homes Londoners need
GG5 Growing a good economy
GG6 Increasing efficiency and resilience
SD1 Opportunity Areas
SD6 Town Centres and high streets
SD7 Town Centres; Development principles and development plan
documents
SD10 Strategic and local regeneration
D1 London’s form
D3 Optimising site capacity through the design-led approach
D4 Delivering good design
D5 inclusive design
D6 Housing quality and standards
D7 Accessible housing
D9 Tall Buildings
D11 Safety, securing and resilience to emergency
D12 Fire safety
D14 Noise
H1 Increasing housing supply
H4 Delivery affordable housing
H5 Threshold approach to applications
H6 Affordable housing tenure
H7 Monitoring of affordable housing
H10 Housing size mix
S4 Play and informal recreation
G5 Urban greening
G6 Biodiversity and access to nature
G9 Geodiversity
S4 Plan and informal recreation
HC1 Heritage conservation and growth
HC3 Strategic and Local Views
HC6 Supporting the night-time economy
SI-1 Improving Air quality
SI-2 Minimising greenhouse gas emissions
SI-3 Energy infrastructure
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5.4

SI-4 Managing heat risk
SI- 5Water infrastructure
SI-8 Waste capacity and net waste self-sufficiency
SI -13 Sustainable drainage
T2 Healthy Streets
T4 Accessing and mitigating transport impacts
T5 Cycling
T6 Car parking
T6.1 Residential parking
T6.3 Retail Parking
T6.5 Non-residential disabled persons parking
T7 Deliveries, servicing and construction
DF1 Delivery of the plan and planning obligations
M1 Monitoring
Mayor Supplementary Guidance








5.5

Housing (March 2016);
Affordable Housing and Viability Supplementary Planning Guidance
(2017);
Energy Assessment Guidance (2020);
Accessible London: Achieving an Inclusive Environment (2014);
The control of dust and emissions during construction and demolition
(2014);
Plan and Informal Recreation Supplementary Planning Guidance
(2012);
Character and Context Supplementary Planning Guidance (2014).
Bromley Local Plan 2019




















1 Housing Supply
2 Affordable Housing
4 Housing Design
30 Parking
31 Relieving congestion
32 Road Safety
33 Access for all
34 Highway Infrastructure provision
37 General Design of Development
40 Other Non-Designated Heritage Assets
42 Development Adjacent to a Conservation Area
46 Ancient Monuments and Archaeology
47 Tall land Large Buildings
48 Skyline
59 Public open space deficiency
72 Protected Species
77 Landscape Quality and Character
78 Green Corridors
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5.6

79 Biodiversity and Access to Nature
90 Bromley Town Centre Opportunity Area
91 Proposal for Main Town Centre Uses
92 Metropolitan and Major Town Centres
113 Waste Management in New Development
115 Reducing Flood Risk
116 Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems
117 Water and Wastewater Infrastructure Capacity
118 Contaminated Land
119 Noise Pollution
120 Air Quality
122 Light Pollution
123 Sustainable Design and Construction
124 Carbon reduction, decentralised energy networks and renewable
energy
125 Delivery and Implementation of the Local Plan
Bromley Supplementary Guidance



5.7

Planning Obligations (2010) and subsequent addendums
Bromley Town Centre Area Action Plan (2010)
Other Guidance



6.0

The Setting of heritage assets – Historic England Advice Note 3
Tall buildings: Historic England Advice Note 4
ASSESSMENT

The main issues to be considered in respect of this application are:











6.1

Principle of Development/Land Use
Housing
Design and layout
Heritage
Impact on Neighbouring Amenities
Transport and Highways
Biodiversity
Energy and Sustainability
Environmental Issues
Flooding and Drainage
Planning Obligations and CIL
Principle of development/Land use – Acceptable
-

Site designations
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6.1.1 The application site (No.66 to N0.70 High Street) measures
approximately 627sq.m in area and is located on the western side of the
High Street at its junction with Ethelbert Road. The site comprises of a
terrace of 3 storey buildings and is occupied by 3 individual ground floor
retail units with a combined floor space measuring approximately
493.7sq.m and 6 self-contained private residential flats above the shops.
6.1.2 The site is located in Bromley Town Centre and adjacent to Bromley
Town Centre Conservation Area which was first designated in 1985. The
site forms part of the Site G in the Bromley Town Centre Area Action
Plan. Since the adoption of the Bromley Local Plan in January 2019, Site G
in the Bromley Town Centre Area Action Plan is replaced by Site 10 of the
Bromley Local Plan 2019. Site 10 covers a larger area than Site G which

includes a parade of shops between No.2 High Street and No.22 High
Street, Bromley South Railway Station and part of its railway line (Site J
in the BTCAAP). Site 10 measures approximately 4.54 hectares in area.

Fig 5 – Bromley Local Plan – Site 10
6.1.3 Site 10 is anticipated to provide 1,230 residential units, office, and retail
and a transport interchange. BLP Site 10 Policy requires proposals in
Site 10 to:
-

-

Incorporate a sensitive design which respects the adjoining lowrise residential development whilst optimising its key town centre
location.
Improve Bromley South Station
Provide a high-quality public realm and accessibility to and
through the site.
Provide an attractive frontage to the High Street.
Be accompanied by a master plan to show how the proposed
development is consistent with a comprehensive development of
the site.
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6.1.4 BLP Policy 92 requires development within Bromley Town Centre to
contribute positively to the town’s status as an Opportunity Area and its
role as a Metropolitan Centre in the London Plan. Proposals within
Bromley Town Centre will be expected to have regard to the objectives
set out in the Area Action Plan adopted in 2010.
6.1.5 A number of objections have referred to the draft master plan. In 2018,
the Council published a Site G/Site 10 Draft Masterplan for public
consultation. This draft document was limited in scope and has become
obsolete following the public consultation in the summer of 2018. In
2020, the Council undertook a new public consultation in preparation for
a draft Bromley Town Centre and Orpington Town Centre
supplementary planning guidance to guide future development in town
centres.
-

Retail

6.1.6 The site forms part of the primary retail frontage in the town centre. The
existing three individual retail units are occupied as a hairdresser, a
clothing store and household goods store with a combined retail floor
space which measures 494sq.m. There is a rear servicing yard to the
rear of the buildings. The main shopping/commercial floorspace
including the ancillary storage area, office and staff welfare rooms
supporting the retail units are located on the ground floor. The Council’s
business rate indicates that there are no rateable commercial floor
spaces on the upper floors, except an internal storge area measuring
approximately 32sq.m which is located on the first floor of No.68 High
Street.
6.1.7 The proposal would provide a net increase of 65sq.m retail floor space
(Use Class Order Class Ea) and would be located on the ground, first
and second floor, measuring approximately 559sq.m. The proposal
would not result in loss of retail floor spaces in the primary shopping
frontage and would maintain an active frontage at ground floor level. As
such, it is considered the principle to provide replacement retail
floorspace is acceptable in terms of its use.
-

Residential

6.1.8 The site is located at a town centre location with good access to local
amenities and services. Given that there are existing residential units, it
is considered that residential use would not be incompatible at this
location, subject to the merits and assessments of the proposal in the
following sections of this report.
6.1.9 Objections are received concerning the need for more retail units
/floorspace and residential flats at this location. Bromley Town centre is
identified as an opportunity area with the potential for delivery a minimum
of 2,500 homes and an indicative of 2,000 jobs during the plan. The
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London Plan was adopted in March 2021 and is a spatial development
strategy setting out a framework for how London will develop over the
next 20 to 25 years and the Mayor’s vision for Good Growth. The
principle to provide more retail and residential accommodation would not
be contrary to the indicative capacity in Table 2.1 of the London Plan,
subject to its conformity of the development plan requirements.
6.2

Housing
Housing Supply

6.2.1 The current Bromley’s Five Year Housing Land Supply (FYHLS) has
been updated since the previous application was determined in March
2021. The current position in respect of Bromley’s Housing Trajectory,
including the Five Year Housing Land Supply (FYHLS), was agreed at
Development Control Committee on the 2nd November 2021. The
current position is that the FYHLS (covering the period 2021/22 to
2025/26) is 3,245 units, or 3.99 years supply. This is acknowledged as
a significant undersupply and for the purposes of assessing relevant
planning applications and means that the presumption in favour of
sustainable development applies.
6.2.2 The NPPF (2021) sets out in paragraph 11 a presumption in favour of
sustainable development. In terms of decision-making, the document
states that where a development accords with an up to date local plan,
applications should be approved without delay. Where a plan is out of
date, permission should be granted unless the application of policies in
the Framework that protect areas or assets of particular importance
provides a clear reason for refusing the development proposed; or any
adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the
Framework taken as a whole.
6.2.3 According to paragraph 11(d) of the NPPF in the absence of a 5 year
Housing Land Supply the Council should regard the Development Plan
Policies for the supply of housing including Policy 1 Housing Supply of
the Bromley Local Plan as being 'out of date'. In accordance with
paragraph 11(d), for decision taking this means where there are no
relevant development plan policies or the policies which are most
important for determining the application are out-of-date, granting
permission unless:
i) the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or
assets of particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the
development proposed; or
ii) any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this
Framework taken as a whole.
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6.2.4 London Plan Policy H1 sets Bromley’s housing target at 774 homes per
annum. In order to deliver this target, boroughs are encouraged to
optimise the potential for housing delivery on all suitable and available
brownfield sites. This approach is consistent with Policy 1 of the Bromley
Local Plan, particularly with regard to the types of locations where new
housing delivery should be focused.
6.2.5 Policy H2 requires Boroughs to pro-actively support well-designed new
homes on small sites (below 0.25 hectares in size). Policy D3 requires
all development to make the best use of land by following a design-led
approach.
6.2.6 The proposal would provide 68 residential dwellings and would
represent a significant increase in the Council’s housing supply. This
contribution and weight to be given will be considered in the overall
planning balance set out in the conclusion of this report, having regard
to the presumption in favour of sustainable development.
Affordable housing
6.2.7 London Plan Policy H4 sets a strategic target of genuinely affordable
homes at 50 percent across London and requires that these should be
provided on site. London Plan Policy H5 set the threshold approach to
applications with an initial and minimum level of 35 percent by habitable
room. The Mayor of London’s Affordable Housing and Viability SPG
(2017) states that applications not meeting the 35 percent affordable
housing and tenure threshold are considered under the Viability Test
Route and will be subject to an early and late stage review. This should
be secured by way of a legal agreement should planning permission be
recommended and granted.
6.2.8 BLP Policy 2 seeks 35 percent of affordable housing to provide by
habitable room with a split of 60 percent affordable rent and 40 percent
products should be applied to residential development:
1) A minimum of 30 percent low cost rented home, as either London
affordable rent or social rent, allocated according to the need and for
Londoners on low incomes.
2) A minimum of 30 percent intermediate projects which meet the
definition of genuinely affordable housing, including London Living
rent and London Shared ownership
3) The remaining 40 percent to be determined by the borough as low
cost rented homes or intermediate product based on identified need.
Paragraph 4.6.2 of the London Plan states the appropriate tenure split
should be determined through the development plan process or through
supplementary guidance.
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6.2.9 The current council’s agreed local intermediate housing income
thresholds were reviewed in March 2018. The upper limit for 1 bed units
is £55,000, 2 bed units is £68,800 and 3 bed is £73,400.
6.2.10 The provision of affordable housing tenure is considered to be positive
and will carry weight in favour of the development.
6.2.11 A housing delivery and viability statement (July 2021) is submitted which
indicates that the provision of 11 intermediate units would generate
£3.92 million deficit. The Council’s viability consultant has undertaken an
assessment and indicates that the scheme would generate a deficit of
£2.36 million when benchmarked against a site value of £5.45 million. A
sensitivity analysis indicates that the scheme would be viable with a
surplus of £0.43 million if market housing sales value be increased by
20 percent in the future. Should planning permission be recommended
and in line with the London Plan, development processed under the
viability test route is subjected to early and late stage viability reviews
which will need to be secured by a s106 legal agreement.
6.2.12 Based on the selected housing tenure by the applicant and viability
assessment provided by the Council’s viability consultant, the scheme in
its current mix and tenure would not be able to provide more intermediate
unit on viability ground.
-

Whether the proposed affordable housing product is acceptable

6.2.13 The applicant considers that the proposed affordable housing product is
appropriate for the following reasons:
-

-

-

Intermediate Need: The provision of new Shared Ownership
housing will provide housing for the growing number of households
who are unlikely to be eligible for Affordable Rented Housing but who
are unable to access private sale housing due to large deposit and
mortgage repayment requirements (i.e key workers and/or first-time
buyers). It will also contribute to meeting the Council’s objectively
assessed need for affordable housing of which only a small
proportion was met between 2015 and 2018 (MHCLG).
Balanced Community: The provision of new Shared Ownership
housing will assist in creating a more mixed and balanced community
in an area with a higher proportion of existing social rented housing
than existing intermediate housing (c.1%). This is supported by the
London Pan (2021).
Practical Feasibility: The need to accommodate separate servicing
and management arrangements means it would not be practically
feasible to provide Affordable Rented accommodation on-site.

6.2.14 Officers would point out that there is also a growing number of
households requires other lower-cost affordable housing products such
as social rent and affordable rent units in the Borough. There is no
adequate information submitted to confirm there is a more pressing need
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for intermediate units at this town centre location, in the Borough or
across London. The London Plan housing target covers the whole
borough. There is no information to suggest priority to be given to
intermediate units in Bromley. Paragraph 4.6.2 of the London Plan states
the appropriate tenure split should be determined through the
development plan process or through supplementary guidance. The
tenure split in the Bromley Local Plan Policy H2 includes social and
affordable rent. Table 13 of the 2017 London Strategic Housing Market
Assessment indicates that the net annualised requirement for new
home. This table indicates the requirements of affordable low cost rent
is higher than intermediate and market units.

6.2.15 Officers note that the provision or inclusion of affordable rent unit would
have an impact on the delivery of the scheme such as the overall building
cost and sales values. There is no adequate information or justification
provided to suggest the site is not suitable to provide any particular
affordable housing product.
6.2.16 Furthermore, paragraph 27 of the GLA Stage 1 comment states “The
applicant must also investigate the potential for Mayoral grant funding
(and any other available public subsidy) with a view to further increasing
affordable housing delivery within the scheme or providing a more
acceptable affordable tenure mix”. There is no information submitted
indicates any funding or grant were sought from the GLA or any parties
to improve the level and tenure mix of affordable housing. As such, it is
considered that inadequate information is submitted to demonstrate the
maximum level of affordable housing including the appropriate
affordable housing produce in line with the London Plan Policy H5 is
demonstrated in this instance.
Housing size mix
6.2.17 London Plan Policy H10 states scheme should generally consist of a
range of unit sizes. The proposal would provide a mixture of 1 to 3 bed
units with a high proportion of non-family units. Given that the site is
located at town centre and the proposal would include 5 x 3 bed units, it
is considered that the proposed housing size mix would not be
unacceptable.
Density
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6.2.18 London Plan Policy D3 requires development to make the best use of
land by following a design-led approach that optimises the capacity of
sites, including site allocations. Optimising site capacity means ensuring
that development is of the most appropriate form and land use for the
site. The design-led approach requires consideration of design options
to determine the most appropriate form of development that responds to
a site’s context and capacity for growth, and existing and planned
supporting infrastructure capacity as set out in Policy D2 and that which
best delivers the requirements set out in Part D. Higher density
developments should generally be promoted in locations that are well
connected to jobs, services, infrastructure and amenities by public
transport, walking and cycling. BLP Policy 4 requires housing schemes
to respect local character, spatial standards, physical context and
density.

Site area

Number
habitable
rooms

Proportionate
residential
density

Residential
floor space

Previous
refused
scheme

256.4sq.m

3,703.7sq.m

3960.1
Sq.m

586.25sq.m
(627sqm x
93.5%
of
total floor
space)

111

1,893
HRH

Current
proposal

558.7sq.m

3,999.3sq.m

4558
Sq.m

549.88sq.m
(627sqm x
87.7%
of
total floor
space)

164

2,982
HRH

Total
space

Commercial
floor space

floor

of

6.2.19 The proposal would provide 68 residential units, a net increase of 62
residential units. The proposed proportionate residential density would
be 2,982 HRH (164 habitable rooms; Residential GIA 3,999.3sq.m;
Retail GIA 558.7sq.m, site area 627sq.m) and would represent a very
high density development in the town centre. The difference between the
current and previous scheme is tabled as follow:

6.2.20 It is note that the submitted planning statement states that the density of
the scheme is 2,616HRH. This is calculated as a pure residential
development.
6.2.21 Residential density and proportionate residential density are one of the
measures in assessing the proposed scheme. The site is located in a
sustainable location within the town centre. The principle to provide a
higher density development is supported. The acceptability of the
proposed residential density will be assessed in the following sections of
the report.
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Standard of accommodation
- Internal floor area
6.2.22 The space standards for residential development are set out in Table 3.1
of the London Plan and the Government published 'Technical housing
standards - nationally described space standard.' This is supported by
the Mayor's 'Housing' SPG 2016 and BLP Policies 4 and Policy 37.
6.2.23 The submitted floor plans contain details of furniture and layout plans for
each of the proposed units. The plans also indicate the number of
occupants that would be accommodated.
6.2.24 The internal floor area for each of the studio units between the 5th to 12th
floor measures approximately 37sq.m. The proposed plan indicates that
each of the studio units are designed with 2 bed spaces and this is
inconsistent with the schedule of accommodation which indicates each
of the studio units are for 1 person. Based on the layout of the proposed
floor plan, it is considered that a minimum of 50sq.m internal living space
is required for 2 person accommodation.
6.2.25 The proposed plans also indicates that a bath will be installed for each
of the studio units, of a size and style identical to other 1 bed, 2 bed and
3 bed units. For 1 person accommodation with a bath, a minimum of
39sq.m internal floor space will be required.
6.2.26 New residential units are required to provide built-in storage. There is no
built-in storage for the proposed studio unit and a minimum of 1 square
metre is required for 1 person and 1.5sq.m is required for 2 person. As
such, it is considered that the proposal would provide inadequate internal
living space for both 1 and 2 persons. The submitted information also
contains inconsistent information as the proposed layout indicates that
the units can accommodate 2 persons. The proposed internal living
space for the studio units would fall below the minimum internal space
standards.
6.2.27 The quality of daylight, sunlight and outlook for the south facing units is
dependent upon any future redevelopment of the TK-Maxx site being set
back. The plan should anticipate future redevelopment of the adjoining
site by minimising the number of primary windows directly fronting the
boundary and maximising the number of truly dual aspect homes. The
plans submitted illustrate an awkward relationship between the 2
buildings. The schedule of accommodation indicates that all the
proposed units would be dual aspect. The proposed studio units
between the 8th to 12th floors would be sited between two residential units
This layout below is not considered to be a dual aspect unit.
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Fig 6. Studio units (Floor 8 to 12)
Daylight and Sunlight
6.2.28 Development Plan policies seek ensure amenity of the future residents
and occupants by ensuring adequate level of daylight and sunlight can
be provided. Guidance relating to daylight and sunlight is contained in
the Building Research Establishment (BRE) handbook ‘Site Layout
Planning for Daylight and Sunlight’ (2011). The primary method of
assessment of new build accommodation is through calculating the
average daylight factor (ADF). BRE guidance specifies the target levels
of 2% for kitchens, 1.5% for living rooms and 1% for bedrooms. A
daylight, sunlight and internal daylight report is submitted which
indicates the proposal would meet the minimum standards.
-

Outlook

6.2.29 The site is located at the junction of High Street and Ethelbert Road.
Whilst the residential windows on the north and east elevations of the
building would be sited along the site boundaries, an acceptable level of
outlook would be provided for these windows as these windows would
be facing the road.
6.2.30 The residential windows on the west and south elevation of the proposed
building would also be sited along or close to the site boundaries.
However, the adequacy of the outlook, privacy and availability of lights
of these residential windows is heavily reliant on the neighbouring land.
6.2.31 The primary habitable windows of the following units on the third and
fourth floor (both south elevations) would be facing and located in a close
proximity to the flank wall of the adjacent 4 storey commercial buildings,
approximately 2 to 3.4 metres.
Fourth Floor
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-

Unit A.1.2 (1 b /2 p) a living, kitchen and dining room windows, a
bedroom window and private balcony
Unit A.3.4 (3b / 5 p) a double bedroom window and a single
bedroom window

Third floor
-

Unit A.3.3 (3 b /5p): a double bedroom window
Unit A.3.2 (3 b /4p): a single bedroom window

6.2.32 The relationship of the proposed building and the adjacent 4 storey
buildings are indicated as follows:

Fig 7. Proposed West/rear and East/front elevations.
6.2.33 Given that these windows are primary windows including a single aspect
one bedroom unit, it is considered that the design and layout of the
proposal would represent a degree of over-intensive development and
would fail to provide an acceptable outlook for the future occupiers.
6.2.34 The MHCLG National Design Guide (October 2019) places an emphasis
on social inclusivity in reference to the delivery of a mix of housing
tenures. The guidance states that where different tenures are provided,
that these should be well-integrated and designed to the same high
quality to create tenure neutral homes and spaces, where no tenure is
disadvantaged.
6.2.35 The proposed floor plans indicates that the proposed private units would
be located from the fifth floor and the intermediate units would be located
between the first and fourth floors with primary habitable room windows
on the south elevation sited in a close proximity to the adjacent building.
6.2.36 It is noted that the design and quality of the proposed accommodation
would not be identical for each of proposed units due to the orientation,
siting and floor level of the proposed development. It is also noted that
the allocation of housing tenure may be influenced by viability
considerations. However, the location of the intermediate units does
appear to be located at a relatively less attractive or disadvantaged
location when compared with the private units on the upper floors. The
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proposed layout is not considered acceptable, in particular with primary
habitable room windows sited close to the neighbouring building. The
priority to ensure a good quality living accommodation can be provided
for all proposed units appears to be less than other considerations.
6.2.37 The residential windows on west/rear elevation of the building would be
facing a single storey café, approximately 1.2 metres to its flank wall/rear
boundary. Whilst the outlook of the rear windows would not be obscured
by the single storey café, the outlook, privacy and availability of lights
are depending on the neighbouring land and is not considered to be
sustainable in terms of its design, layout and relationship with its
surrounding building. It is noted that an indicative plan is submitted which
indicates how the current proposal would not be comprising the future
development adjoining to the south of the site at No.64. High Street. This
information does not include the adjoining property to the south on
Ethelbert Road. In the absence of this information and given the close
proximity of the residential windows to its rear boundary, it is considered
the proposed development would represent an over-intensive
development and would be beyond optimising the capacity of this limited
site.
Wheelchair unit
6.2.38 The proposal would provide 7 wheelchair user units and is designed to
meet the London Plan Policy D7 requirements providing 10 percent of
proposed new dwellings to meet Building Regulation requirement M4(3)
Wheelchair users dwelling standard. The remaining dwellings should
meet Building Regulation M4(2) accessible and adaptable dwellings.
Two internal lifts would be provided and would be accessible to all floors.
The Council’s Occupational therapist officers have reviewed the
submitted documents and consider that large scale drawing confirming
the wheelchair units would also meet the South East London housing
partnership wheelchair homes design guidelines should be secured by
a planning condition, should planning permission is forthcoming.
Private outdoor space
6.2.39 The national described space standard, London Plan and Standard 26
and 27 of the London Housing SPD requires a minimum of 5sq.m private
outdoor space to be provided for a 1 to 2 person dwelling and an extra
1sq.m to be provided for each additional occupant. The minimum depth
and width of all balconies and other private extension spaces should be
1,500mm. The proposed floor plans indicates that each of the residential
units would be provided with a private outdoor space and would meet
the policy requirements in terms of floor space.
6.2.40 Table 3.2 of the London Plan outlines the qualitative design aspects to
be addressed in housing developments. Criteria V states “private
amenity space for each dwelling should be usable and have a balance
of openness and protection, appropriate for its outlook and orientation.”
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6.2.41 The 3 bed intermediate units on the third floor (Unit A.3.2 – 3b/4p and
Unit A.3.3 – 3b/5p) would be provided with private balconies and a
“winter garden” with an outdoor floorspace above the minimum
standards. These spaces are not fully enclosed or fully glazed. The
function of these spaces is more akin to private outdoor terraces. The
“winter gardens” area would be adjoining to the high flank wall of the 4
storey buildings to the south of the site at No.64 High Street. Due to the
orientation and relationship with the adjoining building area, the outlook
and availability of lights for these outdoor spaces would be limited. The
design and layout of the proposal would represent a degree of overintensive development and fail to provide a good quality of living
environment for the future occupiers.
Child play
6.2.42 London Plan Policy S4.B Play and informal recreation sets out the
requirements for development that are likely to be used by children and
young people should:
1) increase opportunities for play and informal recreation and enable
children and young people to be independently mobile
2) for residential developments, incorporate good-quality, accessible
play provision for all ages. At least 10 square metres of playspace should
be provided per child that:
a) provides a stimulating environment
b) can be accessed safely from the street by children and young
people independently
c) forms an integral part of the surrounding neighbourhood
d) incorporates trees and/or other forms of greenery
e) is overlooked to enable passive surveillance
f) is not segregated by tenure
3) incorporate accessible routes for children and young people to
existing play provision, schools and youth centres, within the local area,
that enable them to play and move around their local neighbourhood
safely and independently…
6.2.43 The London Plan supporting text expands on the policy requirements
noting that there should be appropriate provision for different age groups
(para 5.4.4) and para 5.4.5 advises that Supplementary Planning
Guidance provides additional detail on the application of the benchmark
figure. Mayoral ‘Play and Informal Recreation SPG’ (para 4.31)
highlights the need for open space provision to be genuinely playable in
order for it to count towards the play space provision.
6.2.44 Based on the proposed housing mix and tenure, the child yield of this
proposal would be 10.9 child and a minimum of 109sq.m child play space
is required. The planning statement and design and access statement
states that the child play space requirements can be accommodated on
the 13th floor roof terrace. The design and access statement states “the
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roof terrace offers a private outdoor amenity space for residents…. The
roof terrace provides a combination of dining areas and flexible spaces
that could be used for activities such as yoga classes, other sports or as
a stage for small children’s theatre shows. The living roof will contain
wildflower mixes, which provide a large biomass with a range of plant
species, offering biodiversity in flowers, habitat and food sources for a
variety of local fauna.”
6.2.45 The revised floor plan indicates the proposed roof top terrace on the 13 th
floor would measures 151sq.m in total, which includes an area of green
roof approximately 108sq.m and an area of permeable paving
approximately 42.3sq.m. However, the use of the roof terraces spaces
is not defined on the proposed plan. It isn’t therefore clear that the roof
spaces can fulfil the range of uses as suggested in the submitted
statement nor provide any positive environmental values. The proposed
roof terrace would be located adjacent to a residential unit on the same
floor. Whilst a winter garden would be located outside the windows of
the affected unit, the design and layout indicate the proposal would give
rise to privacy issues to the adjacent unit. It is noted that screening could
be introduced to resolve the privacy issue. However, the introducing of
a screen could give rise to other residential amenity issues such as
outlook, enclosure, lights and whether the unit should be considered as
a single or dual aspect unit. Furthermore, the proposed elevation plan
indicates that the roof terrace would be secured by a 1.15 metres wall.
At 13th floor, an adequate roof guardrail would be required to ensure the
safety of all users.
6.2.46 The proposal would introduce a significant number of additional
residential units within a confined site. The location of play space would
give rise to privacy issues to its adjoining residential unit and should be
located at a location where an acceptable level or good degree of level
of passive surveillance and servicing can be provided. It is not
uncommon for child play spaces to be located above ground level in
modern development. However, the child play area should be located at
a location where an acceptable level of natural surveillance can be
provided without causing amenities issues. The design and layout of the
proposal should also ensure a safe and secured environment can be
provided. As such, it is considered that the location and layout of the
proposed roof terrace would be inadequate and would not provide a
good quality child play space for the future occupiers. The success of
this space would be dependent upon detailed design which should
include a sunlight/shade study informing the location of the children’s
playspace and seating areas, suitable wind mitigation measures, and
access for all residents, all of which would collectively impact on the
usability and appeal of the space.
Secured by Design
6.2.47 London Plan Policy D3 states measure to design out crime should be
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integral to development proposals. Development should reduce
opportunities for anti-social behaviour, criminal activities, and terrorism,
and contribute to a sense of safety without being overbearing or
intimidating. This approach is supported by BLP Policy 37 (General
Design). The design out crime officer was consulted, and no objection
was raised, subject to minor modification and is recommended a
planning condition requiring the proposed development to achieve
Design Out Crime accreditation.
Fire Safety
6.2.48 London Plan Policy D12 states that all major development proposals
should be submitted with a Fire Statement, which is an independent fire
strategy, produced by a third party, suitably qualified assessor. Matter of
fire safety compliance is covered by Part B of the Building Regulations.
However, to ensure that development proposals achieve highest
standards of fire safety, reducing risk to life, minimising the risk of fire
spread, and providing suitable and convenient means of escape which
all building users can have confidence in, applicants should consider
issues of fire safety before building control application stage, taking into
account the diversity of and likely behaviour of the population as a whole.
A Fire statement has been submitted. From 1st August 2021, Health and
Safety Executive (HSE) is a statutory planning consultee for buildings
containing 2 dwellings of a height 18 metres (7 storeys) or more. London
Plan Policy D12 states in the interest of fire safety and to ensure the
safety of all building users, all development proposals must achieve the
highest standard of fire safety and a fire statement detailing how the
development proposal will function is required.
6.2.49 In response to the HSE’s comment, additional information has been
received in relation to (1) the number of people seeking to escape from
the roof terrace and from flats on 13th floor; (2) details of a computational
fluid dynamic (CFD) analysis to confirm the adequacy of the proposed
mechanical smoke ventilation system (MSVS) and (3) risk associated
with people seeking to escape from cycle store and possible tailback.
The HSE have been re-consulted. Any further comments received from
the HSE will be reported verbally at committee.
6.3

Design
Layout of the retail floor space

6.3.1 The existing shops are occupied by three individual retail uses. It is
noted that the proposed replacement commercial floor space is
designed to maintain its shopping function. The proposed commercial
layout is influence by the size of the application, policy requirement to
maintain an active frontage, relationship with the adjacent 4 storey
building (TKMXX), policies requirements to accommodate new
residential units.
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6.3.2 The submitted planning statement states that “the layout of the retail has
been designed to accommodate a range of occupiers with servicing and
back of house to the rear”. The submitted schedule of accommodation
indicates that the proposed retail floorspace would be arranged into
three units (Unit 1 to Unit 3) over three floors. However, the proposed
floor plans indicates that one internal lift would be provided and would
be sited away from the front and rear doors associated to the retail
floorspace. It is unclear whether the internal lift would be a customer or
service lift and whether the upper floor would be accessible by the
members of the public. Given that the layout and size of retail floorspace,
it is also unclear how the proposed layout can accommodate a range of
occupiers as a large retail unit or three retail units to be located on each
floor.
6.3.3 Whilst the proposed retail accommodations can be accessed from the
rear, via a disabled parking space and a set of internal commercial stair
to the shop unit, the proposed layout indicates that the existing rear yard
servicing the shop would be removed. The layout also indicates that
servicing and delivery would be heavily reliant upon the front of the shop
due to the access constraints from the rear. Para 2.7.7 of the London
Plan relates to the location, design, type and level of fit-out of commercial
uses. It states “They should have flexible layouts with few columns or
risers, be of a suitable depth to be able to accommodate back-of-house
functions and have adequate floor-to-ceiling heights. Units should be
weather-tight and partially fitted-out, such as with toilets, kitchenettes,
heating and services, to make them commercially attractive to potential
occupiers, before residential units are occupied. A range of unit sizes
should be provided, to ensure that town centres can provide floorspace
for both large and small occupiers, and to support the diversity, vitality
and vibrancy of town centres”.
6.3.4 Due to the size of the application site and relationship with the adjacent
building, commercial floor spaces would be introduced on the first and
second floor. It is unclear how the spaces could function as a single or
multiple retail units with one lift and stair. The proposal layout appears
to be less attractive than the existing without an option to service the
shops from its existing rear yard. Overall, it is considered that the design
and layout consideration of the proposed commercial floorspace would
be less attractive than the existing layout of the building. The proposal
would fail to provide an inclusive environment for all users, providing an
attractive replacement retail floorspace to meet the operational needs of
the future retail occupiers, contrary to Policy 37 BLP and Policy D5 of
the London Plan.
6.3.5 Furthermore, the extent of the commercial floorspace provision has
resulted in one residential unit sitting alone in isolation on Levels 1 and
2, this arrangement is not conducive to social integration and would do
little to foster a sense of community for future residents. The occupants
of these units would reside in relative isolation detached from the benefit
of incidental interaction associated with communal living.

Page 40

General

Principle to optimise development and introduction of a taller building
6.3.6 Bromley Town Centre is a Metropolitan Town Centre and is designated
as one of the opportunity areas in the London Plan. London Plan is a
spatial development strategic, and the current London Plan sets out a
framework for the development of London over the next 20-25 years.
Table 2.1 under London Plan under Policy SD1 sets an indicative
development capacity for 2,500 new homes and 2,000 jobs in Bromley.
6.3.7 The site is located within part of an identified area (Site 10 in BLP) which
have the potential for significant change and development to provide
new or intensified town centre uses. The principle to intensify the use of
the site is therefore supported.
6.3.8 London Plan policies D3 to D4 focus on design-led approach and a
master plan. Master plans and design code should be used to help bring
forward development and ensure it delivers high quality design and
place-making. Development referable to the mayor must have
undergone at least one design review early on in their preparing before
a planning application is made or demonstrate that they have undergone
a local borough process of design scrutiny in line with part E of Policy
D3. Paragraph 3.4.8 of the London Plan states “For residential
development it is particularly important to scrutinise the qualitative
aspects of the development design described in Policy D6 Housing
quality and standards. The higher the density of a development the
greater this scrutiny should be of the proposed built form, massing, site
layout, external spaces, internal design and ongoing management. This
is important because these elements of the development come under
more pressure as the density increases. The housing minimum space
standards set out in Policy D6 Housing quality and standards help
ensure that as densities increase, quality of internal residential units is
maintained.
6.3.9 BLP Policy 47 states proposals for tall and large buildings will be
required to make a positive contribution to the townscape ensuring that
their massing, scale and layout enhance the character of the surrounding
area. Tall and large buildings will need to be of the highest architectural
design quality and material and be appropriate to their local location and
historic context, including strategic views. Proposals for tall buildings will
be required to follow the current Historic England Guidance.
6.3.10 An earlier scheme was refused in March 2021 (ref: 19/04588/FULL1)
with a building height reduced from 16 storey to 12 storeys at decision
making stage. The context of the refused scheme is illustrated as below
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Fig 8. – East / High Street Elevation of the previous refsued scheme
reduced from 16 to 12 storey.
6.3.11The current scheme is reverted back to its original form at 16 storeys.
There is no further design review or pre-application consultations carried
out which demonstrates how the current scheme would adequately
address the previous reasons of refusal or address the issues raised in
the previous design review. The loss of the existing buildings and the
introduction of a completely new and incompatible building typology
abutting the High Street was considered to be harmful to the setting and
views out of the Conservation Area, as well as to the overall townscape
and street scene of Bromley High Street itself. The key design review
comments associated to the original submission (16 storey) in the
previous refused scheme are as follows:
-

Townscape character
The proposal fails to appreciate or respond to the prevailing
townscape character of Bromley Town Centre and High Street area
, where there is a clear and characteristic pattern of lower building (34 storey generally) fronting the High Street, with taller buildings set
further back, often to a rear block. The proposal was considered to
be harmful to the townscape character and qualities of the
conservation area. The site located immediately outside the
Conservation Area, the building will dominate the Conservation area
including the visual attention from within the Conservation Area.

-

Existing buildings
The existing buildings has a role in terms of its character and quality
of the existing High Street in either townscape terms or in terms of
their potential role in history of the town centre. Whilst the buildings
are not protected or in conservation area. The existing building forms
part of its setting, as well as a “gateway” relationship of the existing
buildings with those across the street in the north (to Ethelbert
Road), makes a strong case for their retention. The buildings provide
an attractive and highly legible remaining example of the inter war 20
century architecture of Bromley town centre.
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-

Comprehensive master plan for wider site area
As a minimum it would be reasonable to expect an indicative master
plan to be provided for the possible longer-term redevelopment of the
applicant’s adjoining land holdings. i.e. including the TK Maxx
building site next door and shop how the immediate details
application would form a first phase of this. In order to understand
how further development could happen on the balance of the subblock, an overall indicative masterplan for the future development of
the adjacent land (Salvation Army etc) would also be a useful tool in
order to demonstrate that there would be no future adverse impacts
on this site from the proposed scheme. The lack of such a
masterplan, even at a concept level, leaves too many questions
unanswered and makes planning decisions more difficult.

-

The proposed building
The proposed building is 16 storey high and would be taller than any
other buildings on or close to the High Street, including those
potentially proposed for the Churchill Garden sites. The demolition of
the existing building is not justified. The scheme proposes a tall
building which almost entirely filles its site and rises directly from the
street frontage with no setback or amelioration of the visual impact of
such an intrusion. There is no response to the prevailing townscape
character of lower forms along the High Street and taller forms
behind.

-

Views
The views indicate the building clearly express its potential
dominance in the visual and experiential character of Bromley Town
Centre from both distance and close up. The distant views show the
building often hidden by trees. However, this should be revisited in
winter when the scenes are less green. There are a significant
number of distance locations from where the proposal would be
highly visual and over dominant.. The closer views from withing and
towards the Conservation area are more marked, with the building
becoming a strong central element in views looking south along the
high street from inside the conservation area. The building appears
to be more masses as it located on higher ground and the views is
looking directly at the long elevation which adds to its sense of scale.

6.3.12 A copy of design review carried out by an agreed design consultant
associated to the previous refused scheme is attached in Appendix A.
6.3.13 The application site is located at the Town Centre and at a sustainable
location. The layout of the previous scheme indicates the south or west
facing units are designed to be dual aspects. The floor plates of the
current scheme indicates that there are a number of single aspect units
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or primary habitable room windows that would be close to its site
boundaries to the west and south with a reduced distance when
compared with the previous scheme.
6.3.14 It is noted that an indictive plan is submitted in the design and access
statement which indicates how the adjacent site (no 64 High Street- TK
Maxx building) could be developed in the future, should development
come forward. There is no adequate information provided to indicate the
overall site relationship with its adjacent site to the rear, including the
rear of no.64 High Street. In the absence of this information and given
that a proportion of the proposed units and its primary habitable room
windows would be sited in a close proximity to its site boundaries, it is
considered that the design of the proposed layout is not sustainable and
would rely on the neighbouring land to maintain the standard of living
accommodation. The quantum of the development would be beyond
optimising development leading to excessive development at this limited
site.

Fig 9. Indicative plan indicatives its potentail realtionship with No. 64
High Street.
Scale and massing
6.3.15 London Plan Policy D3.D.1 states development proposals should
enhance local context by delivering buildings and spaces that positively
respond to local distinctiveness through their layout orientation, scale,
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appearance and shape, with due regard to existing and emerging street
hierarchy, building types forms and proportions. BLP Policy 37 states all
development proposals will be expected to be of a high standard of
design and layout. Criteria (a) to (b) states that developments will be
expected to be imaginative and attractive to look at, of good architecture
quality and should complement the scale, proportion, form layout and
materials of adjacent buildings and the area; positively contribute to the
existing street scene and/or landscape and respect important views,
heritage assets, skylines, landmarks or landscape features.
6.3.16 There are a number of modern building visible along the High Street,
from Bromley South Station to Market Square. The predominant building
heights facing the High Street are mainly between two and four storeys.
There is a cluster of tall buildings located to the south of the Bromley
South Railway Station where the ground levels are lower. St Mark’s
Square is a new mixed-use development with buildings up to 19 storeys.
The former Labour club /HG Wells site is replaced by a part 15/part 17
storey mixed use building. The ground levels of these existing tall
buildings are lower than the application site and northern section of the
Bromley Town Centre. The existing setting, features and characteristics
of buildings form part of the urban morphology along the High Street and
new development would be expected to reflect the topography of the
land and predominant pattern of development along the High Street.
6.3.17 Hanover Place is a contemporary office building with retail shops on the
ground floor. Henry’s House on Ringer’s Road is a 10 storey residential
building set back from the High Street and measures approximately 53
metres west from the site and approximately 33 metres from the High
Street.
6.3.18 The current scheme would be up to 16 storeys in height of a scale, height
and massing significantly larger than the existing buildings and its
immediate buildings in the area, including the existing 10 storey
residential block, Henry’s House and William’s House on Ringer’s Road.
The proposal would create a stark contrast with its surrounding area.
The proposal stretches across the full length of the site to a height of 13
storeys with only a minor set-back from the west boiundary. The
relationship with the adjoining TK-Maxx building to the south appears to
be poorly conceived with levels 3 and 4 featuring winter gardens and
enclosed inset balconies directly fronting the site boundary. The tight
arrangement and overall design approach suggest that the focus is on
maximising rather than a design-led and optimising site capacity
resulting in several compromises being made in terms of both the
relationship with the street and neighbouring buildings and the
residential amenity of future occupants. The scale and massing of the
proposal does not appear to fit in or positively integrate with the existing
context.
6.3.19 The massing of the proposal has been split into 2 ‘elements’ in an
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attempt to break down the appearance of bulk. However, there is little
visual distinction between these elements with a minimal 3 storey
variation in height. As such the scale of the building merges into one
dominant ‘mass’ when viewed from the north and the south, resulting in
a visually intrusive form, the unapologetic scale of which would be
experienced at both street level and from a wider townscape
perspective. At 16 storeys, the proposed development would far exceed
the height of existing buildings within the High Street. Contrary to the
established urban pattern the building would sit immediately on the High
Street with no set-back or lower foreground form to mitigate its
townscape impact. The proposed height, scale and massing would
negatively impact on the setting of the Bromley Town Centre
Conservation Area causing visual harm by dominating views within (as
indicated by the townscape views submitted). The overpowering
presence would undermine the established character and identity of the
High Street.
6.3.20 The site is located away from the transport hubs of Bromley South and
Bromley North Stations and is not considered to mark a key threshold in
terms of civic or cultural land use. This function is already fulfilled by the
Churchill Theatre, the landmark presence of which would be diminished
by a building of this significant scale within close proximity. Given the
distance from either station the townscape justification for a ‘wayfinding’
marker is weak and not justified.
6.3.21 The scale and mass of the building would appear prominent from both
the north and the south when approach along the High Street as
indicated by Views 13, 14, 15, and 16. The building completely fills the
view experienced south of Market Square (View 15), notably the building
would also sit on higher ground which would further emphasise its height
and visual dominance as seen in Views 13 and 16. The images of the
views are provided under Paragraph 6.3.35 of this report.
6.3.22 Reference is made to ‘aligning with emerging proposals’ which include
the nearby Churchill Gardens site to the north as part of the justification
for a tall building in this location. However, the proposed development
for the Churchill Gardens site is currently pending consideration and as
such approval and delivery of this scheme cannot be guaranteed. The
applicant suggests that the height would be acceptable when read
alongside the potential future redevelopment of the adjacent site,
however, this cannot be used as a basis on which to justify an intrusive
tall building which needs to work as a coherent piece of townscape in its
own right, and on its own merits, and cannot be reliant upon future
townscape scenarios which may not materialise in order to be deemed
appropriate. The fact that such assumptions and comparisons are
needed in order to support the current application would suggest that the
rationale for the proposed building height is fundamentally flawed. The
curved form of the north east corner of the building does little to soften
the appearance or mitigate the significant step change scale. As such,
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the scale and massing of the proposed development is considered
acceptable.
.
Material palette
6.3.23 Tall buildings should be grounded in their context with a clear narrative
informed by local character and identity particularly those which form
part of an established characterful street frontage and the setting of the
conservation area. The use of mixed tone buff red brick is not considered
unacceptable, as is the GRC banding to mark the commercial units at
street level also expressed in the balconies above. However, a building
of this scale would benefit from a greater level of architectural detailing
using variations of string/soldier course brickwork and/or corbelled
detailing with careful consideration given to window reveals to avoid the
appearance of flat featureless facades. It is considered that the design
and choice of material palette is monolithic, lack of referencing local
design features, characteristics and identity.
Skyline and visual impact
6.3.24 There is no strategic view identified in the London Plan. The relevant
local views, landmarks and major skyline ridges are identified in the BLP
as follows:
- View: View of Keston Ridge from southern section of Bromley
High Street.
- Landmark: Churchill Theatre and Library (View 16).
- Major Skyline ridges: Keston Ridge.
6.3.25 Diagram 4.3 of the BTCAAP also identified the following relevant key
views
- Church House Gardens and Library Gardens
- View beyond the south of the railway line

Fig 10 Key views in BTCAAP
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6.3.26 A total of 19 viewpoints are outlined in the heritage visual and impact
assessment. View 2, 3 and 11 would be visual from its viewpoint. Due to
the siting of the building and curve of the High Street, the view towards
Keston Ridge would not be affected.
6.3.27 Visual impact assessment provides an analysis of the potential visual
impact as a result from a proposed development. The applicant
considers that the visual impacts of the proposal would fall under the
categories of no effect, negligible, minor- beneficial, moderate
beneficial or major beneficial. There are no negative impacts identified
from the selected viewpoints.
6.3.28 London Plan Policy D9.C requires development to address the visual
impacts which states:
i) long-range view – these require attention to be paid to the
design of the top of the building. It should make a positive
contribution to the existing and emerging skyline and not
adversely affect local or strategic views.
ii) mid-range views from the surrounding neighbourhood –
particular attention should be paid to the form and proportions of
the building. It should make a positive contribution to the local
townscape in terms of legibility, portions and materiality
iii) immediate views from the surrounding streets – attention
should be paid to the base of the building. It should have a direct
relationship with the street, maintaining the pedestrian scale,
character and vitality of the street. Where the edges of the site
are adjacent to buildings of significantly lower height or parks and
other open spaces there should be an appropriate transition in
scale between the tall building and its surrounding context to
protect amenity or privacy.
6.3.29 The following views are considered to be mid to long range view.
6.3.30 View 12 is a wireline image. The proposed building can be seen as the
most prominent building along the slope, from Bromley South Station.
There is a degree of unity in terms of building height facing the High
Street between 2 to 5 storeys. Hanover building is around 5 storeys in
height and is located on a higher ground level than Bromley South
Station. The proposed building will be located on a higher ground level
than Hanover building and would be up to 16 storeys facing the High
Street. The proportion of the proposed building does not follow the
established pattern as shown in this view point. The proposed building
would also compete with the Churchill Theatre building with a large
massing appears to be over-dominating the High Street. The visual
impact is considered to be high and does not positively contribute or
enhance the existing street scene.
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6.3.31 View Point 13 and 14 are a closer render views of the High Street. These
images show the proportion of the proposed building would be nearly 4
times higher than the adjacent building. The projecting length also
expands the bulkiness of the building with a monolithic appearance when
viewed from these viewpoints. There is a lack of connection with its
surrounding setting, including the adjacent conservation area to the
north. The proposal would have a negative impact to its setting and
skyline.
6.3.32 View 15 and View 16 are views from and within the BTCCA. These views
indicate that a traditional development pattern is maintained with the
lower element facing the High Street. Whilst the ground level of the site
is lower than view point 15 and 16, the close-up view 16 shown is a
monolithic building block and due to its siting, the building immediately
adjacent to the Conservation Area appears to enclose the views out of
the conservation area. The proposed building also appears at odds and
appears to intrude the skyline. It is noted that an indicative wireline image
of the neighbouring site is provided as cumulative impact. It should be
noted that the image is on an indicative basis as there are no further
applications received or being processed. The proposal would have a
negative impact to its setting and skyline.
6.3.33 View 19 shows the middle to top portion of the proposed building and
the ground level is lower than the site. This image shows the rear
elevation of the proposed building would step down by storey. However,
bulk of the proposed building also indicates the proposal would overdominant in the view with steps rising higher into the sky. The monolithic
appearance and a lack of appreciation of the site topography and its
setting does not positively contribute to its surroundings.
6.3.34 The following views are immediate to mid-range views.
6.3.35 View 17 and 18 shows the immediate views from the surrounding streets
and mid-range. The base of View 17 indicates an active frontage would
be maintained at ground level. The proposed building presents a
significant contrast with its adjacent buildings and does not appear to
maintain a pedestrian scale. This is exacerbated by the proposed
building being sited close to its site boundaries. The proportion of the
building does not appear to integrate with its immediate sitting and would
over-dominates the scale scene. Furthermore, part of the rear/west
elevation of the proposed first floor and second floor would be blank due
to its requirements to provide plant/utility related rooms to support the
proposal. Given the adjacent building is a single storey café, this element
would appear to be an unattractive façade and does not positively
contribute to the local townscape.
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Mid to long range view
View 12

View 13

View 14
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View 15

View 16

View 19

Page 51

General

Immediate to mid-range
View 17

View 18

6.3.36 The visual assessment indicates that the proposal would have a harmful
impact in terms of its immediate setting with its adjacent buildings,
setting of the conservation area and skyline. In view of the site
allocations and housing delivery requirements in the development plan
any harm arising from the proposal should be weighed against the
planning benefits of this proposal.
6.4

Impact on Heritage Assets

6.4.1 The site is located within an Archaeological Priority Area in the Bromley
Local Plan. The existing buildings are not listed, and the site is adjacent
to the Bromley Town Centre Conservation Area (BTCCA) which was first
designated in 1985 to manage and protect the special architectural and
historic interests of Bromley Town Centre.
Archaeology
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6.4.2 The site is located within an Archaeological Priority Area. A desk-based
archaeological assessment report is submitted and has been reviewed
by Historic England (Archaeology). The assessment indicates that there
is no discernible on-going archaeological interest with this site. Historic
England has advised that no further assessment or conditions would be
necessary, and no objection is raised. As such, it is considered that the
proposal would not have an adverse impact on archaeological
significance.
6.4.3 The following are the relevant heritage assets for considerations:
-

Non-designated heritage
Bromley Town Centre Conservation Area

Whether the existing buildings should be considered as nondesignated heritage
6.4.4 The applicant consider that the existing buildings is of limited value in
heritage and townscape terms as the building is not listed. The shopfront
of the buildings had been altered with additions to the rear. The existing
buildings do not have sufficient heritage interest for their significance to
be a material consideration in the planning process.
6.4.5 The site comprises of a row of three storey terrace buildings. The historic
mapping record and the submitted Heritage, Townscape and Visual
assessment indicates that the buildings were constructed between 1933
and 1936 to replace a villa. The character and appearance of the existing
buildings indicates that the buildings were designed and constructed to
mirror the commercial terraced development located to the east side of
the High Street and to the north of the site.
6.4.6 Bromley has a rich historical development. The Manor of Bromley was a
royal gift to the Bishop of Rochester in 955. The connection of a railway
to Bromley South station has fostered the town to expand and develop
into an area of middle-class suburbs from 1858. The High Street began
to extend south to meet the new Bromley South Railway Station with
villas being replaced by commercial premises. The 1920/30s was an
important period for Bromley Town, reflecting a time of growth and
expansion.
6.4.7 The historic images indicate that the application buildings appear as a
group along Bromley High Street. The style, siting, scale and massing
reflects the other commercial buildings along the High Street and the
immediate buildings to the north of the site. The existing buildings
represent a period of town expansion and commercial development in
Bromley as illustrated below.
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Fig 11. No. 70 High Street – towards south on the left and towards east
to the right.
6.4.8 The existing buildings are fully decorated with a consistent and attractive
brick patten, stone elements and curved parapet wall. The design and
style of the buildings is unique and appears to mimic some of the listed
buildings that can be seen in the Conservation Area. The second floor
windows are also decorated with architrave and pedimented windows. It
is noted that late alterations to the shop fronts and buildings have been
introduced. Despite its non-designated status, the principle and original
façades, style, character, and appearance of the existing attractive
buildings have survived as a group of buildings and marking the historic
commercial development and town expansion at this prominent corner
of the High Street and Town Centre.
6.4.9 A number of old vernacular properties on the High Street have been
demolished and replaced by commercial buildings in the mid to late 19th
Century. Some of these include 95- 109 High Street, 157 High Street,
215 to 217 High Street, 81 and 183 High Street and 180 to 184 High
Street.
6.4.10 The existing buildings were designed and constructed to turn the corner
well and projects a strongly defined frontage to both the High Street and
Ethelbert Road. The buildings are decorated with brickwork details in
varying bond styles and stone-capped pediments and windows. The
building group poses a distinctive building design quality with an
attractive façade along the High Street and in the Town Centre. Whilst
the buildings are not listed, it should be noted that the existing buildings
have a strong visual connection with the conservation area. The existing
buildings are three storey in height facing the High Street with unique
building design and style. The existing building reflects the setting of the
conservation area and the experience along the High Street. The
existing buildings make a considerable contribution to the setting,
townscape quality and continuity at this prominent junction and to the
overall High Street. Due to its design and building quality, character,
style and appearance, it is considered that the buildings pose a degree
of heritage significance meriting consideration in planning decisions.
6.4.11 It is noted that the Framework test of ‘substantial or less than substantial’
only applies to designated heritage assets and does not apply to non-
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designated heritage assets. NPPF Paragraph 203 states the effect of
an application on the significance of a non-designated heritage assets
should be taken into account in determining the application. In weighing
applications that directly or indirectly affect non-designated heritage
assets, a balance judgement will be required having regard to the scale
of any harm or loss and the significant of the heritage asset.
6.4.12 The significance of these non-designated buildings derives from their
architectural and illustrative historical interest, which is enhanced as a
group of buildings. The proposal would result in a loss of unique and
attractive non-designated heritage buildings in Bromley Town Centre.
The existing buildings also provide a continuation of the townscape
along the High Street which echo the setting of the Bromley Town Centre
Conservation Area. It is considered that the demolition of the buildings
would be harmful and irreversible. The proposal would also have a
significant impact on the setting of its surrounding.
Impact on the Conservation area
6.4.13 Section 72 (1) of the Planning(Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas)
Act 1990 states that “In the exercise, with respect to any buildings or
other land in a conservation area, of any functions under or by virtue of
any of the provisions mentioned in subsection (2)3 , special attention
shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character
or appearance of that area.
6.4.14 The application site is located outside and to the south of the Bromley
Town Centre Conservation Area. A large number of heritage buildings in
Bromley Town Centre are registered on the statuary list in the 1950s to
1970s. Bromley Town Centre Conservation Area was first designated in
1985. A list of locally listed buildings is also published on the Council’s
Bromley Town Centre Conservation Area statement in 2011. As the site
is adjacent to BTCCA, the application of the relevant conservation
related planning policies and planning legislation which can be applied
to this site is therefore, limited.
6.4.15 BLP Policy 42 states proposals adjacent to a conservation area will be
expected to preserve or enhance its setting and not detract from views
into or out of the area. BLP Policy 41 states conservation areas are areas
of special architectural or historic interest, the character or appearance
of which it is desirable to preserve or enhance. Proposals for new
development will need to preserve and enhance its characteristics and
appearance by:
-

-

Respecting or complementing the layout, scale, form and
materials of existing buildings and spaces;
Respecting and incorporating in the design existing landscaping
or other features that contribute to the character, appearance or
historic value of the area; and ;
Using high quality materials
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6.4.16 London Plan Policy HC1.C states development proposals affecting
heritage assets, and their settings, should conserve their significance by
being sympathetic to the assets’ significance and appreciation within
their surroundings. The cumulative impacts of incremental change from
development on heritage assets and their settings should also be
actively managed. Development proposals should avoid harm and
identify
enhancement
opportunities
by integrating
heritage
considerations early on in the design process.
6.4.17 Annex 2 of the NPPF defines setting of a heritage asset as: “The
surroundings in which a heritage asset is experienced. Its extent is not
fixed and may change as the asset and its surroundings evolve.
Elements of a setting may make a positive or negative contribution to the
significances of an asset, may affect the ability to appreciate that
significant or may be neutral. New development can make a positive,
negative or neutral contribution or harm to the heritage assets and its
setting. NPPF para 206 states “Local planning authorities should look for
opportunities for new development within Conservation Areas…and
within the setting of heritage assets, to enhance or better reveal their
significance. Proposals that preserve those elements of the setting that
make a positive contribution to the asset (or which better reveal its
significance) should be treated favourably”.
6.4.18 The proposal is adjacent to and lies within the setting of BTCCA. BTCCA
encompasses the historic heart of Bromley and covers a large part of
Bromley Town Centre. The principal historic route through Bromley is
the High Street which forms part of the historic coaching road from
London to Hastings. The majority of the statutory and locally listed
buildings are mainly 2 to 5 storey in height along the High Street and
within the conservation area are between 2 to 5 storey in height. Many
buildings with heritage values have survived despite the wars and
meeting the need of development.
6.4.19 BTCCA can be categorised into different character areas. East Street,
West Street, South Street and North street all date from the 19 th century.
The area consists predominantly of 2 storey buildings. Widmore Road
and East Street contain mainly commercial properties and lead to
Bromley North Railway Station (open in 1878). North Street, West Street
and Queen’s Road contain residential properties. This area of Victorian
two extension also retains a number of important civic buildings which
reflect the transition from market town to suburb.
6.4.20 The central (pedestrianised) High Street Character area is adjacent to
the application site. The Bromley Town Centre Conservation Area
Statement states “some building in this character area survive from the
early 19th century, these tend to be modest two storey structures with
tradition detailing. The remaining buildings are a mixture of late 19th
century to early and mid 20 th century buildings.. The form tend to be two
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and three storeys in height with narrow frontages following traditional
building plots with well detailed commercial façade in brick or faience”.
6.4.21 The original villa building at the site and some of the buildings along the
High Street were replaced with commercial buildings in the mid to 19 th
century. The traditional grain and pattern of the High Street is retained
at the site and in harmony with the setting of the conservation area.
6.4.22 There are modern buildings in the past few decades which have
emerged both within and adjacent to the BTCCA, including the large
scale retail development at the Glades in 1990s. It should be noted that
the experience of the Glades shopping centre on the High Street is of
the same height and scale as its adjacent neighbouring properties. The
built development facing the High Street whilst not in uniform style .
However, the buildings generally reflect the context of the market town
and existing buildings in its surrounding.
6.4.23 The heritage significance of the conservation area is largely derived from
the number of high quality historic, listed and heritage buildings which
are scattered in Bromley Town Centre and Bromley Town Centre
Conservation Area. The spatial development of the town centre and their
relationship to each other along the High Street, including the open
space within the conservation area both hold a segment of character,
appearance and setting of the BTCCA. The presence of the subject
buildings reinforces the market town character of Bromley Town Centre
and development of the settlement along the High Street.
6.4.24 It is noted that the site forms a part of an opportunity area and Site 10 of
the BLP. The applicant considered that the proposal “would be
contrasting in its larger massing and modern architectural approach but
also contextual through its use of materials characteristic of the
Conservation Area, and therefore an enhancement in its change through
its contextual approach. The impact of the proposed development is
considered to cause no harm to the special interest of the designated
heritage asset and where experienced in outward views, one of an
enhancing nature, given how it strengthens the urban environment of
Bromley Town Centre”.
6.4.25 The proposed part 13/part 16 storey building is of a scale considered to
be intrusive and out of context with its adjacent buildings and its
surroundings, including the setting of the conservation area. The
proposed building would be over 3 times higher than the adjacent
commercial building to the south and does not sit comfortably with the
adjacent café and church building to the rear.
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Fig 12 Proposed North/side (left) and East/front elevations (right).
6.4.26 At the present time, the view south down from the High Street out of the
conservation area is terminated by no.76 to 82 High Street (a red brick
three storey neo-Georgian building). The proposal would mark a very
abrupt end of the conservation area boundary and disrupt the setting
and significance of the Conservation Area. Due to the ground level of the
site and along the High Street, the proposed building would also
punctuate the skyline in a blunt manner. The proposed building is
considered to be unsympathetic to its setting and significance of the
Conservation Area. This is illustrated in View 16 of the Heritage,
Townscape and Visual and Impact Assessment.

Fig 13. View 16 for the Heritage, Townscape and Visual and Impact
Assessment.
6.4.27 The Council’s conservation officer has raised objection to the proposal
and considered that the proposal will overwhelm and impair views of the
adjacent conservation area which has a modest market town character.
The existing buildings have some good traditional and architecturally rich
quality and is therefore considered to be a non-designated heritage
asset. The Government guidance on the Historic environment says:
“In some cases, local planning authorities may also identify nondesignated heritage assets as part of the decision-making process on
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planning applications….. Non-designated heritage assets are buildings,
monuments, sites, places, areas or landscapes identified by planmaking bodies as having a degree of heritage significance meriting
consideration in planning decisions but which do not meet the criteria for
designated heritage assets."
6.4.28 The Council’s conservation officer has advised that paragraph 196 of the
NPPF and guidance’s from Historic England - the Setting of Heritage
Assets - Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 3
(Second Edition) are relevant in assessing the application and arriving
at his view the proposal would amount to the less than substantial harm
to the setting of the Conservation Area and substantial to the nondesignated heritage asset.
6.4.29 Historic England have advised that the proposal would cause harm to
the Conservation Area’s Significant through development within its
immediate setting as a result of its overly-dominant presence on the
southern section of the High Street and start visual competition with the
modest market town Character of the Conservation area. The comment
is outlined as follows:
-

Significance

The application site is located on the south west corner of the junction of
the High Street and Ethelbert Road, immediately to the south of the
Bromley Town Centre Conservation Area. The existing brick buildings
on the site date from the 1930s and are a good quality example of a
contextual High Street commercial terrace. Visual interest is created
through the overall composition of the terrace, with no.68 slightly
recessed, and through the use of detailing and ornament, such as the
Classical-style stone dressings to the windows of no.66 and 70. In our
view, these buildings constitute a non-designated heritage asset and
positively contribute towards the setting of the Bromley Town Centre.
The Bromley Town Centre Conservation Area forms the historic heart of
Bromley, containing a wide range of historic buildings dating from the
17th century to the present day. It was first designated in 1985, originally
focussed around the historic core of Market Square and the north part of
the High Street, with subsequent extensions enlarging the boundary.
Although much of the wider town centre has been subject to large-scale
redevelopment, the conservation area is relatively well-preserved and
retains a strong historic fine grain layout and market town character with
predominant building heights of 2-5 storeys. The High Street forms part
of the central spine of the Conservation Area along the historic route
from London to Sevenoaks. The Churchill Theatre and Library was
constructed in 1977 and is a landmark building within the conservation
area reflecting its civic function.
-

Impact
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The proposals would result in the demolition of existing buildings on the
site that are of local heritage value and make a positive contribution to
the local townscape and setting of the Bromley Town Centre
Conservation Area. The proposed tall building would also impact on the
setting of the Bromley Town Centre Conservation Area as a result of its
height, scale and massing, which would dramatically contrast with the
established character and predominant scale of buildings within the
conservation area. This impact has been assessed as part of the
Heritage, Townscape & Visual Impact Assessment (Iceni, July 2021).
Views 13 (Junction of Ravensbourne Road & High Street), 15 (South of
Market Square) and 16 (Outside Churchill Theatre) demonstrate that the
proposed tall building would dominate in views along the High Street,
creating a stark contrast to the predominantly low-rise buildings within
the Conservation Area boundary. We recognise that the Regent’s Place
and St Mark’s Square developments, both located some distance to the
south of the application site already present a moderate visual impact in
these views. However, due to its height and much closer proximity, the
proposed 16 storey tower would significantly increase this impact.
-

Policy

National Planning Policy is set out in the Government’s National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). It includes the following paragraphs
of direct relevance to this case:
Paragraph 190, which states that local planning authorities should take
account of: ‘the desirability of new development making a positive
contribution to local character and distinctiveness.’
Paragraph 199, which states that ‘when considering the impact of a
proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage
asset,
great weight
should
be given
to
the
asset’s
conservation…irrespective of whether any potential harm amounts to
substantial harm, total loss or less than substantial harm to its
significance’
Paragraph 200, which states that ‘any harm to, or loss of, the
significance of a designated heritage asset (from its alteration or
destruction, or from development within its setting), should require clear
and convincing justification’.
Paragraph 202, which states that that ‘less than substantial harm’ to the
significance of a designated heritage asset ‘should be weighed against
the public benefits of the proposal’.
Paragraph 203, which states that ‘the effect of an application on the
significance of a non-designated heritage asset should be taken into
account in determining the application’ and that ‘a balanced judgement
will be required having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the
significance of the
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heritage asset.’
-

Position

On the basis of the submitted information, Historic England is of the view
that the proposed development would cause harm to the significance of
the Bromley Town Centre Conservation Area through development
within its setting. The over-dominant scale and massing of the proposed
tall building would visually compete with the modest market town
character of the Bromley Town Centre Conservation Area.
The degree of harm caused to the significance of the Bromley Town
Centre Conservation Area would be ‘less than substantial’ in NPPF
terms. Nonetheless, in determining this application, your Authority
should give great weight to the conservation of the conservation area (as
a designated heritage asset) ‘irrespective of whether any potential harm
amounts to substantial harm, total loss or less than substantial harm to
its significance’ (NPPF Paragraph 193). Your Authority should also
consider whether the harm we have identified has been clearly and
convincingly justified in accordance with NPPF Paragraph 194, and
appropriately balanced by the delivery of public benefits in accordance
with NPPF Paragraph 196.
6.4.30 In view of the siting, scale, design, setting and its relationship with its
surroundings, including the responses received from the planning
consultees, it is considered that the loss of the non-designated heritage
building would be harmful to a significant degree. The impact on the
setting of the conservation area would mount to “less than substantial”
as defined by the framework and great weight should be attached to the
harm to the existing building, setting and significance of the
Conservation Area.
6.5

Impact on neighbouring amenities – Acceptable
o Sunlight and daylight

6.5.1 Development must also not result in an unacceptable material
deterioration of the daylight and sunlight conditions of surrounding
development. Nor should the development result in an unacceptable
level of overshadowing to its surrounding. The levels of artificial light,
odour, noise, fume or dust pollution during the construction and life of
the development must also be assess
6.5.2 The windows associated to the following neighbouring residential
properties are tested:
-

William House, Ringers Road
1-49 Henry House, Ringers Road
No. 33 to 36 Ethelbert Close
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6.5.3 The report indicates that no, 33-36 Ethelbert Close and Henry House
would experience some daylight reductions that go beyond the BRE
criteria. However, the relative reductions are less than 30 percent
reduction and is not consider uncomment within an urban context. The
proposal would meet the sunlight requirements.
6.5.4 Overall, it is considered that the proposal would not have an adverse
impact on the neighbouring properties in terms of the loss of sunlight and
daylight.
-

Outlook and privacy

6.5.5 The site is located approximately 48 metres to the flank wall of Henry’s
House and 54 metres to William House on Ringer’s Road. The site is
located approximately 27 metres from the rear wall of No. 35 and 36
Ethelbert Close. Given that the site is located within a town centre and
due to these distances, it is considered that the proposal would not have
an adverse impact in terms of loss of outlook and privacy.
-

Overshadowing

6.5.6 The BRE guidelines state that for an amenity area to appear adequately
sunlit throughout the year, at least 50% of the area should receive at
least two hours of sunlight on 21 March. There are no public amenity
spaces, which are relevant for detailed sun on ground overshadowing
assessment to the north of the proposed development.
-

Wind assessment

6.5.7 The Wind Microclimate Assessment considers the likely effects of the
proposed development on the local wind microclimate within and around
the application site. In particular, it considers the potential effects of wind
upon pedestrian comfort and summarise the findings of a wind tunnels
testing existing.
6.5.8 The result indicates that the immediate streets surrounding the site
would remain being suitable and acceptable for the pedestrian and no
mitigation measures would be required.
6.6

Transport and Highways – Acceptable
Access

6.6.1 BLP Policy 32 states the Council will consider the potential impact of any
development on road safety and will ensue that it is not significantly
adversely affected.
6.6.2 Ethelbert Road is a one-way road with marked on-street parking and
disabled parking spaces. The vehicular access to the proposed
residential disabled parking spaces to the rear of the proposed building
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will be via an existing service corridor from Ethelbert Road. Whilst a
transport assessment including swept analysis is submitted which
indicates vehicles can leave the site in a forward gear, the Council’s
highway officers have advised that the manoeuvring space in front of
parking bays must be 6 metres wide. There are columns along the
access to the proposed parking spaces which would cause difficulty for
drivers to access and exit the spaces in a safe and convenient manner.
Retail parking provision
6.6.3 The site has an excellent public transport accessibility rating and car free
development is supported at this location and would comply with London
Plan Policy T6.3.
Residential parking provision
6.6.4 Table 10.3 of the London Plan indicates residential development with a
PTAL of 6 should be car free. The submitted transport statement states
that as part of the proposal and to mitigate the demand for parking, the
following would be provided for each of the proposed residential units:
-

Two years free car club membership per dwelling;
Twenty free car club driving hours per dwelling;
Rights to apply for residents parking permits be removed;

6.6.5 Officers consider that car-free development should be the starting point
for development located in the town centre and that is well-connected by
public transport. In view of the new London Plan Policy requirements and
the proposed mitigation measures, it is considered car-free development
should be supported.
Residential disabled parking provision – unacceptable
6.6.6 London Plan Policy T6.1.G states disabled persons parking should be
provided for new residential developments. Residential development
proposals delivering ten or more units must, as a minimum:
1) ensure that for three percent of dwellings, at least one designated
disabled persons parking by per dwelling is available from the outset.
2) demonstrate as part of the parking design and management plan,
how an additional seven percent of dwellings could be provided with on
designated disable person parking space per dwelling in the future upon
request as soon as existing provision is insufficient This should be
secured at planning stage.
6.6.7 The proposal would provide 7 wheelchair units and 3 disabled parking
spaces would be provided from the outset which would satisfy the first
part of the policy requirement. The Council’s highway division have
advised that no information is provided to demonstrate or justify how the
remaining spaces could be accommodated within the site or at any
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acceptable location. Due to its compact layout and scale of the
development, it is considered that the proposal would fail to provide
adequate disabled parking spaces for the wheelchair units. The absence
of this information also indicates the scale of the proposed development
is excessive at this confined site.
Electric charging point
6.6.8 London Plan Policy T6.1.C relates to electric charging point which
requires 20 percent of the spaces be installed with active charging
facilities and the remining be installed with passive. One active and two
electric charging points would be provided and would meet the policy
requirements.
Cycle Parking
6.6.9 London plan Policy T5 states proposal should help remove barriers to
cycling and create a healthy environment in which people choose to
cycle. Appropriate levels of cycle parking should be secured and
designed in line with the London Cycling design standards. Table 10.2
of the London Plan sets the minimum long stay and short stay cycle
storage requirement for new development.

Non-food
retail
above
100sq.m

Long Stay

Short Stay

First
1,000sqm:
1 space per
250sq.m

First
1,000sqm:
1 space per
125sq.m.

Minimum
requirement
in total
8

Thereafter:
1 space per
1,000sq.m
(GEA)
Residential 1 space per 5
to
40 142
1
person dwellings:
dwelling.
2 spaces.

Proposed
spaces in
total
8

142

1.5 spaces Thereafter:
per
2 1 space per
persons 1 40
bed
dwelling.
2 spaces
per
all
other
dwellings
Table 7. Cycle storage requirements
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6.6.10 A total of 142 residential and 8 commercial cycle storage spaces would
be provided within the site. The residential cycle storage would be
located on the second floor with a dedicated bicycle lift. The cycle
storage area is also accessible by the residential flats. As such, it is
considered that adequate cycle storage would be provided.
6.6.11 The Council is currently working with Transport for London proposing to
make a number of improvements to the cycle and walking routes
(Quietway) between Lower Sydenham and Bromley Town centre. The
Council’s highway division have advised that a planning obligation of
£20,000 towards cycle and pedestrian route improvements should be
secured by a s106 legal agreement should planning permission is
recommended.

Fig 14. Cycle and walking routes (Quietway) improvement works
between Lower Sydenham and Bromley Town centre.
Servicing and delivery – unacceptable
6.6.12 Local Plan Policy 30 states for development where problems may arise,
the council will normally require off-street/rear servicing facilities. The
proposed servicing and delivery arranged for both retail and residential
elements would be on-street. The transport assessment indicates that
the servicing and delivery for the retail and residential uses would be
from an existing loading bay on the western side of the High Street. A is
loading bay is proposed on Ethelbert Road and located outside the
existing parking spaces associated to the adjacent café.
6.6.13 The Council’s Highway division has commented such arrangement is not
considered ideal due to its permitted loading hours which would be
limited between 03:00am and 10:00am with a one-hour limit, no return
within one hour and no stopping is permitted at any other time except for
taxis between 10:00 and 15:00 hours. The proposed new loading bay
would be positioned outside the parking spaces of an existing café and
the applicant is required explain how this will operate in practice.
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Fig.13. Proposed loading bay
6.6.14 In response to the Council’s highway comment, the applicant considered
that the proposed loading bay could be limited to certain hours of
operation to maintain access to the café. The applicant consider that this
provision would also facilitate deliveries and servicing for the café.
Officers consider that the location of on-street loading bay should take
into account the existing access arrangement of the neighbouring
properties. These suggestions to limit the existing use of the
neighbouring properties and relying on on-street arrangement to
accommodate the proposal is not considered sustainable.
6.6.15 An alternative suggested solution is proposed by the applicant which
would result in the loss of an existing on-street parking space located
outside the Bromley Town Church. It is noted that this existing parking
bay has a parking restriction of 5 minutes with no return within an hour.
The existing parking space is located outside an existing church and is
located near to the pedestrianized part of the High Street. The alternative
suggested solution would result in a loss without adequate replacement.
As such, it is considered that the alternative suggested solution and
reliance on on-street provision to accommodate the proposal is not
considered appropriate.
6.6.16 It is noted that the site is located in the Town Centre and there is existing
on-street loading bays located on Elmfield Road approximately 30
metres from the site on the eastern side on High Street. Having
considered the existing layout of the site, the scale of the proposed
development, the traffic conditions of the surrounding roads and in the
absence of information confirming how the proposed loading bay could
operate in front of the existing café or the removal of an existing parking
bay could be adequately replaced in the town centre, it is considered
that the proposal would fail to demonstrate adequate servicing and
delivery can be provided, contrary to BLP Policy 30.
Waste storage – unacceptable
6.6.17 BLP Policy 113 states major development proposal will be required to
implement site waste management plans to reduce waste on site and
manage remaining waste sustainability. New development will be
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required to include adequate space to support recycling and efficient
waste collection.
6.6.18 Commercial waste storage areas would be separate from the communal
residential storage area and would be located on the ground floor. A
communal residential storage area accommodating 13 x 1100 litre nonrecyclable waste would be provided and would meet the waste storage
requirements for non-recyclable waste. The Council’s waste services
have advised that an additional 6 x 1100 litre bins, of which 3 x 1,100
litre bins for dry mixed recycling and 3 x 1,110 litre bins bottle and plastic
should be provided. In view of the compact layout of the proposal and
the number of the proposed residential units, it is considered that the
proposal would fail to provide adequate residential waste storage to
meet the needs of the future occupiers, contrary to BLP Policy 113.
6.7

Biodiversity
Protected species

6.7.1 BLP Policy 72 states planning permission will not be granted for
development that will have an adverse effect on protected species,
unless mitigation measures can be secured to facilitate survival, reduce
disturbance, or provide alternative habitats.
6.7.2 This town centre site is occupied by built development and there is no
soft landscaping or features that exist within the site. The existing
buildings including the residential flats area occupied. The site is also
surrounded by buildings. The Library Garden is located approximately
64 metres west from the site. A preliminary bat roost assessment
including details of building inspections has been submitted which
indicates that there is no evidence of any past or current bat occupancy
found during the detailed external inspection of the buildings, excluding
the top floor. This assessment indicates the external conditions of the
building including the ground and first floor have a low potential to
support a bat roost. Further potential may exist around the un-accessed
chimney base.
6.7.3 Pipistrelle bats are found in urban environments and are one of the
common bat species in Bromley which adapted better in urban habitats
than other protected species. In line with the Bat Conservation Trust Bat
Survey Guidelines, buildings deemed to have low potential would require
one dusk emergence together with a pre-dawn re-entry or automated
survey at the optimal time of year (between May and August) to provide
confidence in a negative result. The submitted preliminary bat roost
assessment also recommended a dusk emergence survey is completed
during the bats’ active season. Should planning permission be
forthcoming, a dusk emergence survey including relevant and
appropriate mitigation measures be carried out prior to any work
commencing at the site should be secured by a planning condition.
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6.7.4 Should planning permission be recommended, the RPSB have
requested no works should commencement above ground level until the
details of a minimum of 10 integral swift nest bricks have been submitted
and approved by the Council.
Urban greening and biodiversity net gain
6.7.5 London Plan Policy G5.B recommend a target score of 0.4 for
developments that are predominately residential. A green roof would be
provided on the 13th floor roof terrace. This area would also be used as
a child play area. The planning statement indicates that the proposal
would achieve a 0.2 urban greening factor, and this would be below
policy requirements. Neither the details of the proposed green roof type
nor its calculations have been provided, and no justification provided for
the low score. As such, it is considered that inadequate information has
been submitted and the proposal would be contrary to London Plan
Policy G5.
6.7.6 London Plan Policy G6 states that development proposals should
manage impacts on biodiversity and aim to secured net biodiversity gain.
This should be informed by the best available ecological information and
addressed from the start of the development process. No information
submitted enabling an assessment of biodiversity net gain for on-site or
offsite provision. As such, it is considered that inadequate information
has been submitted and the proposal would be contrary to London Plan
Policy G6. The Environment Act passed in November 2021 also
supports the need for net gain.
6.8

Energy and Sustainability - Acceptable

6.8.1 BLP Policy 124 and London Plan Policy SI 2 requires major development
should be net zero- carbon, reducing greenhouse gas emissions in
operation and minimising both annual and peak energy demand in
accordance with the energy hierarchy
1) be lean: use less energy and manage demand during operation
2) be clean: exploit local energy resources (such as secondary heat) and
supply energy efficiently and cleanly
3) be green: maximise opportunities for renewable energy by producing,
storing and using renewable energy on-site
4) be seen: monitor, verify and report on energy performance.
A minimum of 35 percent carbon reduction beyond Part L 2013. for
residential development is required for major development. Residential
development should achieve 10 per cent and non-residential
development should achieve 15 per cent through energy efficiency
measures. Where it is clearly demonstrated that the zero-carbon target
cannot be fully achieved on site, any short fall should be provided in
agreement with the borough, either:
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1) Though a cash in lieu contribution to the borough’s carbon offset fund
or
2) Off-site provided that an alternative proposal is identified and delivery
is certain.
6.8.2 The submitted energy assessment indicates that under the “Be Lean”
category, a range of passive design features would be employed to
reduce the heat loss and demand for energy. The measures include
building fabric insulation, glazing design and specification, wall
insulation, pipework insulation, mechanical and natural ventilation
through openable windows are proposed to reduce the carbon emission
of the proposed development. These measures would meet the
minimum 10 percent requirement for domestic development and 15
percent for the non-domestic requirement as outlined in the GLA energy
guidance.
6.8.3 As there is no district network in the area, it is not possible to achieve
any carbon reduction under the “Be Clean” category at the present time
and no carbon reduction can be awarded under this category.
6.8.4 Under “Be Green” category, a range of on-site renewable energy
technologies including biomass boilers, solar thermal, solar PV panel,
ground source heat pumps and wind turbines were considered. It is
considered that the use of air source heat pumps and solar panel would
be the most feasible option for this site as the development comprises
of commercial space which requires active cooling.
Non-domestic element
6.8.5 The energy assessment indicates that the total regulated on-site carbon
saving for the non-domestic element would achieve 57.9 percent (5.5
tonnes) carbon saving against Part L 2013 of the Building Regulations
Compliant Development. There is a shortfall of 42.1 percent (4 tonnes)
and a planning contribution of £ 11,400 would be secured by a legal
agreement. The breakdown is as follows:





On site regulated carbon dioxide emissions (Building Regs
2013 Compliant Development) = 9.5 tCO2 per annum
Proposed on site reduction of carbon emissions from energy
demand/renewables = 5,5 tCO2 per annum
On site shortfall = 4 tCO2 per annum
Payment-in-lieu amount calculated as 4 (tCO2) x £95 (per
tCO2) x 30 (years) = £11,400

Residential element
6.8.6 The element would achieve 58.7 percent on-site carbon saving (44.1
tonnes) against Part L 2013 of the Building Regulations Compliant
Development. There is a shortfall of 31.3 percent (18.7 tonnes) and a
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planning contribution of £ 57,295 would be secured by a legal
agreement. The breakdown is as follows





On site regulated carbon dioxide emissions (Building Regs 2013
Compliant Development) = 59.8 tCO2 per annum
Proposed on site reduction of carbon emissions from energy
demand/renewables = 41.1 tCO2 per annum
On site shortfall = 18.7 tCO2 per annum
Payment-in-lieu amount calculated as 18.7 (tCO2) x £95 (per
tCO2) x 30 (years) = £57,295.

6.8.7 The total required carbon offsetting payment of £68, 695 will be secured
by a legal agreement. A condition is recommended to secure the carbon
saving measures as set out in the energy statement can be delivered.
The GLA have requested technical calculations and these information
have been provided to the GLA. Any further comments received will be
verbally reported.
Overheating
6.8.8 London Plan Policy SI 4 states major development should demonstrate
through an energy strategy how they will reduce the potential for internal
overheating and reliance on air conditioning systems in accordance with
the cooling hierarchy.
6.8.9 An overheating analysis assessed against standard CIBSE TM59 overheating test for residential and standard CIBSE TM52 for
commercial is provided. The results indicate active cooling is not
required for the domestic areas. Should planning permission be
recommended, details of mechanical ventilation in line with the
overheating assessment should be secured by condition.
Water infrastructure
6.8.10 London Plan Policy SI-5 states development proposal should:
1) through the use of planning conditions minimise the use of mains
water in line with the optional requirement of the building regulations
(residential development), achieving mains water consumption of
105 litres or less per head per day (excluding allowance of up to five
litres for external water consumption).
2) Achieve at least the BREEAM excellent standard for the “Wat 01
water category or equivalent for commercial development.
3) Incorporate measures such as smart metering, water saving and
recycling measures, including retrofitting, to help to achieve lower
water consumption rates and to maximise future proofing.
6.8.11 Thames Water has been consulted and no objection is raised in relation
to the impact upon the water network infrastructure capacity, waste
water network and sewage treatment work.
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6.8.12 Paragraph 69 of the GLA Stage 1 report states that “the proposal has
not been demonstrated that the proposed residential units would meet a
maximum water consumption of 105 litres per person per day. The
applicant should also consider water harvesting and reuse to reduce
consumption of water across the site. This can be integrated with the
surface water drainage system to provide a dual benefit”. Additional
information has been received and any updated from the GLA will be
verbally reported.
Whole Life Carbon and Circular Economy
6.8.13 London Plan Policy SI-2 requires a Whole Life Carbon Assessment and
demonstrate actions taken to reduce life-cycle carbon emissions.
London Plan Policy SI7 requires development applications that are
referable to the Mayor of London to submit a Circular Economy
Statement, whilst London Plan Policy D3 requires development
proposals to integrate circular economy principles as part of the design
process.
6.8.14 The applicant has submitted a Whole life Carbon Assessment and
Circular Economy Statement. Should planning permission be
recommended and in line with the GLA recommendation, a postconstruction assessment to report on the development’s actual WLC
emission and a post-completion report setting out the predicted and
actual performance against all numerical targets in the relevant Circular
Economy Statement would be secured by planning conditions.
6.9

Environmental Issues - Acceptable
Air Quality

6.9.1 The NPPF at para 170 states decisions should among other things
prevent new and existing development from contributing to, being put at
unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by, unacceptable
levels of air pollution. Development should, wherever possible, help to
improve local environmental conditions such as air quality. Proposals
should be designed and built to improve local air quality and reduce the
extent to which the public are exposed to poor air quality.
6.9.2 BLP Policy 120 states developments which are likely to have an impact
on air quality or which are located in an area which will expose future
occupiers to pollutant concentrations above air quality objective levels
will be required to submit an Air Quality Assessment. Developments
should aim to meet “air quality neutral” benchmarks in the GLA’s Air
Quality Neutral report. London Plan Policy SI-1 also echo this
requirement.
6.9.3 The site is within Bromley Air Quality Management Area. A revised air
quality assessment is submitted which assess the likely effects of the
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proposals on the site and the surrounding area is provided. The
assessment indicates the proposal would not have an adverse impact
on air quality, except during the construction period. A range of mitigation
measures to minimise or reduce dust would be required and
implemented. The emission from construction vehicles is not considered
to be significant at this location.
6.9.4 The assessment has been reviewed by the Council’s Environment
Health and no objection has been raised, subject to implementation of
mitigation measures in line with the submitted construction and
management and logistic plan (Nov 2020) and in line with the Council’s
Control of Pollution and noise from demolition and construction site code
of practice 2017.
6.9.5 In accordance with the London Plan, all Non Road Mobile Machinery
(NRMM) of net power of 37kW and up to and including 560kW used
during the course of the demolition, site preparation and construction
phases of the development shall comply with the emission standards
set out in chapter 7 of the GLA's supplementary planning guidance
'Control of Dust and Emissions During Construction and Demolition'
dated July 2014 (SPG) or any subsequent guidance. All NRMM shall
meet Stage lllA of EU Directive 97/68/EC (as amended). All
construction plant would need to adhere to the emissions standards for
NO2 and PM10 (particles with a diameter up to 10μm) and PM2.5
(particles with a diameter up to 2.5μm) set out for non-road mobile
machinery (NRMM). Subject to the planning conditions, it is therefore
considered the likely effect of construction plant on local air quality would
not be significant. Overall, the development is considered acceptable
from an air quality perspective.
Noise
6.9.6 London Plan Policy D13 agent of change principle places the
responsibility for mitigating impacts from existing noise and other
nuisance- generating activities or uses on the proposed new noisesensitive development. Development should be designed to ensure the
established noise and other nuisance-generating uses remain viable and
can continue or grow without unreasonable restrictions being placed on
them.
6.9.7

A noise impact assessment is submitted which indicates the glazing and
ventilation system would be required and employed to provide
appropriate internal residential amenity. The predicated noise levels for
the external amenity spaces would be predominantly below 55dB when
taken into account the balconies screening and are therefore suitable for
residential use and would comply with the national policy and guidance.
Any external plants associated to the building services and the
development would be designed to satisfy the BS4142 guidance.
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6.9.8 The Council Environmental Health were consulted and considered an
updated noise survey covering weekend hours including the details of
existing plants above no. 64 High Street should be secured by a planning
condition. The submitted noise impact assessment is based on a number
of unknown elements and rely on mitigation measures to be could be
secured by planning conditions. Given the site is located in town centre
and relationship with its surrounding, it is considered that the detail of
insulation between the commercial and retail floor space including the
updated noise assessment and external plant details must be submitted
prior to commencement of the work it is important to ensure these details
are provided prior to any work commence on site. The use of the
commercial floor space should be limited to retail only. Should planning
permission is recommended, the above would be secured by planning
conditions.
6.10

Flooding and Drainage - Acceptable
Surface water drainage

6.10.1 The NPPF states that major development should incorporate
sustainable drainage systems which should take account of advice from
the lead flood authority; have appropriate proposed minimum
operational standards; have maintenance arrangements in place to
ensure an acceptable standard of operation for the lifetime of the
development; and where possible, provide multifunctional benefits.
London Plan Policy SI-13 and BLP Policy 116 states development
proposals should aim to achieve greenfield run-off rates and ensure that
surface water run-off is managed as close to its source as possible.
6.10.2 The application site is not located in an area at risk of river, sea or
surface water flooding as defined by the Environment Agency. The
surrounding highway network is subject to low risk of surface water
flooding. The surface water runoff rate is proposed to be restricted to 1
litre/second and a minimum of 30 cubic metres of attenuation will be
required including the 1 in 100 year plus 40 percent climate change
event.
6.10.3 The drainage strategy indicates that a green roof on the 13th floor,
permeable paving to the rear of the building and geo-cellular crates with
a cubic volume of 30.4 cubic metres would be used to reduce flood risk.
The runoff rate would be restricted to 1 litre per second.
6.10.4 The hydraulic calculations split the contributing area across three time
steps (0-4, 4-8, and 8-12 minutes). The GLA considered that it would be
more realistic for the whole contributing area to be captured within the
first 4 minutes due to the nature of the site and rainwater should be
harvested and incorporated into the scheme. The Council’s drainage
officer and Thames Water have raised no objection to the proposal,
except conditions to secure the details of the works be implemented and
a pilling method statement be provided in consultation with Thames
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Water. Should planning permission be recommended, details of
hydraulic calculations to be captured withing the first 4 minutes,
rainwater harvesting, details of the works contained in the drainage
report and piling method statement should be secured by planning
conditions.
7. Planning Obligations and CIL
CIL:
7.1

The Mayor of London's CIL is a material consideration. CIL is payable
on this application and the applicant has completed the relevant form.

7.2

The London Borough of Bromley Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)
proposals were approved for adoption by the Council on 19 April 2021,
with a date of effect on all relevant planning permissions determined on
and after 15 June 2021.
Heads of Terms – Infrastructure impact and mitigations:

7.3

Should planning permission be recommended, the following planning
obligations will need to be secured as part of an S106 legal agreement,
should permission be granted:









Energy £ 68, 695;
Highway £20, 000;
Child play and park maintenance £TBC;
11 intermediate units;
Early and late stage affordable housing viability reviews;
2 Year car club members and a minimum of 20 hours of free dwelling
time per dwelling;
Removal of rights for resident’s permit; and,
Obligation monitoring fee: £500 per head of terms.

7.4

The amount of the carbon off-setting payment required should be
confirmed pending further consultation comments.

7.5

The Heads of Term have not been agreed at time of writing this report.
An update will be updated given at committee.

8.0

Planning balance and conclusion

8.1

The Council does not currently have a 5 year housing land supply. The
application provides 68 residential dwellings including 11 intermediate
dwellings. The financial viability report has been reviewed by an
independent viability assessor and they consider the scheme cannot
support more than what is offered. This provision would attract a
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significant weight as the proposal would contribute to the supply of
housing within the Borough in favour of this development.
8.2

The site is located at a highly sustainable location. The principle to
redevelop the site including the introduction of a taller building and car
free development is supported, given that the site forms a part of an
opportunity area in the Bromley Town Centre Area Action Plan and Site
10 in the Bromley Local Plan.

8.3

The Framework requires the effect of an application on the significance
of a non-designated heritage asset should be taken into account, a
balance judgement will be required having regard to the scale of any
harm or loss and the significance of the heritage asset. The setting of
Bromley Town Centre Conservation Area is considered to be a heritage
asset. The Framework also requires great weight be given to the assets
conservation This is irrespective of whether any potential harm amounts
to substantial harm, total loss or less than substantial harm to its
significance.

8.4

Whilst significant weight is attached to the public benefits that could be
derived from this proposal, significant weight is also attached to its harm
to the non-designated heritage assets and its setting, and the impact on
the significance of Bromley Town Centre Conservation Area. The visual
assessment indicates that the proposal would appear overly dominant in
its local context and the proposal would also punctuate the skyline in a
blunt manner, adjacent to the conservation area. The harm would be
directly significant and in a permanent in its impact and nature.

8.5

Having considered the design, layout, siting, scale and massing of the
proposal, it is considered that the proposal would provide an overintensive development. The proposal would introduce primary windows
or single aspect units located close to its site boundaries or neighbouring
properties with limited outlook. As part of the allocation site and a
standalone building, the reliance of neighbouring land for natural lights
and amenities is not considered sustainable.

8.6

Insufficient information has been provided to confirm funding has been
sought and fully demonstrate low-cost housing should be discounted at
this location and cannot be provided to the Borough. Insufficient
information is also provided to demonstrate adequate recycling storage
facilities, urban greening factor and biodiversity net gain can be provided
or accommodated within this confined site.

8.7

The replacement retail floor space would maintain an active frontage on
the ground floor. However, the retail floor spaces would be provided over
three floors and insufficient information is provided to demonstrate the
design and layout of the proposal would achieve in inclusive environment
for the future customers and occupiers. The reliance on on-street
servicing and delivery is not considered sustainable. The layout of the
proposal indicates that the disabled residential spaces would require
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multiple manoeuvring to access and leave this compact site. The
quantum of the proposal as indicated on the proposed floor plates
indicates the proposal would be beyond optimising the development
potential of this limited site.
8.8

The Council’s Conservation Officer has raised objection to the revised
proposal and considered that the over-dominant scale and massing of
the proposed building would visually compete with the modest market
town character of the Bromley Town Centre Conservation Area. Nonstatuary comments from Historic England also consider that the proposal
would have an impact on the significance of the Bromley Town Centre
Conservation Area and the harm would be towards the lower end of less
than substantial.

8.9

In striking a balance between the public benefits that could be derived
from this proposal and the harm it would cause as a result of this
development, it is considered that the planning permission should be
refused as the benefits arising from this development do not outweigh
the harm that arises. The suggested reasons to contest the appeal are
set out below.

9.0

RECOMMENDATION

9.1

RESOLVE TO CONTEST APPEAL Grounds for contesting the Appeal
are as follows:
1. Design layout height scale and massing
The proposal by reason of its scale, bulk, massing, design and density
would appear as an over-intensive development within a confined site. The
proposal would also appear overly dominant, out of scale, context and
keeping with the immediate surroundings and High Street location which
would create a harmful visual impact and be detrimental to the townscape
and would punctuate the skyline in a blunt manner. The introduction of an
isolated tall building within the allocated site 10 in the Local Plan and an
opportunity area in the Bromley Town Centre Area Action Plan would
represent a piecemeal and incongruous development and fail to fully follow
the plan-led approach in delivering sustainable development, contrary to
NPPF paragraph 11(d); London Plan Policies D1, D3, D4, D7, D9 HC1;
Local Plan Policy 37, 40, 42, 47, 48; and BTC 17 and 19 of the Bromley
Town Centre Area Action Plan.
2. Heritages
The proposal would result in the loss of a group of non-designated buildings,
the introduction of an unsympathetic building would appear out of context,
scale and keeping with its surroundings resulting in a harmful and
detrimental impact upon its setting, relationship, significance, character and
appearance of the Bromley Town Centre Conservation Area, contrary to
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NPPF paragraph 11(d), 193, 194,195, 196, 197, 199, 202 and 203; London
Plan Policy D3, D4, D7, HC1; Local Plan Policy 37, 40, 42, 47, 48; Policies
BTC 17, BTC19 of the Bromley Town Centre Area Action Plan.
3. Housing tenure
Insufficient information has been provided to justify the absence of social or
affordable rent provision at this site and fully demonstrate adequate
affordable housing tenure can be provided, contrary to BLP Policy 2 and
London Plan Policies D1 and H6.
4. Housing standard and quality
The proposed residential accommodation, by reason of its inadequate
internal floor space for the studio units, siting, close proximity to its site
boundaries and adjacent buildings, design, layout and relationship with its
roof terrace would fail to provide a good quality living environment for the
future occupiers in terms of outlook, privacy, and single aspect units. The
reliance of the neighbouring land for natural lights and amenities is not
considered sustainable and would represent a degree of over-intensive
development. Insufficient information has been provided to demonstrate
adequate child play area and the ranges of uses which could be provided
on the 13th floor roof terrace, contrary to BLP Policies 4 and 37, London Plan
Polices D3 and D6, London Housing SPG 2016 and London Pay and
Informal Recreation SPG.
5. Waste storage
The proposal fails to demonstrate adequate residential recycling waste can
be provided to accommodate the quantum of residential accommodation,
contrary to BLP Policies 37 and 113.
6. Biodiversity
Insufficient information has been provided to demonstrate the proposal
would achieve the required urban greening factor and biodivierty net gain,
contrary to BLP Policy 37, London Plan Policies G5 and G6 and paragraph
174 of the NPPF.
7. Inclusivity
Insufficient information has been provided to demonstrate the proposed
retail floorspace can provide an inclusive environment for the customers and
commercial occupier(s) to access all floors and to carry out servicing and
deliveries associated to the 559sq.m retail floorspace. The reliance of onstreet servicing and delivery and removal of an existing on-street parking
space currently servicing the church and visitors to Bromley Town Centre
near to the pedestrianized part of the High Street is not considered
sustainable and fails to achieve an inclusive environment. The residential
parking spaces would require disabled users to carry out a number of
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manoeuvres to access and leave the site. insufficient information has been
provided to demonstrate how the remaining seven percent residential
disabled parking spaces can be accommodated and secured. Due to its
design, confined layout and limited spaces, the proposal would be contrary
to BLP Policies 30, 33 and 37, London Plan Policies D3, D5 and T6.1.
8. Planning obligations
Insufficient information is provided to confirm the required planning
obligations necessary to mitigate the impacts of the development. As such,
the proposal would be contrary to, London Plan Policies DF1 and M1,
Bromley Local Plan Policies 125 and Planning Obligations (2010) and
subsequent addendums.
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1

Site Context and
Existing Buildings
1.1

Introduction

1.1.1 This document is a design review of the proposed development at 66-70 High St,
Bromley, designed by Assael Architects for S2 Estates. The site is located in the town centre
of Bromley on the corner of Ethelbert Rd and the High St.
1.1.2 The proposal is for demolition of the existing buildings (66-70 High St), construction
of a 16 storey mixed-use building to provide 582sqm retail floorspace (use class A1) and
68 residential units with associated disabled car parking spaces, cycle parking and refuse
storage area.
1.1.3 The site is within Bromley Town Centre and the Bromley Town Centre Opportunity
Area. It was also identified as part of Opportunity Site G/10 in the Draft Bromley Masterplan
(unadopted) and is adjacent to the Bromley Town Centre Conservation Area. It is not identified
as an appropriate location for a tall building in the Bromley Development Plan
1.1.4 This report reviews the design approach taken for this site, the townscape value of
the existing buildings (proposed for demolition) and the design and townscape impacts of the
proposed building. As a tall building the proposal has impacts on its immediate environment
as well as beyond this, affecting the street scene, the wider townscape, skyline and character
of Bromley Town Centre and the wider local area. These issues are considered in this report.
1.1.5 This report has been carried out by Amanda Reynolds, Director of AR Urbanism
(ARU), architect and urban designer.
1.1.6 Drawings included in this document are a mixture of original (by ARU) and from the
Architect’s Design and Access Statement (DAS), the Heritage, Townscape and Visual Impacts
Assessment (HTVIA), and drawings as submitted for the planning application. Drawings and
images are identified as to their origins.

1.2

Townscape Analysis - Bromley Town Centre

1.2.1 Bromley town centre is built on a partly sloping promontory with the oldest part of
it, the old ‘village centre’ on an elevated plateau to the north, with the High St running south
away from this area. The High St follows a sloping ridge down to the Bromley South Railway
Station, which forms a lower nodal point in the overall town centre as well as identifying the
entry to the slightly separated area of Bromley South, which sits on lower topography.
1.2.2 The High St has developed throughout the late 19th and 20th centuries from a minor
village street into a busy retail centre and the town centre has grown around it on the upper
plateau and the eastern and western slopes of the hillside. The western side is steeper, with
side streets - including Ethelbert Rd - falling away quickly to the lower residential levels. This
side also includes Bromley Park and Church House Gardens, large local green spaces.
1.2.3 The older shops lining the High St are generally traditional 3 storey (with some 2 and
4 storeys) terraces with retail at ground floor and, originally at least, residential uses above.
These tend to be located in groups, with some newer, larger buildings also scattered along
the length of the street. These newer buildings also largely conform to the use structure
of retail at ground floor and other (residential/office) uses above. Some of the more recent
buildings to the north of the Churchill Theatre are more than 4 storeys, but almost the entirety
of the High St follows the pattern of 3/4 storeys fronting the street with retail/active frontage at
the ground floor.
5
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1.2.4 The architect’s DAS states at p.17 that “general best practice principles of urban
design for densifying High Street whereby taller elements are located on the street itself
and not along secondary routes” as a justification for redeveloping this “underutilised site”
(also p.17). I disagree that this is a ‘best practice principle’ and no source is provided for this
statement. There are many flourishing examples of relatively low-rise high streets - Oxford St
in central London for example - and while density is definitely sought for both high streets and
town centres, tall buildings are not the only way to provide good density.
1.2.5 In addition to this, locating residential uses directly on the busiest streets of a town
centre - with attendant vehicle noise and late night economy noise - is certainly not best
practice as residential uses are generally most happily located on secondary side streets, as
they currently are in Bromley town centre.
1.2.6 There are existing tall buildings (8/10 storeys and higher) in the town centre High St
area north of the station. Several are from the 1960/70s and are located an approximate
block back from the High St, mostly on the eastern side. On the west of the High St, the listed
Churchill Theatre is a significant height, the tallest element on the plateau of the town centre,
and while its building footprint stretches to the street, its main height is setback, maintaining a
consistent rhythm along the street edge, if not exactly lining up with its neighbours.
1.2.7 This consistent pattern of a lower, but well-structured urban edge to the High St,
with taller elements beyond, is also followed in more recent 21st Century developments. The
recent development on Ringers Rd for example, is a tall block set behind the existing High
St shops, then lower elements stepping down the hillside to meet the existing housing and
reinforcing this signature pattern of Bromley Town Centre’s land form.
1.2.8 A more recent alteration/extension of an existing building on the eastern side of the
street immediately north of the railway station, also follows the pattern of lower development
to the front of the site (4 storeys to the street) with a tall building to the rear, behind the
front building. It also sits to the rear of the line of 3 storey retail buildings which create its
foreground when looking from the north.
1.2.9 The minor streets behind the High St, before meeting suburban housing, generally
include larger plots, which are more readily developable for modern needs than the smaller
plots and traditional footprint buildings which front the High St.
1.2.10 A newer, large scale development (Churchill Gardens) proposed on Zone 1 of the
‘G/10’ development site (as per the Council’s AAP) is currently being considered by the
Council and is to be located on the north side of Ethelbert Rd, stretching up toward the
Churchill Theatre, where it will create a new public realm setting for the Theatre and entry into
the adjacent park as well as additional housing and other uses.
1.2.11 The maximum building heights for this development are understood to be 13/14
storeys and the whole development is set behind the High St shops which are in the
Conservation Area. While this pattern of taller buildings set back from the High St may not
have been a conscious design approach from the beginning, it has set a clearly identifiable
and significant urban structure pattern for the town centre that is being consistently reinforced
by contemporary developments and this emerging scheme also follows the pattern.
1.2.12 The DAS quotes from the Vision Statement of the Masterplan (unadopted) produced
by Stitch Architects for the Churchill Gardens application, which refers to this urban form. The
last bullet states: “ Ensure the form and massing of the buildings is set back from the High
St and sensitive to the ‘ridge’ profile of the Town Centre topography.”
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1.2.13 This form offers a number of urban design attributes which are positive contributions
to the specific identity, quality and form of Bromley Town Centre, are of important townscape
value, and should be carried through with new projects:
•

Reinforcing a sense of townscape continuity which expresses a historical narrative about
the ongoing identity of Bromley Town Centre and the wider area;

•

Reinforcing a streetscape pattern that does not create disjunctive breaks in the character
of the important identity street;

•

Allowing for and continuing good daylight and sunlight penetration into the High St;

•

Reinforcing the residential character of the town centre side streets by focusing large
residential components on these side streets.

1.3

The Local Site Context

1.3.1 The site is located at the approximate centre of the High Street’s length between the
railway station to the south (Bromley South Station) and the old town to the north - where
the High St meets East St. The site sits on the south-west corner of the High St junction
with Ethelbert and Elmfield Roads, which is also the point where the High St flattens out and
becomes pedestrianised to the north, where it accommodates a street market and generous
areas of public realm.
1.3.2 The junction has some importance for a number of reasons: it marks the change in
topography and character of the High St between the relatively level section, the ‘plateau’,
to the north which is now pedestrianised, and the section to the south which slopes directly
down to the railway station. There is also a subtle direction change at this point with the
northern section curving slowly to the east while the southern section is straight until it almost
meets the station.
1.3.3 In addition, the street opposite the site, Elmfield Rd, which forms part of the junction,
is the arrival point from busy Kentish Way and carries many of the bus routes as well as other
vehicles.
1.3.4 This prominent location, together with the upper and lower curves of the High St,
make views toward both the buildings on the Ethelred Rd corners clear from both ends of the
High St. Both buildings are also visible from along the north side of Elmfield Rd, meaning that
both these corner buildings are read together in many local street scene views (as also shown
in the historical photographs from the HTVIA (reproduced on p.14, this report).
1.3.5 The town centre of Bromley is expected to undergo a considerable amount of
redevelopment over the next few years and this site is part of a larger area on the west of
Bromley High St which is identified as having a large development capacity. It is part of Site
G/10 of the Area Action Plan, now in the local plan. The proposal currently being considered
by the Council (Churchill Gardens) for the site from Ethelbert Rd to the Churchill Theatre is set
behind the existing shops (within the Conservation area), on the High St.
1.3.6 This scheme will demolish the Town Church on Ethelbert Rd, another 1930s structure
and replace this with a new church as part of a larger development which also includes
much new housing and a new central public space adjacent to the Churchill Theatre. This
development will have a landscaped pedestrian entrance accessed from Ethelbert Rd, thus
increasing the likely use and importance of this street as a pedestrian entry point for new and
other local residents and visitors.
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View towards the top of Ethelred Rd with the subject site and buildings on the left and the conservation area buildings on
the right - both constructed early 30s and presenting similar scale, form and materials - from Streetview

View up the High St from beside the subject buildings at the junction with Elmfield/Ethelbert Rds. The view looks towards
the Conservation Area and includes the Churchill Theatre in the centre of the view. The scale, form and detail of the subject
buildings form an important part of the townscape continuity and setting for the Conservation Area. - from Streetview
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1.3.7 The buildings opposite the site to the north are the beginning of the Bromley Town
Centre Conservation Area and consist of a 3 storey terrace of neo-Georgian buildings of
a similar scale and form to those in the subject site, while the two eastern corners of the
junction include a grand corner entry to The Glades shopping centre (north) and a smaller
corner entry to a retail occupier (south), currently Boots.
1.3.8 The wider context of the existing buildings is described in the previous section,
however these corner structures have a greater role in the more immediate context of the
High St, Ethelbert Rd and the junction of these streets along with Elmfield Rd to the east,
leading to Kentish Way.
1.3.9 There is no description provided in the applicant’s DAS or the HTVIA for the buildings
across the street to the north of the site and no suggestion of any relationship between these
buildings or others on the High St. No townscape assessment of the existing buildings in the
context of this corner junction is provided and neither the HTVIA nor the DAS address these
adjacent related buildings, although they are clearly shown on old maps and photographs
(pg.13 of HTVIA) as being of the same time of construction.
1.3.10 The four corner buildings on the High St junction are all of similar height (equivalent to
3-4 storeys), although the overall scale and form of The Glades building beyond the High St is
massive. The experience of this building on the High St is of the same height and scale as its
adjacent neighbours, however its entrance is designed to be grander and ‘over-scaled’ for its
context and does not share so many similar secondary elements (upper floor window size etc)
with any of its neighbours - this is clearly intentional.
1.3.11 The Glades and its southern neighbour, are both late 20th century ‘retail style’,
although built on very different scales, while the two western corner buildings, including those
on the site, were built in the 1930s (see next section, likely to be in the period 1933-35) and
follow a traditional pattern of ground floor retail and residential (originally at least) to the two
floors above.
1.3.12 All four corner buildings share a similar approach to the actual street corner, with
a chamfered element to the architecture at the corner, ground level. 3 of the 4 four blocks
include entries along their chamfered edges, while The Glades chamfer is so large that the
entry, centred along its length is not exactly located on the corner itself. The northern neoGeorgian building does not have a corner entry now, although it may have done in the past.
1.3.13 The design of the C20th block opposite the subject site to the east is an interesting
and exuberant example of post-modern design (built in the 1980s?), including curved
pediments which clearly relate to the subject site across the road. Its square projecting bay
windows and inset corner bay are architectural devices not commonly found on this High
St, and it is not possible to identify the present uses within the upper levels from google
streetview. However the scale and form and emphatic treatment of the corner and repeating
bays of this building follow the pattern of its older neighbours across the street - as you would
expect from the Post-Modernist style.
1.3.14 The ground floor frontage treatments to all four buildings, including The Glades, all
follow the same rhythm of shopfront ‘bays’ - whether they are separate shops, double (or
more) fronted shops or display windows to generalised retail within (The Glades).
1.3.15 These four corner buildings may all be different in detail, and The Glades clearly uses
substantially more grandly scaled elements, however they currently all share a use, an overall
scale and massing to the street and present a strongly coherent definition to this junction
because of this.
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The junction context of the existing buildings, showing each of the four corner buildings - above, The Glades on the left,
the main High St access into a major shopping centre with its over-scaled entrance, but street-facing shopfront rhythm
following existing patterns at ground floor level. On the right, Boots Post-modern exuberance with footprint, shopfront
rhythm and corner treatment all following the pattern of a traditional retail corner. Below, on the left, the subject buildings
decoratively celebrating its corner chamfer, while on the right, the building is calmer although the corner has decorative
window treatments. Commonalities to them all include pediments and corner chamfers
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1.3.16 In addition, the two neo-Georgian buildings (our subject site and the one to the north
in the Conservation Area), also define the entrance to Ethelbert Rd, a pedestrian route of
emerging importance, their chamfered corners inviting movement down this secondary street.
These buildings also share their origins in an important historical era for the town centre and
are among the few remaining representatives of this time; they share strong similarities in the
scale of secondary elements like windows and decorative pediments as well as materials.
That the subject buildings are more decorative, may well set them further apart from those
more typical of the 30s (art deco and moderne styles), however this distinctive atypicality
makes them more striking, more memorable and arguably more worthy of retention in terms
of the overall townscape quality of the high street.
1.3.17 The applicant’s HTVIA, Section 6.0 Townscape and Character Assessment, includes
the bare minimum of information about the townscape of either Bromley in general or the
High St specifically. This section consists of just 3 pages, one of which is wholly lifted from
the council’s AAP and the other two are largely a Terrain map and an aerial photograph which
just marks the site. There is no exploration of the role of the existing site/buildings in the
existing townscape and no visual or movement analysis of the junction and its current corner
buildings, all of which contribute to the identity of this location on the High St.
1.3.18 The DAS is similarly thin on actual townscape analysis, quoting parts of the HTVIA,
the AAP and the Bromley Masterplan. Most notable is the inclusion of the Vision Statement
from the Masterplan, p.14, where a set of “urban design principles set out the key moves and
expectations of the masterplan to ensure a high quality of design and urban realm throughout
the masterplan site”.
1.3.19 The last one of these principles states that projects should “ensure the form and
massing of tall buildings is set back from the High Street, and is sensitive to the ‘ridge’ profile
of the town centre topography”. This ‘key urban design principle’ is not addressed in the
design process and the proposed design does not follow it at all, nor respond to this point in
any way.
1.3.20 Views towards the site looking at the height of the tall building are dealt with in the
‘Impact’ section of the DAS which presents the proposed new development without any
analysis of the qualities of the existing buildings.
1.3.21 The DAS also provides no research or appreciation of the historical period of origin
of the subject buildings, however it would be expected that the Heritage and Townscape
consultants would have done this to inform the design process. There is no evidence of this
being done.
1.3.22 The lack of appreciation of the historical relevance or townscape context of the
existing buildings no doubt contributes to the dismissal of the existing buildings in terms of
their townscape value and their role in the setting of the conservation area as well as in terms
of their role in views out of the conservation area.

1.4

The Existing Buildings

1.4.1 The existing buildings themselves have no heritage listing, no local listing, nor are they
situated within a conservation area, however the site is adjacent to the Bromley Town Centre
Conservation Area (BTCCA), which is immediately to the north, and the buildings themselves
contribute considerably towards the setting of this area. The (unadopted) masterplan for the
G/10 site identifies the buildings as having townscape value, as does this review.
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View of existing buildings from junction of High Street and Elmfield Road

Part 1 p.13 HTVIA by Iceni. If the image dates are correct the building was built by 1935 while the 1933 map shows the
villas still in place. Therefore the construction date would be 1933-35, Not later as claimed in various places in the HTVIA
and repeated in the DAS.
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1.4.2 The existing buildings are described in the applicant’s Heritage and Townscape
Assessment as being built some time between 1937 and 1959, however it is clear from
the consultant’s own evidence (maps and photographs, pg.13 HTVIA), assuming that this
information is correct, that the buildings on the site and those to the north across Ethelbert
Rd were built between 1933-35. They are not shown on a 1933 map and then appear in
both photographs dated 1935 as well as the map dated 1936-37 (see pg.14 of this report).
Considering the styles it is likely that both sets of these corner buildings and the Town Church
to the rear on Ethelred Rd (to be demolished as part of the Churchill Quarter development),
currently form the only remnants of a larger group all built at a similar time in the early-tomid 1930s, as shown in the historical mapping. That just three of these remain (potentially
to be two) enhances the importance of the existing buildings on the site in terms of historical
townscape continuity.
1.4.3 The 1920/30s was an important period for Bromley Town, reflecting a time of growth
and expansion. Much of the suburban housing around the town centre was built during the
this period and there are very few other retail buildings on the High St remaining of this period.
Others are notably 54-62 High St, the blocks in front of the Ringers Rd development, which
represent both styles of the period - historicist and moderne.
1.4.4 The applicant’s description of the buildings on 66-70 High St, while factual in many
ways is also quite dismissive of the buildings as merely part of the “wallpaper of the High St”,
a “conservative and historicist” building (HTVIA p.21) and therefore considered to have ‘low
architectural and artistic value’, ‘low historic interest’ as well as ‘low heritage value’. However,
there is no study provided of other Bromley town centre buildings - including those on the
opposite corner - of the period identified, nor of the importance of the period itself. Therefore
it is hard to see how the historical relevance of the subject buildings can be dismissed so
lightly without further investigation, when the evidence provided suggests more could be
found.
1.4.5 That the subject buildings are ‘historicist’ (as are the gothic style Houses of
Parliament) is quite possibly correct; they may well have been out of date in their own time,
as Art Deco and Moderne became more de rigueur. However, the limited group of this style
of 1930s buildings remaining on and around this corner (including the Town Church and the
northern group in the CA), clearly express this important period of Bromley Town Centre’s
growth and history. Their townscape value lies not only in the historical period they represent
(remaining elements of which are fast disappearing); but also in their location on an important
junction, defining the corners to Ethelbert Rd opposite Elmfield Rd along with the entry to the
pedestrianised section of the High St ridge; and, their inherent visual qualities (scale and form,
architectural decorative detailing), regardless of whether this conforms to some precise period
definition or not.
1.4.6 The lack of specific policy protection for the existing buildings on this site does not
mean that they make no contribution to the local townscape, nor should it mean that they
can be automatically demolished. The role of these buildings in relation to the adjacent
Conservation Area, to the overall street scene, as well as the history and growth of Bromley
town centre should be considered by the applicants’ consultants as asked for in the
Masterplan (unadopted,but much quoted in the applicant’s DAS).
1.4.7 In architectural terms the buildings (see photographs on following pages) may not
fit neatly into a defined period, however while there are other contemporary, neo-Georgian
buildings on the High St, the fact that this one is a more exuberant relic of the same era
arguably makes it more worthy of retention for exactly these unusual qualities.
1.4.8 The buildings were designed to turn the corner well and projects a strongly defined
frontage to both the High St and to Ethelbert Rd. It does this very well with the materials of
the day - brickwork details in varying bond styles and stone-capped pediments and windows.
15
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View of existing buildings from Ethelbert Road showing the stepped down rear and blank frontage to the street edge, as
well as the decorative brick capping - presumably original - over the two gates which presumably lead to the flats above
the shops as well as potentially a service area.

View of existing buildings from opposite corner junction of Ethelbert Road and High Street - part of the shopfront appears
to have been bricked in at some stage, while the upper floors are intact and express a high level of decorative finish.
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The buildings have also lasted well, and/or has been well-maintained, and show no obvious sign of
serious decay or subsidence to the public view. The ‘lesser frontage’ of the buildings, along Ethelbert Rd
away from the strong corner, is less prepossessing once the structure steps down to a single storey wall
containing entries to the flats above the retail use. These lower sections of the building do not have the
charm of the main street frontages, although the brick wall and gated entrances are celebrated with a
brick-capped curving minor pediment, and the rear, single storey section of the building could arguably
be removed or remodelled as part of a development on the site.
1.4.9 The ground floor elevation is now a standard retail frontage, which wraps around the corner into
Ethelbert Rd, and some earlier ground floor windows/doors on this secondary street have been bricked
up. However, the existing building provides continuous active retail frontage along its street edge, as it
was designed to do and as envisaged by the AAP and all other policy documents affecting this location.
Any new building on this site could provide updated retail display windows and a different design
approach to using the retail space, but it would not be able to increase the length of retail frontage by
much, except perhaps into Ethelbert Rd.
1.4.10 In summary, the existing buildings are unusual examples - unique to Bromley Town Centre - of an
important period of development for Bromley. Their architecture expresses an historicist style, described
as ‘free Renaissance’ in the HTVIA, and almost theatrical in expression, including decorative steel Juliet
balconies to the gabled sections of the street frontage elevations. The buildings do not conform to the
architectural ‘rules’ of any specific period, however, the few remaining buildings of the 1930s in Bromley
are all different and should be celebrated for this, rather than berated for their non-conformity, this one in
particular for its more Baroque and expressive character.
1.4.11 The architecture is balanced and well-made; it has been largely well-maintained; it makes a
considerable contribution to townscape quality and continuity, to its corner, to the junction and to the
overall High St. The architecture, scale and form support the visual setting of the Conservation Area from
both views - looking north where the existing buildings and the opposite corner up the High St meld into
the streetscape view leading into the Conservation Area; while looking south, the buildings provide further
townscape continuity to the Conservation Area, anchoring it as the High St turns slightly at the junction
and the site is more in view. (See following section on Views).

View of one of the ‘gabled’ sections
of the main elevation to the existing
building showing the detailed brickwork,
stone pediments and decorative steel
Juliet balcony
17
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Image from p.45 of proposed splayed windows for south elevation of proposal. Inset balconies are also shown.

Proposed typical floor plan from DAS p.45, showing a possible 18m distance to any future development.
Most of this space is located on the adjacent site - currently under the same ownership, but this is not
necessarily guaranteed in the future - defining an edge for future development on that site but without
showing how this could in reality work in accordance with policy.
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2

The Proposal

2.1

Wider Masterplan

2.1.1 The proposal application does not include a wider masterplan for either the
developer’s current landholdings or for the relevant sub-block (Zone 2) of site G/10 of which
the site forms a part - i.e: that part of G/10 that sits between Ethelbert Rd and Ringers Rd.
2.1.2 The site is not identified as an appropriate location for a tall building in the
Development Plan. The DAS quotes the (unadopted) masterplan for the overall G/10 site
throughout the document, however the design does not follow this in major areas, nor does it
provide any justification for a significant deviation from the design principles. In particular, the
location of the proposed tall building on High St and its proposed height, which would make it
the tallest structure on the High St, both in relative and absolute terms, including in relation to
known emerging projects.
2.1.3 In order to understand how this proposal would not obstruct future complying
developments, an illustrative masterplan including at least the TK Maxx site and preferably all
of the Zone 2 sub-block between Ringers and Ethelbert Rds should be provided as part of
the application.

2.2

Design Quality - Site planning, Layout, Scale and Form

Site Planning and Layout:
2.2.1 The site planning as proposed shows the site largely occupied by the building on the
ground floor, apart for an area for access to the west which is overhung by upper levels of
the building. Up to the 12th floor, the building extends over the access area, but with minor
setbacks to the west (although balconies reach to the boundary) and to the south to allow for
daylight into residential windows. Above the 12th floor there is a further setback to the west
which enables provision of some limited rooftop amenity space.
2.2.2 While ‘optimising’ the density and use of a site is the aim of residential development
as set out in the London Plan, the design compromises made in the proposed residential
layout - including proximity to south and west boundaries, ‘dual aspect’ relying on deeply
inset balconies and limited communal amenity space - makes this proposal seem like
maximising rather than optimising. An optimum solution should enable high quality apartment
layouts, good sunlight/daylight without convoluted window arrangements, without building up
to internal boundaries and providing more than adequate communal amenity spaces.
2.2.3 The fact that this building completely occupies the site and includes windows on or
close to two non-street boundaries with adjacent development sites would suggest that too
much is being squeezed onto the site and this suggests over-development. The windows to
the flats on the south elevation of the building are angled to avoid potential overlooking into a
possible future development on the TK Maxx site. However, it is stated that any development
on this adjacent site would be set back 18m from the proposed windows, in which case
the angled windows would not necessarily be required as the separation distance may be
adequate.
2.2.4 This begs the question as to whether there is a proposal for the adjacent site already,
in which case it would assist the decision-making process if this design could be included as
an illustrative masterplan for the greater site, to see how further development might integrate
with this proposal and the wider town centre.
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PROPOSED - North Elevation
Scale: 1:200

PROPOSED - East Elevation

The two street elevations (East, High St on the left, North, Ethelbert Rd on the right) of the proposed block, showing its
02

Scale: 1:200

proximity to both non-street boundaries and adjacent buildings. The existing adjacent Salvation Army building to the west

HSB-AA-ALL-XX-DR-A-0400
Status & Revision

R7

is of a very different scale.

View 13 (HTVIA) from opposite the junction of Ravensbourne Road and High Street. The scale of the proposal is emphasised
by the mass of the block stretching westwards and its dominance is in contrast to the Ringers Rd development, the tallest
building of which is just visible above the retail frontages - top level and roof only.
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2.2.5 It is also interesting to note that the angle of the windows shows the views out to the
north-east towards the High St, whereas a more open view with more sun access and the
potential for some greenery in sight, would be angled to the south-west. However, there may
be future development in this direction and again, a concept masterplan for the whole Zone
2 sub-block would provide a clearer understanding of the potential for future development on
the balance of this site area, as well as providing more certainty around design choices.
2.2.6 The overall layout of the apartments per floor is a highly effective insertion of the area
into a very tight space and it could be supported as a free-standing tower with clear space all
around it. However the overall quality of the flats is compromised by the tight arrangement,
close to adjacent boundaries, with ‘dual aspect’ only created for most of the flats by using
an inset balcony as the second glazing aspect. Inset balconies/terraces are quite enclosed
spaces and generally function (usefully) as an additional room to the apartment, however they
do not provide a complete dual aspect space and are much questioned as solutions to this
issue in design reviews in other London Boroughs. The south and east-facing apartments in
particular will struggle to not feel like single aspect units. The small west-facing apartment is
single-aspect.
2.2.7 The overall floor layout appears to be maximised not optimised by the design
compromises.

Scale and Form:
2.2.8 While at 16 storeys the building is not tall in central city terms, in the Bromley High St
context this is a very tall building indeed and it will stand at odds with the existing buildings
fronting the street. Bromley High St’s solid 3/4 storey street edges are continuous along the
street, providing a satisfying sense of activity and enclosure in a generous street width, with
views above lower buildings and down side streets of taller elements beyond, reinforcing the
established urban pattern.
2.2.9 The location of the proposed building immediately on the High St, with no setback
or lower foreground built form, is an assertive statement that undermines the established
character and quality of the High St and will cause visual harm to the Conservation Area to
the north of the site. The building does not define any civic or cultural use that could justify
it being the tallest building on the High St, it does not identify any function or activity in
particular but does usurp the Churchill Theatre which is the local landmark building, providing
civic and cultural identity.
2.2.10 The bulk and massing of the building is particularly overbearing from the south, as
seen in elevations opposite and in views (following section) looking north along the High St.
The viewer is looking up the hill towards the building, so its height is emphasised by being
located on higher ground to start with. As the building is not set back from the High St the
full experience of the form and height is in view, looking at the long elevation, which further
emphasises the large mass in relation to existing buildings. It appears out of scale and in the
wrong location.
2.2.11 The proposed building is too tall for its location and context. As previously noted the
site is on an important junction, however, it is not necessarily the most important corner in
this junction - where the buildings act as a coherent identity group - nor the most important
corner/site on the High St. Therefore it does not justify being the tallest building on the
High St, nor does it justify being significantly taller than its existing neighbours on the street
frontage, although some height would be feasible further into the site.
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View 8 from the western pedestrian bridge, showing the impact on the skyline of the proposed building. The Ringers Rd
development can be seen following the ridge line and tree-line rather than dominating the topography

View 16 A cumulative version of this view showing outlined, a possible development on the Churchill Gardens site which
sits behind the existing low-rise retail on the High St and in the Conservation Area. The proposed new building - centre
of view- dominates all the views looking south down the High St, from within the Conservation Area, whereas the larger
proposal viewed beyond the Churchill Theatre and Library entrance would be far less intrusive and cause less harm.
22
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2.3

Views and Townscape Impacts

2.3.1 The views of the proposal commented on in this review are those where the building
can be seen and it has some significant impact. The impacts considered are those which
affect the skyline, the townscape, street scene and character of the local area.
2.3.2 Views 1-6 & 10 are long distance views and do not reveal the proposal as it is
generally hidden by trees or other buildings (I note that the views baseline photographs were
not taken in winter as recommended by best practice). Views 7, 8 & 9 show the proposal
strongly expressed on the skyline as an isolated tower projecting above trees and other town
centre buildings. Arguably in these distant views, the scene will eventually be populated by
more tall buildings, however, the height of this one, taller than any other proposed for the
town centre, will dominate for some time to come.
2.3.3 As can be seen in View 8 (opposite) from the Western pedestrian bridge, the building
interrupts the skyline far more than the existing Ringers Rd development or the St Marks
Square tower, which is currently the tallest building in Bromley, although set in the lower South
Bromley area. The proposed High St building does not identify any major civic or cultural
location nor especially strong transport node or similar community identity site which could
justify a landmark scale buildings. Its height and visibility also undermine the importance of the
Churchill Theatre, therefore it is hard to see the justification for this as the tallest element in the
urban view from these locations.
2.3.4 Views 12, 13 and 14 (see previous page) are all taken looking up the High St, where
the proposal is clearly a visually dominant feature, challenging the established character of
the High St and distracting from views towards the Churchill Theatre in the Conservation Area
further to the north.
2.3.5 The most important urban design impacts are those experienced at street level and
this building completely alters the experience of the street scene, introducing a ‘city centre’
form directly into a much older and softer urban format and disrupting the established and
emerging urban topography. Tall buildings have been visible from the High St in Bromley for
some time, however they are always experienced as setback forms, behind the foreground
setting of lower and finer grain buildings, the diversity of which is part of the established
character of Bromley, which is worth retaining and reinforcing.
2.3.6 Views 15 & 16 are taken from the north (View 16 opposite), from within the
Conservation Area, along the level pedestrianised section of the High St, and clearly show
that a major development fronting the High St on this site becomes the dominant feature in
this view, taking attention away from the buildings and character of the Conservation Area
itself. Currently the view is an open one to the sky, where the eye follows the line of parapets
of the existing 2/3 storey retail frontage buildings towards the corner, the location of the
subject site, and whence it then leads down to the sloping section of the High St.
2.3.7 There is no justification for filling the skyline with a very tall residential building in such
a location. The proposed building fills the view, transforming the skyline and undermining the
quality and character of the Conservation Area built form. The street scene includes buildings
from a range of eras and a range of qualities, but their streetscape scale and form all support
a coherent townscape character which would be dominated and challenged by the intrusion
of this tower on the streetfront section of the Zone 2 site.
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View no. 15, taken further north than no.16 on the prevous page. This shows are more ‘funnelled’ view from the northern
section of the High St - within the Conservation Area - towards the proposal. The building completely fills the view,
artificially terminating the High St at what is a nodal point of direction change, not a termination.

DAS p.46 Views of possible rooftop amenity space. The upper level is in fact needed for plant and PVs leaving
only the lower level available for shared active and/or passive amenity space. This is unlikely to be able to meet
the needs of resident children as well as adults.
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2.4

GLA Comments

2.4.1 The GLA letter of 16th December 2019 states that the application “does not comply
with the London Plan”, although the principle of development is supported in strategic
planning terms subject to agreement on affordable housing levels. This review does not
address the levels of affordable housing.
2.4.2 With reference to design issues, the GLA notes, para 50, “that the scheme does
not accord with the Council’s masterplan for the wider site.” Also, this paragraph suggests
that further exploration is done of how the proposed building “would align with emerging
proposals in the area and the Council’s masterplan”.
2.4.3 Para 51 notes the ownership of the adjacent site, the TK Maxx store, and states
that the applicant “MUST (my caps) demonstrate that the proposal would not preclude
development at the neighbouring TK Maxx” site. Some limited indications of this are
provided, but this should be developed further to show scale and massing, location of tall
buildings if any, typical foorprints and how connections at lower levels would be dealt with.
2.4.4 An indicative masterplan for the wider block would demonstrate how all potential built
forms could work together to optimise the uses and density on the site, as well as explain
further how detailed elements like the proposed angled windows would relate to an adjacent
building and whether good separation distances are achievable.
2.4.5 The GLA is also concerned about the provision and use of outdoor communal
amenity space which appears to be inadequate as (see image opposit, which apparently
inaccurately represents the potential) although the rooftops of both sections of the building
are shown as amenity space, the upper level is likely to be needed for plant and energy
production, leaving just the lower rooftop for all communal amenity needs.
2.4.6 In terms of heritage and townscape the GLA notes that the existing buildings are
noted in the G/10 masterplan as having townscape value, but does not comment on the
impact of the loss of these buildings on the street scene or the conservation area. The GLA
also notes that the proposed building would be visible from within the conservation area and
states that it would cause less than substantial harm to the significance of the conservation
area.
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Page 8 from the (unadopted) Bromley Masterplan identifying the subject site, along with buildings of the same
era of mixed styles - at 54-62 High St as being of townscape value.
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3

Summary and
Conclusions
3.1

Summary

Townscape character:
3.1.1 The proposal fails to appreciate or respond to (in the evidence provided, the DAS
or HTVIA) the prevailing townscape character of the Bromley town centre and High St area,
where there is a clear and characteristic pattern of lower buildings (3-4 storeys generally)
fronting the High St, with taller buildings set further back, often to a rear block. This is a clear
and existing pattern shown by analysis in both existing and emerging developments, and is
also expressed in the (unadopted) masterplan for Site G/10 in THe Vision Statement, p14,
final bullet point.
3.1.2 While this masterplan has no policy status, it has been quoted and used by the
applicant’s architects in their DAS to support their proposal. However, the DAS shows a
design process which is selective about which design principles that the proposed scheme
for this site actually follow, and this one has been ignored in consideration of a chosen design
for the site.
3.1.3 The townscape chacrater and qualities of the Conservation Area will be harmed
by the location of this building which will dominate the Conservation Area from its location
immediately outside the area but highly visible - in fact, the focus of visual attention - from
within it.
Existing buildings:
3.1.4 In terms of the High St context, the scheme fails to consider the role of the existing
buildings in the character and quality of the existing High St in either townscape terms or in
terms of their potential role in the history of the town centre, in particular the era that these
buildings represent - a significant growth period of the town centre nearly 100 years ago.
3.1.5 While the buildings are not protected by any heritage listing or being within a
conservation area, their position adjacent to the Town Centre Conservation Area and visually
connected to it - therefore part of its setting - as well as the clear ‘gateway’ relationship of the
existing buildings with those across the street to the north (to Ethelred Rd), makes a strong
case for their retention, as together they provide an attractive and highly legible remaining
example of the inter-war 20th century architecture of Bromley town centre.
3.1.6 The architecture of the existing buildings may not represent the best of its type,
however the façades above ground floor are attractively and unusually decorative for their era,
they are in relatively good condition and with normal maintenance they would last for many
years to come, contributing positively to the overall development of this area by providing
positive visual continuity between Bromley’s past history and its emerging future, as well as
supporting the Conservation Area townscape character.
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Comprehensive Masterplan for wider site area:
3.1.7 The proposed scheme fails to provide an understanding of how the project could
be developed as part of an integrated, phased development approach for the Zone 2 subblock of site G/10 within which the proposal sits (the area of G/10 between Ringers Rd and
Ethelbert Rd).
3.1.8 As a minimum it would be reasonable to expect an indicative masterplan to be
provided for the possible longer-term redevelopment of all the applicant’s adjoining landholdings, i.e.: including the TK Maxx building site next door, and to show how the immediate
detailed application would form a first phase of this. However, in order to understand how
further development could happen on the balance of the sub-block, an overall indicative
masterplan for the future development of the adjacent land (Salvation Army etc) would also
be a useful tool in order to demonstrate that there would be no future adverse impacts on this
site from the proposed scheme.
3.1.9 The lack of such a masterplan, even at a concept level, leaves too many questions
unanswered and makes planning decisions more difficult.
The Proposed Building:
3.1.10 The proposed building is 16 storeys high, including taller floor to floor heights at the
ground and first floors, taller than any other buildings on or close to the High St, including
those potentially proposed for the Churchill Gardens site.
3.1.11 Arising from the analysis in the previous sections, the building is predicated on
the demolition of the existing buildings in their entirety, which is not justified. The scheme
proposes a tall building which almost entirely fills its site and rises directly from the street
frontage, with no setback or amelioration of the visual impact of such an intrusion, hence no
response to the prevailing townscape character of lower forms along the High St and taller
forms behind.
3.1.12 The height of the building is justified in the architect’s DAS by its location on an
important corner. While it is definitely an identity corner in Bromley Town Centre (although not
necessarily the most important one), there is no requirement in good urban design principles
to add tall buildings to important corners. Landmark or identity structures usually include or
bring civic, cultural or community meaning to a place in order to justify additional scale.
3.1.13 It would be possible to justify a tall building on this section of the G/10 site if it were
to be set significantly further back from the High St and the main bulk of the existing buildings
were to be retained. However at 16 storeys the proposal is taller than any of the buildings
currently proposed on the Churchill Gardens site to the north and as the ‘flagship’ site/
development on the overall area of G/10, it seems logical that this potential development
would also include the tallest buildings.
3.1.14 Therefore a tall building on the subject site should not exceed the absolute height of
the tallest to the north, as stepping down the site should be reinforced by stepped building
heights as well. This follows the clear townscape pattern, also established in existing
buildings, of the building height stepping down the hill following the contours and topography.
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Views
3.1.15 The views shown including the building clearly express its potential dominance in the
visual and experiential character of Bromley Town Centre from both distance and close up.
3.1.16 The distant views show the building often hidden by trees, however this should be
revisited in winter when the scenes are less green. Notwithstanding this, there are a significant
number of distant locations from where the proposal would be highly visible and over
dominant.
3.1.17 The closer views of the proposal, from within and towards the Conservation Area,
are more marked, with the building becoming a strong central element in views looking south
along the High St from inside the Conservation Area. In views from the south, up the sloping
High St from the railway station, the building appears more massive as it is located on higher
ground and the viewer is looking directly at the long elevation which adds to its sense of
scale. It is also in these views clearly ‘on’ the High St, not set back behind the foreground
buildings as per the established townscape patterm.

3.2

Conclusions

3.2.1 To summarise the major design issues, is clear that the proposal fails to meet the
planning policy requirements for this site, in urban design terms, in the following four major
areas:
•
•
•
•
•

Understanding of Townscape Character;
Approach to the existing buildings;
Planning context and lack of a comprehensive masterplan;
Scale, form and impacts of proposed tall building on the adjacent Conservation Area
street scene;
Scale impacts of proposed tall building on the existing town centre topograhy and skyline.

3.2.2 Both the loss of the existing buildings and the introduction of a completely new
and incompatible building typology to the High St will cause harm to the setting and
views out of the Conservation Area, as well as to the overall townscape and street scene
of Bromley High St itself.
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Agenda Item 7
Agenda Item:
Committee Date

11th

Address

Burnt Ash Heights Pike Close
Bromley BR1 5BN

Application
number

January 2022

21/03622/FULL1

Officer Claire Brew

Plaistow And Sundridge
Ward
Proposal
(Summary)

Applicant

Demolition of existing buildings and phased
redevelopment comprising 178 residential units in
buildings ranging from 2 to 14 storeys. Associated
landscaping, car and cycle parking and ancillary
development
Agent

The Riverside Group Ltd &
Countryside Properties
Reason for
referral to
committee

Miss Nadine James
Montagu Evans
Councillor call in

Major Development 20+ new
dwellings

No

RECOMMENDATION REFUSAL

Summary

KEY DESIGNATIONS
Renewal Area: Ravensbourne, Plaistow and Sundridge
Biggin Hill Safeguarding Area
London City Airport Safeguarding
Open Space Deficiency
Smoke Control
Adjacent Urban Open Space
Air Quality Management Area
Table 1: Key Designations

Residential Use – See Affordable housing section for full breakdown
including habitable rooms
Number of bedrooms per unit
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1

2

3

4 Plus

Total / Payment in lieu

Market

43

37

6

0

86

Affordable (social
rent)

44

37

7

4

92

Total

87

74

13

4

178

Table 2: Proposed Residential unit mix

Vehicle parking

Existing number
of spaces

Total proposed
including spaces
retained

Difference
in spaces
(+ or -)

Standard car spaces

90

88

-2

Disabled car spaces

0

3

+3

Cycle

0

317 long-stay
6 short-stay

Table 3: Vehicle Parking

Electric vehicle charging spaces

19 active (20%)

Table 4: Electric vehicle charging spaces

Representation
summary

A site notice was displayed from 14.09.21
Neighbour letters were sent on 09.09.21
A press ad was displayed News Shopper on the
15.09.21.
Consultation is for a minimum of 21 days

Total number of responses
Number in support
Number of objections

16
6
9

Table 5: Representation summary

Section 106 Heads of
Term
Affordable Housing
Early-stage viability
review triggered if an
agreed level of progress
on implementation is not
made within two years of
the permission
Mid-term viability reviews
prior to the

Amount

Agreed in Principle

92 social rented units

Y
Y

Y
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implementation of
phases
Late-stage viability
review which is triggered
when 75 per cent of the
units in a scheme are
sold or let
Provision of Wheelchair
accessible (SELHP) units
Carbon offset
contribution
Play/open space
contribution
Agreement with an
accredited car club
operator to provide a car,
2 years membership and
20 hours free drive-time
for residents
Agreement to cover all of
TfLs costs associated
with the bus stop
relocation contribution
S278 agreement or
highway license for
improvements to
pedestrian crossing
facilities
S278/S38 agreement for
the Highway adoption of
the estate road(s)
Obligation monitoring fee
Energy Monitoring
Agreement to cover all of
the Council’s Legal costs
Total

Y

Y
£240,540 - TBC

Y

£13,528

Y
Y

Y

Y

Y

£5500

Y
Y
Y

£259,658 - TBC

Table 6: S106 Heads of Term

SUMMARY OF KEY REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION


The development would amount to an overdevelopment of the site, the
scale, height and massing of which would be the detrimental to the
character and appearance of the area and the townscape



The development would fail to provide a high quality, safe and
accessible public realm and would fail to maximise the developments’
contribution to social and environmental improvements in the
Ravensbourne, Plaistow and Sundridge Renewal Area
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The layout of the development in relation to neighbouring sites would
have an adverse effect on the amenities of the occupiers of adjacent
sites and those of future occupants

1. LOCATION

Figure 1: Site Location Plan

1.1

The site is located on the western side of Burnt Ash Lane and consists
of four buildings containing a total of 92 residential units (all socialrented) set around an internal access road known as Pike Close. Pike
Close is an adopted highway and is accessed via Kynaston Road
which borders the site to the north.

1.2

The site area is approximately 0.9ha. The existing residential density is
around 102 units/ha. According to the existing housing needs survey
provided by the applicant, of the 92 existing units, only 69 are currently
occupied.

1.3

The existing buildings are 3 – 4 storeys and there is a 13-storey tower.
The site also includes car parking podium, surface car parking and
associated hardstanding.
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1.4

There is a significant level change within the site. The level of the site
drops away from street level to the south of Kynaston Road, rising
slowly to the south of the site where it re-joins street level.

1.5

The site adjoins allotments to the west, which are designated Urban
Open Space in the Bromley Local Plan. The area surrounding the site
is mixed in character, and includes residential development in purpose
built flatted blocks, and semi-detached and terraced dwellings, as well
as a car showroom, a supermarket and other retail premises. The site
is located directly north of the local neighbourhood centre, which
comprises continuous frontages and provides more enclosure to the
street then the suburban character that prevails to the north of the site.

1.6

A number of the residential units to the north of the site along Burnt Ash
Lane date from the 1930’s and their architectural characteristics are
typical of this era. Bay windows, red tile bay window roofs, brick arched
porches and pebble dashed/white rendering are all prevalent
architectural characteristics along this section of the road.

1.7

Within the wider context of the site there is also a prevalence of facing
brickwork, as can be seen in the local neighbourhood centre and the
majority of the development to the south of the site along Burnt Ash
Lane. Rotunda Court, located immediately south of the site, comprises
facing brickwork at ground floor level with the upper levels rendered
cream. The car showroom is an exception to the materials palette
described here, comprising glass and grey panelling typical of a building
of this type.

1.8

Burnt Ash Lane is characterised by irregularly spaced street trees of
varying levels of maturity on approach to the site from the north. Where
Burnt Ash Lane meets Kynaston Road, immediately north of the site, the
streetscape becomes greener in character, with three mature trees and a
shrub located on the southern edge of this junction. Kynaston Road has
a similar landscape treatment to Burnt Ash Road, with scattered trees
along its length. There is also a pocket park located at the Kynaston
Road/Sandringham Road junction, contributing to the open, suburban
character of the area.

1.9

The semi-detached and detached residential units within the wider
context of the site are typically set back behind front gardens and/or
private drives, with the blocks of flats present to the south of the site
generally set back behind frontage car parking and/or communal green
spaces.

1.10

The boundary treatments along Burnt Ash Lane are typically defined by
low brick walls and/or vegetation. In the cases of the blocks of flats
located to the south of the site and the current development at Pike
Close, railings are also used as a means of defining the boundary. These
treatments allow views of greenery in front of buildings from the street.
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1.11

The site has a PTAL rating of between 1b and 2 (increasing to the
north). Burnt Ash Lane is a London Distributor Road. The site is
adjacent to a bus stop, servicing three routes on Burnt Ash Lane.
Notable destinations include Bromley Town Centre, Mottingham
Station, Lewisham Station and Bromley South Station; linking the site
to National Rail and DLR services. Grove Park Station is
approximately 1km away from the site.

Figure 2: Site Location (Source: Google)

Figure 3: Existing site context (Source: Design & Access statement)

2. PROPOSAL
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Figure 4: Proposed Site Plan











Demolition of existing buildings and structures, including all four
accommodation blocks and the existing parking podium
The redevelopment of the Pike Close Estate to provide a total of 178
residential units, including the reprovision of the existing 92 affordable
residential units
The delivery of six residential blocks ranging between 2 and 14 storeys
The provision of 91 car parking spaces, including 3 disabled spaces
and the delivery of 323 cycle parking spaces
Alteration to the existing access to the site to provide a single vehicular
access point from Pike Close off of Kynaston Road
The creation of new pedestrian access routes into the site from Burnt
Ash Lane
Landscaping throughout the site, providing both private and communal
amenity space in the form of a centralised amenity square, pocket
parks, private balconies and roof top gardens
The scheme will be delivered across four separate phases which is in
line with a single decant strategy for the existing residents of the estate
Construction of Phase 1 is anticipated to start in April 2022 and
completion of Phase 4 in 2031
Phase 1:
-

Construct Block C (26 social-rent units)
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-

Demolish Mede House (17 units/11 currently occupied) and Wells
House (12 units/11 currently occupied)
Move residents into Block C

Phase 2:
-

Construct Block A (34 social-rent units)
Construct Block B (78 private units)
Demolish Burnt Ash Heights (48 units/36 currently occupied)
Move residents into Blocks A

Figure 5: Phases 1 and 2 (Design & Access statement)

Phase 3:
-

Construct Block D (29 social-rent units)
Demolish Lavisham House (15 units/11 currently occupied)
Move residents into Block D

Phase 4:
-

Construct Blocks E and F (11 units in total inc.3 social-rent)
Construct communal amenity area

Figure 6: Phases 3 and 4 (Design & Access Statement)
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Figure 7: Proposed east (Burnt Ash Lane) elevation

Figure 8: Proposed west elevation

Figure 9: Proposed north (Kynaston Rd) elevation

Figure 10: Proposed south elevation
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3. RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY
On the 21st September 2021 the Council issued a Screening Opinion
pursuant to Regulation 5 of the Town and Country Planning
(Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and Wales) Regulations
2017 in respect of the Demolition of existing buildings and phased
redevelopment comprising 178 residential units in buildings ranging
from 2 to 14 storeys. Associated landscaping, car and cycle parking
and ancillary development. This confirmed that the proposed
development is not EIA development (LPA ref.21/03622/EIA)

3.1

4. CONSULATION SUMMARY
a) Statutory
4.1 GLA Stage 1 comments – Further information required as the
application does not currently comply with the London Plan (a copy
of the full report is attached at Appendix 1)


Land Use Principles: The redevelopment of the estate to provide new
and replacement housing is acceptable in principle. The same quantum
of social rent units would be re-provided and there would be an
increase in habitable rooms and floorspace terms. The re-provided
social rent units would be made available to existing tenants on the
same terms as existing. However, with no additional social rent units
proposed, the rehousing of adult children has not been addressed
through the scheme. An equalities impact assessment should be
provided in advance of stage 2 for review and comment.



Affordable housing: The scheme proposes no additional affordable
housing beyond the replacement of the existing social rent units. The
submitted FVA is currently in the process of being reviewed to ensure
that the development delivers the maximum quantum of affordable
housing. Early, late and potentially mid stage viability reviews would
need to be secured in any Section 106 agreement as well as the social
rent tenure of the replacement affordable housing.



Play space: The quantum of proposed playspace would fall below the
on-site requirement. The main playspace area is not currently afforded
a safe means of access, this must be remedied. The Council should
secure an appropriate payment in lieu to off-site provision to make up
the shortfall. However, it is not clear where one of the alternative offsite play spaces are in relation to the site, this should be clarified. This
must be remedied prior to Stage 2.



Residential mix and quality: The mix is based on current housing
needs across the estate however, it is unclear how the development
would cater for adult children and residents requiring wheelchair
accessible housing. The quality of the residential units is generally
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acceptable. However, confirmation is required that they would meet the
detailed space standards as set out in Policy D6 of the London Plan.


Urban design: The applicant should consider combining buildings E
and F to increase soft landscaping and should set building B further
back from the street. Safe crossings should be provided throughout the
development and the delivery of the main public realm brought forward
if possible. The materiality of the tallest block requires simplification.
The treatment of the Burnt Ash Lane frontages and balconies should
also be reconsidered. For the height of the tall building to be
considered acceptable, the applicant would need to address its visual,
functional, environmental and cumulative impacts.



Transport: Improvements are required for active travel both within and
outside the site and the Travel Plan revised to promote sustainable
travel to deliver the Mayor’s strategic mode shift target. Further work is
also required in relation to the delivery and servicing arrangements and
discussion with TfL on construction impacts on bus operations.
Amendments are required to cycle parking to ensure alignment with
both parts of Policy T5 of the London Plan.



Sustainable development: In respect of the energy strategy, the
following is required: further energy efficiency measures; overheating
clarifications; information required on district heating potential and
future-proofing; information on the PV potential required; and
information on the proposed ASHPs. Comments regarding the
submitted circular economy report and whole life carbon assessment
have been issued to the Council and applicant for review and should
be addressed.



Environmental issues: The UGF score falls short of the 0.4 required
target score. This should be reviewed in light of the urban design
comments. Comments regarding drainage and water use should also
be addressed.
Transport for London (TfL) – Objection

4.2







Do not anticipate a significant residual impact on the local or strategic
public transport network
Improvements to the existing pedestrian crossing refuge islands on
Burnt Ash Lane should be secured through S278 agreement and
consideration should be given to the provision of zebra or light
controlled crossings
In line with Vision Zero, more segregated walking and cycling routes
should be provided across the site, increasing permeability and
improving road safety
The layout of car parking creates a car-dominated environment, with
limited gaps to allow pedestrians to cross, which is not in line with
Policy T2

Page 119













To-scale plans should be provided prior to the determination of this
application. We also consider the car parking should be ‘softened’ by
planting, pergolas etc to reduce the car dominated appearance of the
development
The quantum of parking proposed is in accordance with Policy T6.1
(noting the PTAL of 1b)
five (3%) disabled person parking spaces should be accessible from
the outset
parking must not be allocated to specific dwellings, and at least must
be on a short-term lease
On Figure 2-1, a garage has been proposed, but not explained nor
justified. If this is to be used for car parking, this must be included in
the quantum proposed in the development. Otherwise, it should be
made clear to the resident that it should not be used for parking
based on the information provided, cycle parking provision at this site
is not in accordance with London Cycle Design Standards (LCDS)
revised swept paths are required to ensure that vehicles would not
encroach onto the disabled spaces or amenity spaces
It is particularly important to ensure that emergency services can
access the site when a refuse/fire/HGV/LGV is on site
The swept path analysis also shows that vehicles will be expected to
turn around in Ravensleigh Gardens which is outside of the site
boundary shown in the proposed site location plan.

4.3

Natural England – No comments, please refer to standing advice

4.4

Environment Agency – No objection








Health and Safety Executive – Objection

4.5

4.6

The site is located within Source Protection Zone 3 and is situated
upon the London Clay formation. Potentially contaminative historic land
uses have been carried out upon the site, according to the Geoenvironmental Assessment by IDOM (dated July 2021, ref. GEA21949M-21-216)
As there is no intention to discharge to ground from the proposed
development, we have no comments on the drainage scheme from a
groundwater protection perspective.
We have reviewed the Geo-environmental Assessment by IDOM
(dated July 2021, ref. GEA-21949M-21-216). The preliminary risk
assessment and the scope of works at the above site is accepted, in
principle, as being in line with relevant guidance for the re-development
of a contaminated site, with regard to issues of concern to us.
Recommend conditions

On grounds of lack of a compliant Fire Statement
Thames Water – No objection
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Conditions are recommended in respect of water network upgrades
The proposed development should fully explore the viability of storing
rainwater for later use, such as rain barrels for landscaping.

4.7 Historic England (Greater London archaeological Advisory Service) –
No objection




The proposal is unlikely to have a significant effect on heritage assets
of archaeological interest
Agree with the conclusions of the submitted archaeological desk-based
assessment report dated July 2021 by RPS Group
No further assessment or conditions are necessary
Highways – No objection

4.8







4.9


Cycle parking for residents and visitors is in line with London Plan
policy. It is considered that the provision of good quality cycle parking
facilities in line with LCDS would encourage cycling to and from the
site.
A total of 91 car parking spaces would be provided for residents. The
level of car parking is considered appropriate for expected.
Electric vehicle charging points will also be included as part of the
development proposals in line with the London Plan March 2021.
All delivery and servicing arrangements would take place on site with
vehicles entering / exiting the site in forward gear.
The level of trip generation expected is not considered to have a
material effect on the local highway network and is acceptable in
transport terms.
Drainage (Lead Local Authority) – No objection
The submitted report is sufficiently detailed to impose compliance
condition.

b) Local groups & Adjoining Boroughs
4.10

LB Lewisham – No objection

4.11

Bromley RSPB



Recommend the installation of 120 integral swift nest bricks as a
planning condition

c) Adjoining Occupiers
OBJECTION
4.12

Design & Density
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4.13




4.14






4.15

Scale/height of blocks not in keeping with area
Blocks will be close to road accentuating their dominance
Over-bearing
overdevelopment
Existing 12 storey block has always been an eyesore and should be
replaced with something smaller
Too many flats
Sunlight restricted due to size of blocks
Lack of schools, doctors, etc to accommodate the extra tenants
Combined with other developments in area would lead to overcrowding
Living conditions of future occupiers
Flats are smaller than promised
Pocket gardens will contribute to attract anti-social behaviour
Bromley needs more housing with private outdoor spaces
Tower blocks are a contributing factor to social deprivation
Impact on Amenities
Traffic and pollution
Noise and disturbance
Visual impact from surrounding properties
Overshadowing
Loss pf privacy and overlooking for houses in Kynaston Road
Ground stability and subsidence
Highways & Transport





4.16






4.17

Lack of parking spaces
Overspill of parking into neighbouring roads
Junction of Kynaston Road with Burnt Ash Lane is already very
busy
Parked cars mean that it is restricted to single lane traffic

Construction impacts
Contractors vehicles will cause serious damage
The lower part of Kynaston Road and start of Pike Close will not be
able to sustain the amount of plant, deliveries and activities required for
the construction of this development
The building of the structures there already caused subsidence to
house and property
Dirt and fumes will cause environmental problems
Disruption over several years
Other
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4.18







More cost-effective and environmentally friendly to refurbish the current
homes
SUPPORT
Development would utilise the site to its potential
Existing flats are too small and overcrowded
Existing buildings are deteriorated and out of date
Lack of storage
Estate is in disrepair and needs modernisation
New design is smart and visually appealing

5. POLICIES AND GUIDANCE
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004)
5.1

Section 38(5) states that if to any extent a policy contained in a
development plan for an area conflicts with another policy in the
development plan the conflict must be resolved in favour of the policy
which is contained in the last document [to become part of the
development plan].

5.2

Section 38(6) requires that the determination of these applications
must be made in accordance with the plan unless material
considerations indicate otherwise.

National Policy Framework (NPPF) 2021
5.3

Paragraph 11 states that plans and decisions should apply a
presumption in favour of sustainable development. For decisiontaking this means:
c) approving development proposals that accord with an up-to-date
development plan without delay; or
d) where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the
policies which are most important for determining the application are
out-of-date, granting permission unless:
i. the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or
assets of particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the
development proposed; or
ii. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and
demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the
policies in this Framework taken as a whole.

5.4

In accordance with Paragraph 47 of the Framework, planning law
requires that applications for planning permission be determined in
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accordance with the development plan, unless material considerations
indicate otherwise.
National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG)
5.5

Relevant paragraphs are referred to in the main assessment

The London Plan (March 2021)
5.6

The relevant policies are:

Chapter 2 Spatial Development
Patterns
Policy SD10
Chapter 3 Design
Policy D1
Policy D2
Policy D3
Policy D4
Policy D5
Policy D6
Policy D7
Policy D8
Policy D9
Policy D11
Policy D12
Policy D13
Policy D14
Chapter 4 Housing
Policy H1
Policy H4
Policy H5
Policy H6
Policy H7
Policy H8
Policy H10
Chapter 5 Social Infrastructure
Policy S4
Chapter 7 Heritage and Culture
Policy HC1
Policy HC3
Policy HC4
Chapter 8 Green Infrastructure and
Natural Environment

Strategic and local regeneration
London’s form character and capacity for
growth
Infrastructure requirements for sustainable
densities
Optimising site capacity through the
design-led approach
Delivering good design
Inclusive design
Housing quality and standards
Accessible housing
Public realm
Tall buildings
Safety, security and resilience to
emergency
Fire safety
Agent of Change
Noise
Increasing housing supply
Delivering affordable housing
Threshold approach to applications
Affordable housing tenure
Monitoring of affordable housing
Loss of existing housing and estate
redevelopment
Housing size mix
Play and informal recreation
Heritage conservation and growth
Strategic and Local Views
London View Management Framework
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Policy G1
Policy G4
Policy G5
Policy G6
Policy G7
Policy G8
Policy G9
Chapter 9 Sustainable Infrastructure
Policy SI1
Policy SI2
Policy SI3
Policy SI4
Policy SI5
Policy SI6
Policy SI7
Policy SI8
Policy SI12
Policy SI13
Chapter 10 Transport
Policy T1
Policy T2
Policy T3
Policy T4
Policy T5
Policy T6
Policy T6.1
Policy T7
Policy T9
Chapter 11 Funding the London Plan
Policy DF1

Green infrastructure
Open space
Urban greening
Biodiversity and access to nature
Trees and woodlands
Food growing
Geodiversity
Improving air quality
Minimising greenhouse gas emissions
Energy infrastructure
Managing heat risk
Water infrastructure
Digital connectivity infrastructure
Reducing waste and supporting the circular
economy
Waste capacity and net waste selfsufficiency
Flood risk management
Sustainable drainage
Strategic approach to transport
Healthy Streets
Transport capacity, connectivity and
safeguarding
Assessing and mitigating transport impacts
Cycling
Car parking
Residential parking
Deliveries, servicing and construction
Funding transport infrastructure through
planning
Delivery of the Plan and Planning
Obligations

Mayor Supplementary Guidance
5.7

The relevant SPGS are:








Providing for Children and Young People's Play and Informal
Recreation (2012)
Accessible London: Achieving an Inclusive Environment (2014)
Sustainable Design and Construction (2014)
Shaping Neighbourhoods: Character and Context (2014)
Accessible London: Achieving an Inclusive Environment (2014)
Housing (March 2016)
Control of Dust and Emissions During Construction and Demolition
(2014)
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Homes for Londoners - Affordable Housing and Viability (2017)

Bromley Local Plan 2019
5.8

The Relevant policies are:

1 Housing Supply
2 Affordable Housing
4 Housing Design
13 Renewal Areas
14 Development Affecting Renewal Areas
15 Ravensbourne, Plaistow and Sundridge Renewal Area
26 Health and Wellbeing
30 Parking
31 Relieving congestion
32 Road Safety
33 Access for all
34 Highway Infrastructure Provision
37 General Design of Development
47 Tall & Large Buildings
48 Skyline
55 Urban Open Space
70 Wildlife Features
72 Protected Species
73 Development and Trees
74 Conservation and management of Trees and Woodlands
77 Landscape Quality and Character
78 Green Corridors
79 Biodiversity and Access to Nature
113 Waste Management in New Development
115 Reducing Flood Risk
116 Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems
117 Water and Wastewater Infrastructure Capacity
118 Contaminated Land
119 Noise Pollution
120 Air Quality
122 Light Pollution
123 Sustainable Design and Construction
124 Carbon reduction, decentralised energy networks and renewable energy
125 Delivery and Implementation of the Local Plan
Bromley Supplementary Guidance
5.9

The relevant SPGs are:






Bromley Town Centre Area Action Plan (2010)
Affordable Housing (2008) and subsequent addendums
Planning Obligations (2010) and subsequent addendums
SPG1 General Design Principles
SPG 2 Residential Design Guidance
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6. ASSESSMENT
Principle of development – Acceptable
Estate Regeneration and Housing Land Supply
6.1

The application site falls within the Ravensbourne, Plaistow & Sundridge
Renewal Area where the Council will seek to maximise opportunities for
enhancement and improvement and proposals should provide
demonstrable economic, social and environmental benefits and address
identified issues and opportunities.

6.2

London Plan Policy H1 sets Bromley’s housing target at 774 homes per
annum. In order to deliver this target, boroughs are encouraged to
optimise the potential for housing delivery on all suitable and available
brownfield sites. This approach is consistent with Policy 1 of the
Bromley Local Plan, particularly with regard to the types of locations
where new housing delivery should be focused.

6.3

Policy D3 of the London Plan requires all development to make the
best use of land by following a design led approach.

6.4

The site is previously developed land consisting of four buildings
containing a total of 92 residential units, car parking podium, surface car
parking and associated hardstanding and access road. In principle this is
a suitable location for optimising housing delivery in line with policy H1 of
the London Plan.

6.5

When considering the loss of existing affordable homes, policy H8C of
the London Plan states that consideration must first be given to
alternative options and boroughs and housing associations should
“balance the potential benefits of demolition and rebuilding of homes
against the wider social and environmental impacts and consider the
availability of Mayoral funding and any conditions attached to that
funding”.

6.6

Paragraphs 7.20 – 7.26 of the Planning Statement set out how the
applicant has considered alternatives to demolition. It sets out the
following; there is currently overcrowding on site, modern standards of
accommodation are difficult to provide including adaptations, units are
not accessible in some cases and environmental benefits of the
development can be seen after 40 years. It is considered that Clause C
of Policy H8 has been addressed in the proposed submission.

6.7

The Council’s latest position in relation to Bromley’s Five Year Housing
Land Supply (FYHLS) was agreed at Development Control Committee
on 2nd November 2021. The current position is that the FYHLS (covering
the period 2021/22 to 2025/26) is 3,245 units, or 3.99 years supply. This
is acknowledged as a significant undersupply and for the purposes of
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assessing relevant planning applications means that the presumption in
favour of sustainable development will apply.
6.8

According to paragraph 11(d) of the NPPF in the absence of a 5 year
Housing Land Supply the Council should regard the Development Plan
Policies for the supply of housing, including Policy 1 Housing Supply of
the Bromley Local Plan, as being 'out of date'. For decision taking this
means where there are no relevant development plan policies or the
policies which are most important for determining the application are
out-of-date, granting permission unless:
i) the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or
assets of particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the
development proposed; or
ii) any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and
demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the
policies in this Framework taken as a whole.

6.9

This application includes the replacement of existing poor quality
affordable homes and an overall net gain of 86 (market) residential
dwellings and would represent a moderate contribution to the supply of
housing within the Borough. This will be considered in the overall
planning balance set out in the conclusion of this report, having regard
to the presumption in favour of sustainable development.

Affordable Housing and Viability
6.10

The shortage of affordable homes is at the root of London’s housing
crisis. To help address this crisis, the Mayor has set a long-term
strategic target for half of new homes built in London being genuinely
affordable, including those based on social rent levels. In this context, it
is vital that estate regeneration plans are used to increase the amount
of affordable housing, particularly homes based on social rent levels,
wherever possible (The Mayor’s Good Practise Guide to Estate
Regeneration, Feb 2018).

6.11

The South-East London Strategic Housing Market Assessment
(SHMA) that was carried out in 2014 demonstrated a high level of need
across the sub-region and highlights a number of key challenges and
issues, including, in Bromley, a net annual need for affordable housing
of about 1400 units per annum.

6.12

The latest Authority Monitoring Report (covering the time period
2018/19) sets out affordable housing delivery figures as published by
the GLA for 2014/15 – 2018/19. The total number of affordable
dwellings completed in Bromley during the 5 year time period is 623
units highlighting still that there is a significant need for affordable
housing in the borough, both from unmet need established in the 2014
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SHMA and from whatever need has (and continues to) materialise
since the SHMA was produced.
6.13

In accordance with Policy H8 of the London Plan demolition of affordable
housing, including where it is part of an estate redevelopment
programme, should not be permitted unless it is replaced by an
equivalent amount of affordable housing floorspace. Affordable housing
that is replacing social rent housing must be provided as social rent
housing where it is facilitating a right of return for existing tenants.

6.14

In addition to ensuring that estate regeneration does not lead to a net
loss in affordable homes, councils and housing associations should
use the opportunity to provide as much additional affordable housing
as possible. For this reason, all estate regeneration schemes are
required under the Mayor’s draft London Plan (2017) to follow a
‘Viability Tested Route’ to planning permission.

6.15

The NPPG (paragraph 006) is clear that it is the responsibility of the
site promoter to take into account any costs including their own profit
expectations and risks and ensure that proposals for development are
policy compliant. The assumption is that the developer is sufficiently
competent to manage the project and devise and deliver a scheme that
is viable (or certainly not loss making) from the outset, taking into
account wherever possible the impacts of planning policy, including
other S106 and CIL contributions.

6.16

The application is accompanied by a Financial Viability Assessment
(FVA) prepared by Montagu Evans, dated 20th July 2021, which
concludes that the scheme currently shows a deficit of -£24.27 million.
This is inclusive of GLA grant funding of £70,000 per affordable unit.
On this basis Montagu Evans’ conclude that no additional affordable
housing above the re-provision of the existing 92 social rented units
(53% affordable on a habitable room basis) can viably be provided.

6.17

However, it is noted that the floorspace for the 92 units increases from
8,082m2 to 9,384m2 and the number of habitable rooms increases from
226 to 258 rooms. A right of return has also been confirmed for the
tenants of the social-rented units and the tenure (social-rent) has also
been confirmed.

6.18

The Council have appointed an independent consultant to review the
applicant’s FVA. Whilst the Council’s findings show less of a deficit than
the applicant’s, the deficit is still significant, equating to c. £17.9m (-32%
on GDV) even when grant is included. The net profit equates to -19% on
GDV. Therefore, if the Applicant were to continue on this basis, they
would not only be making a £nil profit return but they would also be
making a loss of c. £10.8m. This raises questions over the deliverability
of this scheme and its ability to secure development funding.
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6.19

Despite requests from officers the applicant has not provided an
elemental cost plan for the proposed scheme. Based on the limited
information provided to the independent Cost Consultant they deem
the costs to be broadly within a reasonable estimating margin of their
own assessment of BCIS, however the level of detail provided is limited
and therefore the weight that can be attached to these conclusions is
reduced.

6.20

Despite the provision of 53% social-rented units on site the proposal
does not benefit from the Fast Track Route set out in Policy H5 of the
London Plan ‘Threshold Approach to applications’. In accordance with
Policy H5 the scheme should therefore be subject to:

a) an Early Stage Viability Review if an agreed level of progress on
implementation is not made within two years of the permission being
granted (or a period agreed by the borough)
b) a Late Stage Viability Review which is triggered when 75 per cent of
the units in a scheme are sold or let (or a period agreed by the
borough)
c) Mid Term Reviews prior to implementation of phases
6.21

This is particularly important given that the scheme does not provide an
uplift on the affordable housing that already existing on site.

6.22

The on-site social rented units and right of return, along with the viability
reviews will need to be secured through a S106 legal agreement, in order
that the viability can be assessed over the lifetime of the development.

Housing mix
6.23

Policy H10 of the London Plan states that schemes should generally
consist of a range of unit sizes and regard should be had to local
evidence of need. The highest level of need across tenures within the
Borough up to 2031 is for one bedroom units (53%) followed by 2
bedroom (21%) and 3 bedroom (20%) units. Larger development
proposals (i.e. of 5+ units) should provide for a mix of units sizes and
considered on a case by case basis.

6.24

Existing affordable units are all one and two bedroom. The following unit
mix is proposed:
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6.25

The different tenures are proposed to be distributed through the site as
follows:

Block
Block
Block
Block
Block
Block

A (flats): Social-rent
B (flats): Private
C (duplexes & flats): Social-rent
D (flats): Social-rent
E (Houses): Private and Social-rent
F (Houses and duplex): Private

6.26

Reference is made to a Housing Needs Survey in the Planning
Statement that was undertaken to help establish the housing needs of
existing affordable tenants and to inform the proposed mix of units sizes.

6.27

It is considered that the proposal provides an acceptable range of
housing unit sizes and an appropriate mix of tenures with the
replacement affordable housing well integrated into the development
(including the provision of some affordable 3 and 4 bedroom houses)
which would help to ensure mixed and inclusive communities in line with
the Council’s objectives for Renewal Areas.

Community Engagement and Residential Ballot
6.28

The applicant has undertaken engagement with a number of key
stakeholders. This has included both North Bromley Residents
Association and local residents including both immediate neighbours and
the wider community. A webinar was held with North Bromley Residents
Association on the 19th May 2021, where the proposals were presented.

6.29

Following this, a consultation webinar was held with immediate
neighbours of the Site on the 19th May 2021. Invitations were sent to
approximately 300 addresses including residents from Kynaston Road,
Ravensleigh Gardens, Sandringham Road, Rotunda Court and nearby
residents on Burnt Ash Lane.

6.30

On the 26th May 2021, a wider public consultation webinar was held.
This was open to all members of the public. Over 7,500 households
within the surrounding area were invited.

6.31

The key comments raised during the consultation are set out within the
accompanying Statement of Community Involvement, prepared by
Connect. The majority of comments received related to the height and
design. It was perceived that the height of the tallest building would be
too tall or imposing and the design would be out of keeping with the area,
although many recognised that the proposal would be an improvement
on the existing Burnt Ash Heights. A significant number of concerns
were also raised in relation to parking and the potential for overspill
parking on surrounding roads.
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6.32

In accordance with the guidance ‘Better Homes for Local People – the
Mayor’s Good Practise Guide to Estate Regeneration’ any landlord
seeing GLA funding for estate regeneration projects which involve the
demolition of social homes, are required to demonstrate that residents
have supported their proposals through a ballot.

6.33

A ballot was held between the 22 March and 15 April 2019 on the
redevelopment of the Estate. Of the 86 eligible votes, 77 of the ballots
were returned, of which 82% voted in favour for the regeneration of Pike
Close. Residents also voted in favour of a single decant.

6.34

Prior to and after the ballot of the residents of Pike Close Estate,
Riverside conducted extensive engagement activity with their tenants on
the Estate. Tenants were consulted on the proposals and what would be
important to them on a new Estate. The applicant contends that the
proposals were shaped significantly by this activity.

6.35

The supporting information in the application demonstrates that the
applicant has tried to engage with and involve the community in the
development of these proposals. The applicant’s responses to the
topics raised through the various community consultation events are
set out in the relevant sections of this report.

6.36

Overall, the principle of the demolition and redevelopment of the
existing estate which will re-provide the equivalent number of
affordable dwellings and a right of return for existing residents is
acceptable in planning policy terms. However, it is material to note that
the amount of affordable housing is not being increased, therefore the
benefits of the replacement housing are reduced. There also remain
significant questions over the deliverability of this scheme and in the
event that the scheme is not fully built-out it would fail to deliver on a
number of the key benefits which it promises.

Design - Unacceptable
Density
6.37

The proposed residential density is approximately 198 units per
hectare and 539 habitable rooms per hectare.

6.38

Policy D3 of the London Plan requires all development proposals to
follow a design-led approach, making the best use of land to optimise
the capacity of sites. Optimising site capacity means ensuring that
development is of the most appropriate form and land use for the site.

6.39

The new London Plan moves away from the adoption of a more
prescriptive formulaic approach when determining an acceptable
density on a Site. Instead it seeks to ensure that developments make
the most efficient use of land, with a focus on locating high density
development within sustainable locations such as opportunity areas
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and town centres, that are well connected to jobs, services,
infrastructure and amenities by public transport, walking and cycling
(Part B of policy D3). Where these locations have existing areas of
high density buildings, expansion of the areas should be positively
considered by Boroughs where appropriate. This could also include
expanding Opportunity Area boundaries where appropriate.
6.40

The application site is not in a town centre or an opportunity area but a
Renewal Area and the surrounding development includes higher
density flatted development as well as low-density suburban housing.
In the Renewal Areas proposals will be expected to deliver high quality
environments, which complement and enhance existing development
and ’assets', including built heritage and other environmental assets;
support health and wellbeing by producing healthy environments
through scheme designs.

6.41

The renewal area is served by local centres at Plaistow Lane and Burnt
Ash Lane providing local shops and services. Being a predominantly
residential area, these commercial centres also provide important
employment opportunities, along with the Bromley Court Hotel, and
local schools. Despite the low PTAL of the site, there are range of
viable transport options available to residents.

6.42

The Mayor’s Good Practice Guide to Estate Regeneration also
advocates increasing the number of affordable homes as part of an
estate regeneration scheme by building at higher densities wherever
possible. Options for doing so should be discussed with residents as
part of the consultation process. Increasing the density of an estate
may improve the viability of a scheme and help to maximise the
number of genuinely affordable homes.

6.43

Some increase in residential density at this site is therefore acceptable
in principle, in line with Policy D3, subject to any potential harm or
potential benefits which may result from building at an increased
density.

Scale, height and massing
6.44

The existing buildings in the wider context of the site typically vary
between 2 and 4 storeys in height with the exception of Rotunda Court,
the block of flats located immediately to the south of the site, which
rises to 5 storeys in height. The residential units to the north of the site
along Burnt Ash Lane and Kynaston Road are typically 2 storey semidetached dwellings, with the occasional detached property. These
typically have tiled pitched roofs with hips, and bay windows with
gables facing the street.

6.45

On approach to the local neighbourhood centre, located on the western
edge of Burnt Ash Lane to the south of the site, the general building
height increases to 3 storeys on the eastern edge of the carriageway and
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4 storeys on the western edge; where the commercial units are located.
The built form is more varied in the immediate context of the site, with 2
storey suburban houses to the north, the large flat-roofed Toyota garage
to the east, the flat-roofed form of Rotunda Court and the utilitarian form
of the 3 storey flats on Ryder Close.
6.46

Tall buildings are those that exceed the general height of their
surroundings and cause a significant change to the skyline. The
application proposes six new buildings, four of which will exceed the
general height of their surroundings, ranging between 2 and 14
storeys:

Figure 11: Proposed Scale and Massing

6.47

Policy 47 (Tall and large buildings) of the LBB Local Plan states that
proposals for tall and large buildings will be required to make a positive
contribution to the townscape ensuring that their massing, scale and
layout enhances the character of the surrounding area. Tall and large
buildings will need to be of the highest architectural design quality and
materials. The Policy further states that tall buildings should be reflective
of their local and historic context, including strategic views. Proposals for
tall buildings will be required to follow the current Historic England
Guidance.

6.48

Furthermore, Policy 48 (Skylines) of the LBB Local Plan states that the
Council will require developments which may impact on the skyline to
demonstrate how they protect or enhance the quality of views, vistas,
gaps and skyline listed in the supportive text.

6.49

Policy D9 of the London Plan is more up-to-date than policy 47 of the
Local Plan and this is clear that tall buildings should only be developed
in locations that are identified as suitable in Development Plans. The
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Policy further requires developments which propose tall buildings to be
of the highest architectural quality, reinforce the spatial hierarchy of the
local and wider context, demonstrate the capacity of the area and its
transport network is capable of accommodating the quantum of
development in terms of access to facilities, services, walking and
cycling networks, and public transport for people working and living in
the building.
6.50

The application site is not a location which has been identified as
suitable for a tall building in the development plan and the applicant
acknowledges that, in the absence of specific allocations within the
Borough for tall buildings, the delivery of a tall building at this location
would not comply with Part B of the London Plan Policy D9.

6.51

In accordance with Local Plan and London Plan requirements
applications for tall buildings will be subject to a higher level of design
scrutiny taking into account their visual, functional, environmental, and
cumulative impact. Proposals for tall buildings are required to make a
positive contribution to the townscape ensuring their massing, scale
and layout enhances the character of the surrounding area.

6.52

The proposed development represents a significant step change in scale
to that of the surrounding context and the existing buildings on site.
Whilst it is acknowledged that the site includes an existing tall building
constructed in the 1970s this does not in itself constitute sufficient
justification for a replacement building of a similar scale. The existing 13
storey Burnt Ash Heights is the tallest building in the area and is visible
from long distances such as the higher points of Burnt Ash Lane, for
example at the Broadlands Road/Burnt Ash Lane junction, and stands
out in marked contrast to the prevailing heights and built form in the local
area.

6.53

Limited townscape justification has been provided for the proposed
heights. At 14 storeys Block B would be the tallest block and would
provide 78 units of private market housing. The rationale for the
proposed residential density and height does not appear to be viability
driven given that there is a significant financial deficit and £nil profit
return for the developer. Furthermore, the number of units proposed in
Block B is not derived from the desire to re-house existing social-rent
tenants in a single decant as Block B is all private-market housing.

6.54

There is a general disconnect between the proposed scale and
massing and the existing surrounding context. The larger blocks will
have a significant impact on the existing scale and character of Burnt
Ash Lane as indicated by the views submitted as part of the applicant’s
Heritage, Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment (Aug. 21). The
height of Block A represents a notable increase in scale in relation to
the existing low-rise context to the north with the lowest element of
Block A being three times greater than the height of the closest
adjacent neighbouring dwellings and the height of the taller element
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being more than four times greater than that of residential properties on
the opposite side of Burnt Ash Lane.
6.55

The 9 storey element reads as a tall building in its own right alongside
the adjacent Block B tower rather than appearing as a mid-rise block
as suggested by the applicant, this is particularly evident in figs. 12 and
13 below.

Figure 12: Existing View from Burnt Ash Lane, Outside no.160 (Source: Heritage,
Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment (Aug. 21))

Figure 13: Proposed View from Burnt Ash Lane, Outside no.160 (Source: Heritage,
Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment (Aug. 21))
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6.56

The townscape views submitted clearly illustrate the significant visual
impact on both the immediate setting and the surrounding context with
the scale of the blocks clearly jarring with the low-rise suburban setting
as indicated by the applicant’s Heritage, Townscape and Visual Impact
Assessment. This will have an adverse effect, as acknowledged by the
Assessment itself. This is evident in figs. 14 - 17.

Figure 14: Existing view from New Street Hill, West of Railway (Source: Heritage,
Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment (Aug. 21))

Figure 15: Proposed view from New Street Hill, West of Railway (Source: Heritage,
Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment (Aug. 21))
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Figure 16: Existing view from Kynaston Road at junction with Powster Road (Source:
Heritage, Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment (Aug. 21))

Figure 17: Proposed view from Kynaston Road at junction with Powster Road (Source:
Heritage, Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment (Aug. 21))

6.58

The Assessment further concludes that the stepped arrangement of
building heights forms a balanced composition and represents an uplift in
design quality of the existing estate, but goes on to say, “Notwithstanding
this, it is considered that whilst the design quality is an improvement the
introduction of height and massing at this location does result in an
adverse effect on the visual impact of the view” (Para 7.84 Planning
Statement).

6.59

The views submitted also illustrate the cumulative impact from what is
a cluster of large slab blocks within close proximity which appear to
merge into one mass. It is also noted that the submitted Heritage,
Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment itself acknowledges the
likely impact stating in paragraph 9.10 that:
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The blocks have the potential to coalesce in views from the north and south.
From these locations the scale of the proposed development is apparent and
may be considered to have an adverse effect on the visual amenity of the
townscape.

6.60

The blocks can also be seen to merge in views from the east and west.
The merging of blocks is exacerbated by the identical height of Blocks
C and D, as indicated in figs.18 and 19. Whilst the efforts made to
moderate the appearance of mass particularly with regards to the
revised form of Block B to create a slimmer profile are acknowledged,
the largest blocks are not in any way sensitive to the surrounding
context and do not sit comfortably within their immediate setting. The
emphasis on maximising site capacity and unit numbers has left little
opportunity to create a more responsive and gradual transition in scale
from north to south fronting Burnt Ash Lane which would otherwise be
sought.

Figure 18: Existing view from Brindley Way (Source: Heritage, Townscape and Visual
Impact Assessment (Aug. 21))
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Figure 19: Proposed view from Brindley Way (Source: Heritage, Townscape and Visual
Impact Assessment (Aug. 21))

6.61

Furthermore, harm was identified within the Heritage, Townscape and
Visual Impact Assessment in relation to the following views from a
residential forecourt on the south side of Burnt Ash Lane at the junction
with Ryder Close (figs.20 and 21):

Figure 20: Existing view from Burnt Ash Lane at Ryder Close (Source: Heritage,
Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment (Aug. 21))
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Figure 21: Proposed view from Burnt Ash Lane at Ryder Close (Source: Heritage,
Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment (Aug. 21))

6.62

The applicant states that the transition in scale between the existing
buildings and the proposed development has been handled carefully
through stepped building heights and careful alignment with the curve
of Burnt Ash Lane. The stepping is limited to 3 storeys on Block A to
the north, the stepped element of Block C is required to achieve the
minimum impact permitted in relation to sunlight and daylight
requirements for Rotunda Court. However, the stepped elements
across the site do little to mitigate the visual impact of the taller
elements which be harmful to the townscape and detrimental to the
character of the area.

6.63

It is acknowledged that the scale of blocks A and C are underpinned by
the single-move rehousing strategy, which will see residents of Mede
House and Wells House moved into Block C, and residents of Burnt
Ash Heights moved into Block A. Where estate regeneration plans
involve the demolition of existing homes the Mayor’s Good Practice
Guide to Estate Regeneration says that “councils and housing
associations should seek to phase projects wherever possible, with the
aim of ensuring that households can remain on the estate by moving
no more than once”.

6.64

Whilst the Mayor’s Guide is a material consideration it does not form
part of the development plan and a single decant strategy does not in
itself provide sufficient justification for causing a detrimental impact on
the setting whereby the reduction of the number of private units could
potentially facilitate a re-distribution of the social-rent units across the
site and a subsequent reduction in building heights.
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6.65

The applicant also notes that Block C is positioned so as to minimise
its impact on Rotunda Court to the south and, building A, to allow for
the retention of existing trees in the north of the site. Whilst these
measures are welcomed, mitigating harm in one area should not lead
to adverse impacts elsewhere, suggesting that this proposal is an
overdevelopment of the site.

6.66

The applicant has responded to some of the concerns raised during the
course of this application. Their rationale for the appropriateness of tall
buildings/high density development on the site is partly based on ‘an
association with the existing ribbon of course grain development’ along
Burnt Ash Lane. This change in character is limited to a relatively small
area and, as discussed, Burnt Ash Lane is predominantly characterised
by finer grain low-rise residential properties stretching from the
Sundridge Park area in the south to Grove Park Station to the north.

6.67

The applicant also refers to adjacent ‘large swathes of open space’ for
recreation to support high density development. However, the adjacent
open space is private allotments and the open land to the east is
occupied by Sundridge Park Golf Club. The nearest recreation ground
is King’s Meadow Playing Fields situated 0.4 miles away to the south.
Notably, the application site is an area which is identified in the Local
Plan as being significantly deficient in access to open space.

6.68

Reference is also made to the poor design and layout of the existing
estate and the applicant considers that the introduction of the Proposed
Development provides a beneficial improvement to the townscape, and
subsequent quality of the view as a result of the introduction of a high
quality development. They note that:
in a number of views that the Proposed Development represents a
substantial uplift in Design quality from the existing state which is
considered to underperform with regards to townscape. Therefore in a
number of views, it is considered the Proposed Development
contributes to delivering beneficial improvements to both the skyline
and surrounding views.

6.69

The significant extent to where the development will be visible from is
evident from the model view from Sundridge Park contained in the
applicant’s Heritage, Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment (fig. 22).
This viewpoint is around 1.1km to the east of the site.
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Figure 22: Proposed model view from Sundridge Park (Source: Heritage, Townscape
and Visual Impact Assessment (Aug. 21))

6.70

However, the applicant has omitted to provide evidence of the impact of
the development on views of Crystal Palace BBC TV mast which is a
protected landmark under policy 48 of the Bromley Local Plan. Under
policy 48 the presence of a view or vista listed in the policy will need to be
taken into account in the design quality, configuration, height and site
layout of new development which may impact them.

6.71

Crystal Palace Park is approximately 6.6km due west of the application
site. While the application site itself does not fall within any view cones as
shown on the LBB proposals map, at around 60m AOD the application
site is in an elevated position compared with development on land to the
west and could therefore potentially impact on views of the mast.

6.72

The opportunity for a new development to respond better to its
surroundings and an improved public realm is acknowledged, however,
in this instance it is considered that the design, by reason of its scale,
height and overall massing, is at odds with the surrounding context and
harmful to the visual amenities of the Furthermore, in the absence of
evidence to the contrary, the development has the potential to harm
landmarks which are protected under the Local Plan.

6.73

In addition, the GLA have requested the applicant undertakes further
testing of the potential visual impact of the proposed development on
the Parliament Hill Summit to St Paul’s Cathedral as set out in the
London View Management Framework (2012) Protected Vista 2A.1.
The applicant has commissioned a verified view of the proposed
development from 2A.1 which demonstrates that the proposed scheme
would appear subservient in the view and would not impair the ability of
the observer to recognise and appreciate the strategically important
landmark of St Paul’s Cathedral. The GLA are likely to want to
comment on this further when the application is referred back to them
for Stage 2.
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6.74

Notwithstanding any further comments from the GLA, officers consider
that the proposal would be contrary to policies 47 and 48 of the Local
Plan and policy D9 of the London Plan. Furthermore, the perceived
benefits to the townscape and to surrounding views as a result of the
introduction of a higher quality development compared to the existing
estate, do not outweigh the harm which has been identified above.

Appearance and Architecture
6.75

Tall buildings need to be of the highest architectural design quality and
should be grounded in their context with articulation and a clear
narrative informed by local character and identity.

6.76

The applicant has revised the appearance/finishes of the proposed
buildings during the course of the application. While similar
architectural detailing will be applied to all the buildings, the proposed
brick types are being varied across all the buildings to better distinguish
between them. A mixture of buff and contrasting black bricks to create
a Flemish bond will be used at the lower levels with the predominant
buff brick carrying on up the buildings. Contrasting white brick for the
banding details and below the windows to emphasise the vertically
expressed elements of the building. Olive green metal work for the
windows is also proposed across the site and the balcony balustrades.
In addition, Block B includes glazed green brickwork to demarcate its
entrance on Burnt Ash Lane.

6.77

The balconies in Blocks A, C and D are all projecting. The corner
balconies on Block B are fully inset and those in the centre of the building
are partially inset which helps to provide some articulation and additional
visual interest to the facades as well as helping to distinguish Block B as
the focal building. Whilst some of the balcony balustrades across the
scheme appear overly solid, it is noted that these have been designed in
response to the wind analysis and to ensure safety for future occupiers.

6.78

Whilst the justification for the scale of Block B is not accepted (as
highlighted above) the design intent for the tallest building to be the focal
point of the development with its own identity expressed with a clear
base, middle, and top is acknowledged. The open ‘crown’ helps to
differentiate the ‘centrepiece’ from neighbouring blocks whilst retaining
the appearance of a ‘family of buildings’.

6.79

The proposed revisions and minor amendments to better distinguish
the buildings as detailed in the HTA Addendum document (November
2021) are considered to be broadly acceptable. The proposed
materials respond to the variations in the local context. The applicant’s
efforts to reference local materiality and detailing to inform the design
language are also welcomed.

6.80

Had the application been considered acceptable overall, details of the
proposed materials and finishes would be required by condition.
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Access
6.81

London Plan policy T2D states that Development proposals should:
1) demonstrate how they will deliver improvements that support the ten Healthy
Streets Indicators in line with Transport for London guidance
2) reduce the dominance of vehicles on London’s streets whether stationary or
moving
3) be permeable by foot and cycle and connect to local walking and cycling
networks as well as public transport.

6.82

One shared access point is proposed for all modes of transport via
Kynaston Road. In addition, there are two pedestrian footpaths to the
east of the site, leading to Burnt Ash Lane. Due to the constrained nature
of the site with allotments and neighbouring residential properties to the
west and a flatted development to the south, walking and cycling
connection through the site are limited.

6.83

Access to the cycle parking in blocks A, B and C is via a single access
from the public realm on Burnt Ash Lane which raises concerns over
personal security and safety of users who could be followed into these
stores. These issues fall within the remit of TfL’s and the Council’s duties
under Section 17 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998. In order to
improve permeability and safety across the site TfL have requested the
provision of more segregated walking and cycling routes across the site
and provision of access to cycle stores through the residential lobby of
each building. This provides a space, with a high probability of passing
foot traffic, for a cyclist to wait before entering the cycle store, affording
cyclists the same level of personal security as residents without cycles.

6.84

The applicant has not addressed these issues and is of the view that if
additional segregated cycle routes in an east/west direction are provided
onto Burnt Ash Lane, there is a risk that cyclists travelling from the site
would interfere with existing pedestrians travelling north/south of Burnt
Ash Lane footways. Furthermore, the applicant considers that, that based
on the London Cycle Design Standards (LCDS) guidance, the provision
of residential cycle stores with direct access to the public realm are
acceptable as they avoid stairs and multiple doorways while providing
convenient access to the street as recommended within the LCDS.

6.85

On the contrary, officers consider that the application fails to demonstrate
how the development would meet the LCDS and, given the current cycle
parking design issues highlighted above, this could act as barrier to
cycling as an alternative mode of travel, contrary to the Mayor’s Strategic
Mode Shift target and Policy T2.

Fire Safety and Security
6.86

Following the Grenfell Tower fire and the subsequent Independent
Review of Building Regulations and Fire Safety led by Dame Judith
Hackitt, on 1 August 2021 the government has introduced a number of
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new requirements into the planning system (referred to as planning
gateway one) by making amendments to The Town and Country
Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order
2015 (as amended), and an associated instrument.
6.87

A Fire Statement is a requirement of all Major applications in order to
ensure that applicants and decision-makers consider planning issues
relevant to fire safety (e.g. site layout, water supplies for firefighting
purposes and access for fire appliances) at the earliest possible stage
in the development process and result in better schemes which fully
integrate thinking on fire safety. Fire safety and security measures
should be considered in conjunction with one another, in particular to
avoid potential conflicts between security measures and means of
escape or access of the fire and rescue service.

6.88

The application comprises one or more relevant buildings which meet
the height condition (18m or more in height, or 7 or more storeys
whichever is reached first) and in accordance with the gateway one
regulations the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) has been
consulted.

6.89

Following the comments received from the HSE the applicant has
submitted a revised Fire Statement on the form published by the
Secretary of State. The HSE have been re-consulted. Any further
comments received from the HSE will be reported verbally at
committee.

6.90

The proposal has been designed in consultation with the Met Police
Designing out Crime officer and he is of the view that the development
would be able to achieve Secured by Design Gold standards. Had the
development been considered acceptable overall a Secured by Design
condition would be recommended.

Layout, Landscaping and Green infrastructure
6.91

Open spaces which are planned, designed and managed as green
infrastructure provide a wide range of social, health and environmental
benefits, and are a vital component of London’s infrastructure (policies
G1 and G4, London Plan). In areas deficient in access to open space
the Council will seek to secure improvements in the amount and
distribution of, and access to, open space (policy 59, Bromley Local
Plan).

6.92

Policy G5 of the London plan states that major development proposals
should contribute to the greening of London by including urban greening
as a fundamental element of site and building design, and by
incorporating measures such as high-quality landscaping (including
trees), green roofs, green walls and nature-based sustainable drainage.
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6.93

Burnt Ash Lane, to the east of the site is relatively well-treed, with 9
established trees existing along this boundary. The presence of these
trees, in combination with the set-back building line behind areas of open
space, provides a soft edge to the street which responds to the dominant
suburban character of the development to the north of the site.

6.94

Along Burnt Ash Lane there is a distinct, continuous building line
maintained regardless of the typology, age or character of the buildings.
The existing layout of the northern part of the site respects this building
line, and the podium level of Burnt Ash Heights is stepped well back from
the highway frontage.

6.95

Along both sides of the carriageway there are pavements of
approximately 2.5m width, creating a comfortable pedestrian
environment. The residential units to the north of the site are set back
from the back edge of pavement by approximately 8m. This building line
is maintained by the buildings near the site, including the adjacent
Rotunda Court and the Toyota garage opposite.

6.96

The set-back distances from the back edge of this pavement are a
consistent feature within the wider context of the site. This setback
building line allows for green planting to front gardens and/or boundaries,
giving Burnt Ash Lane a suburban character with an open feeling for
pedestrians using the pavements.

Figure 23: Proposed site layout and landscaping (Source: Design & Access Statement)
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6.97

The applicant is proposing five blocks set around a landscaped central
amenity area. Block A would be set back from the northern site
boundary with Kynaston Road by around 9m which would enable the
retention of some of the existing green buffer and 3 mature trees on the
prominent corner of the site at the junction of Burnt Ash Lane with
Kynaston Road. Blocks A and C would be set back from Burnt Ash
Lane, to the east, by between 4m and 7m (approx.) allowing for the
retention of some of the existing green buffer and the planting of around
13 trees along the site’s frontage with Burnt Ash Lane.

6.98

Block B, on the other hand, would be positioned in close proximity
(between 1.9 and 2.6m approx.) to the eastern site boundary resulting
in an abrupt relationship with the street. The green, tree-lined buffer
would also be fragmented, resulting in fewer visual and ecological
benefits overall.

6.99

LBB officers and the GLA have advised the applicant that Block B
would benefit from an increased setback to introduce additional soft
landscaping and therefore soften the streetscape and the base of the
building. The applicant contends however that “in the context of the
scheme viability where the number of homes proposed is required and
other constraints of the scheme, further changes cannot be
accommodated” (p.3, Addendum covering letter from Montagu Evans).

6.100 Blocks C and D have been set away from the southern site boundary
with Rotunda Court and car parking is provided, along with an access
road which would facilitate a turning area for vehicles. The applicant is
also proposing a substation and a separate generator building to this
southern edge and the GLA have queried why these structures cannot
be incorporated into the built form. The applicant has confirmed that
the substation’s location is driven by the requirement for it to be active
and accessible by the completion of the first phase. While the
residential blocks themselves would provide a generous separation to
the boundary, no detailed elevations of the sub-station or generator
have been provided, as such it isn’t possible to make an assessment of
the likely impact these structures will have on neighbouring occupiers
in Rotunda Court. Additional commentary on the impacts on
neighbouring occupiers is provided later in the report.
6.101 The applicant’s landscape strategy proposes three distinct typologies
with the aim of providing a “beautiful, robust and biodiverse environment
in which people, nature and the community can thrive” (p.62, Design &
Access statement). At the centre of the site is a landscaped central
amenity space designed to support social interaction, cohesion and play.
One mature tree will be retained in this area and it will be supplemented
by new planting, a hedge and railing boundary and natural play features.
While the size (sqm) of the central amenity space appears to meet the
play space requirements for the development for the under-12 age group,
it is considered that its size, quality and useability is compromised by the
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proliferation of hardstanding serving as access roads on three of its sides
and parking bays on the other. This creates a detached ‘island’ effect
with limited gaps for pedestrians to cross.
6.102 Following comments received, the design has been updated to unify the
materiality of the raised table by omitting the tarmac and using similar
paving as the adjacent pavements to create a more pedestrian-prioritised
environment. Three pedestrian crossing points are now provided.
However, the detached central amenity space ‘island’ (bounded on all
sides by roads) and the subsequent effects in relation to its functionality
and appeal remain. The introduction of ‘crossing points’ does not create a
transformative pedestrian-prioritised environment as is being suggested
and the expanse of space dedicated to facilitation vehicular movement
and car parking across the site indicates a transport-led approach,
prioritising vehicles over cyclists and pedestrians. This is contrary to
London Plan policy T2D.
6.103 The GLA have requested for some of the amenity space to be delivered
as part of an earlier phase. However the applicant has confirmed that the
current proposals for a single-move rehousing strategy means that the
central space cannot be delivered until the last existing building has been
demolished, after which as much of the amenity as possible can be
constructed, during the last phase.
6.104 In addition to the main central amenity space, ‘pocket gardens’ will be
provided in the spaces between blocks A & B and B & C as well as
providing pedestrian access to the site from Burnt Ash Lane. These
‘pocket gardens’ provide a good visual connection to the proposed
central amenity space, helping to break-up the hard landscaping.
However, these will be predominantly transient spaces, flanked by tall
buildings, places which residents ‘move through’ as opposed to ‘stop and
stay’, as such the hard and soft landscaping elements should be durable
and suitably robust, potential microclimate effects may also reduce the
appeal of these spaces. This is discussed further in the ‘housing and
accommodation standards’ section of the report.
6.105 A tree replacement strategy will see 67 new trees planted across the site
to replace the 30 existing trees which are to be removed (including a
number of mature trees along the Burnt Ash Lane frontage). In addition,
the landscaping strategy includes the delivery of green roofs, trees,
seasonable meadow planting and green buffers to the interfaces of
buildings. There will also be defensive planting to the building edge and
‘green fingers’ between parking spaces, that break up the parking bays.
6.106 Based on the housing needs survey undertaken, the proposed parking
strategy seeks to provide 48 parking bays for existing residents (all
existing units with access to a car receive a parking bay) and an
additional 43 for the proposed units (91 total). While this is below the
maximum standards set by the London Plan, this is a low PTAL area and
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the number of parking spaces proposed is being driven by the highdensity of the scheme and its associated infrastructure requirements.
6.107 Therefore whilst the aspirations for landscaping and amenity spaces are
supported in principle, the landscape strategy as a whole appears to
have been envisaged as infill between buildings and car parking
provision. As a result, the amount and quality of the landscaping and
amenity space is compromised. This is reflected by the extent of the loss
of existing mature trees across the site and the below-policy compliant
score of 0.366 for urban greening factor (UGF) whereas the target for
residential developments is 0.4.
6.108 Officers note that there are a number of constraints which apply to this
site which any proposals will need to try and overcome. The sites’
location in an area identified in the Bromley Local Plan as being deficient
in access to public open space is pertinent, however, and providing high
quality green infrastructure as part of any development proposals coming
forward for this site, should be key.
6.109 Overall, it is considered that the proposals would be out of character with
the existing pattern of development in the area and harmful to the visual
amenities of the street scene. The proposals would also leave limited
space about the site for the provision of a high quality, landscaped, public
realm and would result in a car-dominated environment, contrary to policy
37 of the Local Plan and policies T2 and G5 of the London Plan. This is
an indication that these proposals are an overdevelopment of the site.
Heritage - Acceptable
6.110 The Site is located approximately 700m meters to the north of the
Garden Road Conservation Area. The proposed redevelopment of the
Site has no potential to directly affect the character and appearance of
the Conservation Area; however, the applicant has given due
consideration to the potential for the Proposed Development to impact
its setting, by virtue of change to views into and from the CA. While the
Assessment concludes that the uppermost storeys of Block B would be
visible from the conservation area, where visible it would be incidental
to the character and appearance of the conservation area and would
not detract from its significance or harm its setting.
6.111 There is one statutory listed building known as Hollow Bottom Cottage
located around 650m from the application site. Given the separation
distances there is no direct visual relationship between the listed
building and the proposed development, as such it would not result in a
significant change to the setting of the designated heritage asset and
therefore its significance or the ability to appreciate it.
6.112 There are also a number of locally listed buildings (non-designated
heritage assets) in the vicinity of the site. In all cases the applicant’s
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report concludes that the proposed development would not be seen
widely in conjunction with any non-designated heritage assets.
6.113 Sundridge Park is a Grade II listed Registered Park and Garden
located approximately 690m to the south-east of the site, at the closest
point. The Proposed Development would be seen from limited points
within the park where there are significant openings between trees and
at higher topographical points. The existing tall building on the site is
currently visible from these points. The proposed development will
therefore also be visible above the ridge line in the backdrop and as a
consequence it will form a distinguishable element of the view. The
proposed development will, however, be appreciated as a distant
element as part the wider built environment that is seen from this more
open view from within the park.
6.114 The visual assessments undertaken as part of the report support these
conclusions and, overall, the proposals would not result in any
substantial or less than substantial harm to the setting of designated or
non-designated heritage assets.
6.115 Furthermore, the proposal is unlikely to have a significant effect on
heritage assets of archaeological interest.
Accommodation Standards - Acceptable
6.116 Bromley Local Plan (2019) policy 4 Housing Design requires all new
housing developments will need to achieve a high standard of design
and layout whilst enhancing the quality of local places. London Plan
policy D6 sets out a number of requirements which housing
developments must adhere to in order to ensure a high-quality living
environment for future occupants.
6.117 Each residential core does not propose more than six units on each
floor and the main entrances to the individual Blocks have been
designed to be visible and clearly identifiable.
6.118 In response to previous comments regarding the ground floor plan of
Block B the applicant states that a large lobby has been provided.
Whilst the size of the lobby is noted, the benefits of expanding the
lobby to create a visual connection between the front of the building
and the primary central amenity space to the rear remain valid, it
appears that the size of the Energy Centre prevents this move.
6.119 The applicant’s Design Team state that a window has not been
provided to serve the ground floor lobby of Block D (which would allow
for additional daylight) as previously suggested in order to ensure the
privacy of the private amenity spaces serving the adjacent ground floor
homes. However, a high level glazed element and/or obscure glazing
would overcome this potential conflict.

Page 151

6.120 Housing development should maximise the provision of dual aspect
dwellings and normally avoid the provision of single aspect dwellings. A
single aspect dwelling should only be provided where it is considered a
more appropriate design solution to meet the requirements of Part B in
Policy D3 Optimising site capacity through the design-led approach than
a dual aspect dwelling, and it can be demonstrated that it will have
adequate passive ventilation, daylight and privacy, and avoid
overheating.
6.121 The scheme does not propose any north facing single aspect units.
However, Blocks A, B and C would all include single aspect units whose
sole outlook would be onto Burnt Ash Lane, including from bedroom
windows.
6.122 An Environmental Nose Assessment was carried out by IDOM dated
July 2021 reference: ENA-21949m-21-127 Rev D in support of the
above application. Due to the elevated noise climate, the noise report
recommends a ‘closed window’ solution should be provided for the
majority of the units across the development together with alternative
means of ventilation. While the applicant has considered the use of
acoustic glazing for reducing noise, they do not appear to have fully
considered the ventilation strategy at this stage, stating:
Where facades require a ‘closed window’ solution for acoustic
mitigation purposes, windows may still be openable for rapid or purge
ventilation or for residents’ choice but must not remain open for
prolonged periods of time. The design of the ventilation strategy and
assessment of summer overheating risk must take account of the
constraints that this places. Any trickle vents included within the
glazing, providing background ventilation should be acoustically
treated so as not to form an acoustic weak point.

6.123 It is not clear for example how are the trickle vents are being
acoustically treated in order to not become a weak point. It should be
noted that mechanical cooling is not supported by the GLA and natural
ventilation solutions should be prioritised informing building layout and
facade designs at the early stages of the design process. However, as
this is a full application the layout (and to an extent the appearance) of
the development is fixed and therefore natural ventilation solutions are
unlikely to be feasible.
6.124 The report also states that it is assumed noise levels on the western
façade of Blocks A, B and C, and all facades on all other blocks are
expected to be below the lower guideline level of 50 dBA for each
balcony on these facades /Blocks. It is not clear if there has been any
kind of modelling to predict the noise levels or support these
calculations.
6.125 Whilst some of the other façades of the blocks do benefit from
screening there does not seem to be any clear justification for this and
due to the elevated road traffic noise from the east of the development
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site, it is likely that balconies on the north, east and southern façades
of Blocks A, B and C would expose occupants to environmental noise
in excess of guideline levels. The report finds that these balcony
spaces would not provide occupants with acoustically suitable spaces
for relaxation and these are likely to be used for more ‘functional’
purposes. Accordingly, the report recommends solid balcony
screening, together with suitable lining to the balcony interior. This
constraint has been addressed by the applicant’s design team whereby
these balcony fronts will incorporate solid panels.
6.126 The applicant contends that all other single aspect units have been
designed to optimise levels of daylight/sunlight and meet other amenity
standards. However, it is apparent from the information provided that
residents would be unable to open windows or have access to a private
external amenity space without an unacceptable impact from noise.
Given the site’s location in an Air Quality Management Area, residents
would also be subjected to high levels of road traffic pollution.
6.127 It is acknowledged that this is a previously developed site and existing
residents are already likely to experience detrimental impacts from
traffic on Burnt Ash Lane. However, the reliance on acoustic insulation
and mechanical ventilation, is a further indication that this is an
overdevelopment of the site.
6.128 Irrespective of the above, had the application been considered
acceptable overall a condition would be necessary requiring details of a
scheme of noise mitigation measures in full compliance with all
recommendations of the submitted acoustic report. This would also
need to take into account any noise associated with any mechanical
plant at the site.
6.129 With regard to any potential for overlooking between residents of the
flats, particularly into habitable rooms, the proposed separation
distances between Blocks A and B and B and C (approx. 12.5m) would
help to ensure that no significant overlooking would not occur. It is also
noted that due consideration has been given to the treatment of public
and private space thresholds regarding the requirement for defensible
space separating the ground floor residential units in Block A and Block
C from pedestrian access routes into the site.
6.130 A daylight analysis was carried out on the proposed development to
ensure good daylight levels according to the BRE guidelines. Overall,
the results of the sunlight and daylight assessment show good levels of
daylight within the proposed scheme. A total of 443 (88%) rooms
achieve Average daylight factor levels that are either in line or above
the BRE recommendations. In addition to good levels of daylight
ingress, good sky visibility can be seen in 414 (82%) of the proposed
rooms.
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6.131 The south-facing living rooms in Blocks A, B, C, D and E have also
been assessed for sunlight. A total of 41 rooms were assessed against
the criteria set out in the BRE guide. The results show that all the
windows achieve appropriate annual APSH values. Positive results are
also achieved in the winter period. Living rooms facing other
orientations are not analysed as they fall outside the 90o criterion.
Lower sunlight values will be achieved on these windows.
Internal Space standards & Wheelchair housing
6.132 The proposed development has been designed to ensure that all units
achieve the minimum space standards set out both within Policy D6 of
the London Plan.
6.133 In accordance with Policy 4 of the Local Plan and policy D7 of the
London Plan at least 10 per cent of dwellings are required to meet
Building Regulation requirement M4(3) ‘wheelchair user dwellings’. All
other dwellings should meet Building Regulation requirement M4(2)
‘accessible and adaptable dwellings’.
6.134 The Scheme proposes the delivery of 22 Wheelchair Accessible Units
(M4(3)), 18 of which will be social-rented. All remaining units achieving
M4(2) standards. The Scheme therefore exceeds the policy requirements
set out above. The social-rented provision includes some 3 and 4 bed
flats as well as 1 bed two person units, resulting in a good mix of
wheelchair housing throughout the scheme. In addition to this, the
wheelchair user dwellings also meet the South East London Housing
Partnership (SELHP) standards, which is an LBB requirement.
6.135 The applicant has confirmed that all the apartment buildings have been
provided with 2 lifts, one of which has been allocated as an evacuation
lift, separate to the fire-fighting lift.
Outdoor Amenity and Play space
6.136 Policy S4 Play and Informal Recreation of the London Plan sets out in
Clause B(2) that residential developments should incorporate goodquality, accessible play provision for all ages and 10 square metres of
playspace should be provided per child. In accordance with Policy D6
of the London Plan all new housing should be provided with a minimum
of 5 sq.m. of private outdoor space for 1-2 person dwellings and an
extra 1 sq.m. should be provided for each additional occupant. This
does not count towards the minimum Gross Internal Area space
standards.
6.137 All units will have access to private amenity in line with the policy
requirements set out above. For the units located within the flatted
blocks, private outdoor amenity will be delivered in the form of a balcony.
For Blocks E and F private amenity will be delivered in the form of
terraces and gardens. The size of these spaces have been designed to
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meet or exceed the London’s Housing Design Supplementary Guidance.
In combination, the Scheme delivers a total of 1667 sqm of private
amenity.
6.138 As part of the comprehensive landscaping strategy for the site a number
of communal green amenity spaces are proposed to be delivered as part
of the Development. This includes the introduction of a new central green
space (The Heart of the Community) adjacent to Blocks D, E and F. In
addition to this, smaller pocket parks are provided between Blocks A and
B, and Blocks B and C. According to the applicant “these spaces have
been designed to maximise sunlight provision and can adopt and grow
as the demand for car parking decreases”. However, the applicant has
not assessed these pocket parks for the amount of sunlight they are likely
to receive and there are concerns that these spaces would receive
limited sunlight. As such, these spaces are more likely to become
transient spaces which residents move through as opposed to ‘stop and
stay’.
6.139 The wind assessment accompanying the application has considered the
amenity spaces and open areas of the site at ground level and has
incorporated the landscape design which has been used to enhance the
wind conditions. The summer comfort results show most areas to be
suitable for the intended use. However, there are localised areas
between block A, B and C which are suitable for standing but which will
exceed the comfort criteria for sitting. The report suggests that landscape
adjustments would be required in order to ensure that these areas would
be suitable for sitting.
6.140 Based on the proposed unit mix and tenures, the play space
requirement for the development is currently 715sqm for children aged
up to 11 years old. This is based on an outer London site with a PTAL
of 2.
6.141 The Scheme seeks to deliver the required 0-11 years playspace
provision on site with a financial contribution to be secured for 12+
playspace provision. The Scheme proposes a total of 1020 sqm of
playspace provision which is located throughout the Site. Dedicated
playspace for 0 to 4 year olds will be provided within the pocket parks
which are situated between Blocks A and B, and Blocks B and C. A
further area of 0-4 playspace will provided within the central green space
(The Heart of the Community) within the Site. An element of 0-4 years
playspace will also be provided within the private back gardens of Block
E.
6.142 The 5-11 year old’s playspace will also be located within the central
green space (The Heart of the Community) and will be equipped with a
timber and rope structure and a basket swing. In combination the
Scheme exceeds the Policy requirements set out by the Mayor with
regards to playspace provision. However, as set out above and in the
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preceding sections of the report, there are concerns over the quality and
useability of some of the proposed communal amenity spaces.
6.143 With regard to 12+ playspace provision, the applicant proposes to
accommodate this off-site through a financial contribution. However the
applicant has only calculated this based on the 12-15 age group and
does not take into account older teens. Accordingly, officers have
calculated the off-site contribution based on the child yield of the
development where 19% of the projected children are over 12 yrs old.
This gives rise to an off-site contribution of £13,528. The contribution
for the 12+ forms part of the heads of terms for the S106 and would be
secured through the S106. The applicants highlight that King’s
Meadow, and Shaftesbury Park are all located within an 800m radius of
the site but provide no information to clarify / confirm what off site
provision is proposed.
Neighbourhood Amenity - Unacceptable
6.144 The site adjoins existing residential sites in Ravensleigh Gardens to the
west, Kynaston Road and Sandringham Road to the north and a flatted
development to the south known as Rotunda Court. The site is opposite
two storey residential dwellings on Burnt Ash Lane to the north /northeast.
1-11 Kynaston Road and 1-5 Sandringham Road
6.145 Block E (three storeys) and Block F (two storey houses) are around 25m
to the rear elevations of houses on Kynaston Road and Sandringham
Road but are in close proximity to the rear boundaries and gardens of
these sites.
6.146 Block F is in close proximity to the boundary with neighbouring sites to
the north. The rear gardens of these neighbouring properties are a
minimum length of around 24m and are currently screened from the
site by existing mature trees along the site’s northern edge. The
proposals involve the removal of a number of trees in this part of the
site and along the sites northern edge and there is no opportunity for
replacement tree planting in this area. Block F is two storeys with an
enclosed roof terrace above. The three storey Lavisham House is in a
similar location to proposed Block F however Block F is perpendicular
to the site boundary as opposed to angling away from it.
6.147 At around 8m high, together with the loss of trees in this part of the site,
Block F would be more prominent when viewed from No’s 1, 3, 5 and 7
Kynaston Rd in particular. However, it is noted that the site levels fall
away from these neighbouring sites which would help to mitigate the
overall perception of height somewhat and, at around 25m away there
is sufficient separation so as not to appear as over- dominant when
viewed from the adjoining sites.
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6.148 There are no windows in the northern elevation of Block F and its roof
terrace would be fully enclosed to the northern side so no undue
overlooking would occur.
6.149 Block E comprises three storey townhouses approximately 10m in height
as scaled from surrounding ground level. This block is angled away from
the northern site boundary presenting a relatively short edge to No’s 3
and 5 Sandrigham Rd. While it would introduce development into a part
of the site which is currently open space, changing the view currently
experienced from neighbouring sites, it is not considered that it would
have an adverse impact on neighbours to the north, given the relatively
small elevation which would present itself, the separation distances and
the change in site levels. Furthermore, no windows are proposed in the
northern elevation which would overlook the neighbouring sites.
6.150 Block A ranges in heights between nine and six storeys. It is around
20.5m to the flank boundary of No.1 Kynaston Road and includes a
number of private balconies serving the flats as well as windows serving
habitable rooms on its western elevation. Given the scale and proximity
of block A and its proposed balconies to neighbouring residential
gardens, which are of a more sensitive nature than front facades, it is
considered that occupiers of those properties would experience a
significant reduction in residential amenity, by virtue of overlooking,
overbearing impact and reduction in privacy.
6.151 A Daylight, Sunlight and Overshadowing Assessment has been prepared
by HTA and accompanies this Application. This finds that the proposal
would not result in a significant loss of daylight or sunlight to properties in
Kynaston Road or Sandringham Road.
6.152 Some private gardens will experience some reductions in sunlight;
however, the comparison with the existing configuration indicates that the
reductions are within acceptable levels. An additional test was also
conducted on 21 June to assess the sunlight conditions in the summer
period when people usually spend longer hours outdoor and are most
likely to use these spaces. All spaces would achieve adequate sunlight
conditions and no reductions were found for this period.
1 – 9 Ravensleigh Gardens
6.153 Block E is positioned to the north of No.9 Ravensleigh Gardens and
would project around 5m beyond the rear of this two-storey dwelling at a
distance of approximately 4.5m away. There are no south facing flank
windows which would overlook this adjoining site and No.9 has no north
facing windows currently looking onto the site.
6.154 While the introduction of new development in this part of the site would
give rise to a change in outlook from the rear of the neighbouring site
and this would be exacerbated by the loss of an existing mature tree on
the site boundary, it is not considered that the amenities of the
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occupiers of the adjoining site would be harmed by inadequate
daylight, sunlight, privacy or by overshadowing.
6.155 Furthermore, the daylight and sunlight impact report finds that the
proposal would not result in a significant loss of daylight or sunlight to
properties in Ravensleigh Gardens.
6.156 Block D is located to the east of No.1 Ravensleigh Gardens and ranges
between heights of 4 and 8 storeys. It is in a similar position to the
existing 13 storey tower (Burnt Ash Heights) however it would reside in
much closer proximity to the site boundary (approx. 4m) compared to the
existing Burnt Ash Heights (approx. 12m). While this building would
clearly appear prominent in views from the front of these neighbouring
sites, overall it is considered that it would have a similar visual impact to
the existing arrangement.
6.157 It is noted that the applicant has positioned Block D forward of the
adjoining houses so that their rear gardens would not be overlooked by
the proposed windows or balconies on the western elevation of the
building. However, three of the balconies on the southern half of the
building would be in close proximity to the front of No.1 Ravensleigh
Gardens, at around only 3m away, giving rise to overlooking and a loss of
privacy for its occupiers.
6.158 It is noted that the core of this block has been positioned on its western
side which does result in fewer windows on the western elevation than on
the existing Burnt Ash Heights. However, the existing tower has no
balconies and is at a greater distance from the neighbouring residential
dwellings.
6.159 Even with potential to introduce balcony screening it is still considered
that the proposal would result in an uncomfortable relationship with the
adjoining residential sites and would have an unacceptable adverse
impact on the amenities of adjoining occupiers.
Rotunda Court
6.160 This existing building sits particularly close to the boundary line and there
are single aspect units facing north which will face the new buildings,
particularly Block C and Block D. Block C ranges between four and eight
storeys and is around 16m to the north of Rotunda Court. Block D is
around 18m to Rotunda Court.
6.161 In terms of potential overlooking/loss of privacy for occupiers of the
existing building, there are a number of habitable room windows in the
southern elevation of Block C which would be sited a minimum of around
15m away from Rotunda Court. However, given the separation distances
and angling away of Rotunda court from the site boundary, it is not
anticipated that this would give rise to any significant overlooking to
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existing habitable room windows at the adjoining site. Furthermore, there
are no balconies proposed on the southern elevation of Blocks C or D.
6.162 While the residential blocks themselves would provide a generous
separation to the boundary, the proposed generator and sub-station
buildings are in close proximity to the adjoining site and no detailed
elevations have been provided to enable a meaningful assessment of the
visual impact of these structures. Furthermore, no assessment appears
to have been undertaken of their potential noise impacts and there are
concerns that single aspect units in Rotunda Court would experience a
significant loss of amenity as a result.
6.163 In terms of daylight/sunlight impacts, the applicant has used three
measures of diffuse daylight (angular check, vertical sky component and
no-sky line) to assess the impact of the proposed development on
neighbouring properties:
Angular Check test
6.164 This test should only be used where the proposed development is of a
reasonably uniform profile and is directly opposite the existing building. A
plane is drawn at 25 degrees from the horizontal at the centre of an
existing window. If the new development intersects with this plane, i.e.
the obstruction angle is greater than 25o, daylight access of the
assessed window may be reduced.
6.165 A more detailed assessment should be then carried out to calculate the
loss of daylight to the existing window. Buildings that are not directly
facing the new development may still experience a change to their
lighting condition and therefore the 45o approach method should be
applied to assess the impact.
6.166 A horizontal plane should be drawn from the highest point of the
proposed development angled at 45 degrees downward. If existing
windows fall within the area created by the existing building, proposed
development and the angled plane, these should be also included in the
assessment.
Vertical Sky Component (VSC) test
6.167 The Vertical Sky Component (VSC) quantifies the amount of available
daylight, received at a particular window and measured on the outer
pane of the window.
6.168 In order to maintain good levels of daylight the BRE guidance
recommends that the VSC of a window should be 27%. Any reduction of
more than 20% of the former value would be perceived by the human
eye and careful considerations are required in assessing the degree of
impact caused by the new obstructing element.
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6.169 The results of the sunlight/daylight analysis show that all the windows of
Rotunda Court achieve VSC levels in line with the BRE
recommendations. This means that either they achieve a VSC value of at
least 27% or that the reduction is no more than 20% of their former value.
6.170 It should be noted that the results obtained with the mirror massing show
that some windows would achieve values below the BRE
recommendation and also below 18%. The proposed configuration
ensures that none of the windows achieve less than 18%, which is the
condition usually found in urban configurations.
No-Sky line (NSL) test
6.171 A measure to assess the distribution of daylight in a space is the
percentage of area that lays beyond the no-sky line i.e. The area that
receives no direct skylight. This is important as it indicates how good the
distribution of daylight is in a room. If more than 20% of the working plane
lies beyond the no-sky line poor daylight levels are expected within the
space.
6.172 When comparing the NSL for existing buildings against that proposed
following development, BRE guidelines state that if the no-sky line moves
so that the area of the existing room which does receive direct skylight is
reduced to less than 0.8 times its former value, then this will be
noticeable to the occupants, and more of the room will appear poorly lit.
6.173 The Daylight Distribution (DD) analysis undertaken for Rotunda Court
confirms that the majority of the rooms meet the BRE requirements. This
means that only a small proportion of the working plane lies beyond the
no-sky-line.
6.174 However 11 rooms will achieve lower DD values than the BRE
recommendations including two bedrooms on the ground floor, a
kitchen/living/dining space and two bedrooms on the first and second
floor and a kitchen/living/dining space on the third floor and on the fourth
floor. As these are all habitable rooms the impact on internal amenity will
be significant. This harm will need to be weighed-up against overall
planning benefits of the estate regeneration.
152-162 Burnt Ash Lane
6.175 Block A ranges in heights between nine and seven storeys. It is around
25m from the front elevation of these houses on Burnt Ash Lane. Block
B (14 storeys) is not directly opposite any existing residential dwellings
but is positioned opposite the Toyota Garage on Burnt Ash Lane. It is
separated from the nearest residential dwelling on Burnt Ash Lane
(No.152) by around 30m.
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6.176 A total of 25 windows were analysed at the front of these 6 properties but
only 8 windows passed the test for Vertical Sky Component (VSC) test
(at No’s160 and 162 Burnt Ash Lane).
6.177 The majority of the existing windows currently receive 27% VSC or above
(only 2 currently receive under 27%). However, following the
development, windows at the front of No’s 152, 154, 156, and 158 Burnt
Ash Lane would achieve a VSC value of at least 27% or more than 20%
of their former value. VSC of more than 20% and less than 27% is the
threshold for a materially noticeable change in accordance with BRE
guidance.
6.178 The Daylight/Sunlight report suggests that these reductions are mainly
caused by the existing obstructions rather than by the proposed
development. However, the results in the report clearly demonstrate a
reduction of more than 20% the former value at the majority of the
windows assessed with some windows receiving 40% of their former
value.
6.179 While an upper threshold of 40% may be acceptable in the circumstance
where the application site was currently undeveloped and a more
significant change would be expected, this is a currently developed site in
a low-density suburban environment, where a VSC target of 27% would
normally be expected.
6.180 It is noted that the No-Sky line (NSL) test results indicate that all the
rooms analysed meet the BRE recommendations. However, based on
the above, the loss of daylight to four neighbouring properties on Burnt
Ash Lane would be significant.
6.181 The provision of 20 No. balconies on the eastern elevation of Block A
providing private amenity space for the proposed flats could also lead to
a perception of being overlooked for occupiers of 152-162 Burnt Ash
Lane. However, it is considered that frontages are of a less private
nature than rear facades and amenity areas and, at a distance of 25m, it
is unlikely that any significant loss of privacy would occur.
167 Burnt Ash Lane and 2-12 Kynaston Road
6.182 These residential properties are located to the north of the site on the
opposite side of Kynaston Road. Block A is located around 28m from the
southern side of No.167 Burnt Ash Lane. There are no proposed
balconies on the northern elevation of Block A and given the separation
distance between the Block and the site to the north, no significant
overlooking or loss of privacy for the occupiers of No.167 is anticipated.
6.183 Furthermore, the results of the daylight/sunlight assessment show that all
of the assessed windows meet the BRE criteria for daylight availability.
Noise
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6.184 The applicant has provided an Environmental Noise Assessment.
Residential developments are not typically considered as a source of
noise during the occupational phase. As a result, the report concludes
that the completed development is unlikely to introduce any significant
noise sources that would have a negative impact on existing
neighbouring sensitive receptors. However, no assessment appears to
have been undertaken of the proposed sub-station and generator which
is in close proximity to the boundary of Rotunda Court and, in the
absence of information to the contrary, this is likely to result in an adverse
noise impact for occupiers of Rotunda Court, contrary to policy 119 of the
Local Plan.
6.185 The use of good practice measures and standard controlled working
hours will help to minimise any negative impact during the relatively short
duration construction works.
6.186 Notwithstanding the above, there are significant concerns over the
harmful impact that this development will have on occupiers of adjacent
sites in Kynaston Road, Burnt Ash Land and Rotunda Court. This harm
will need to be weighed-up against overall planning benefits of the
scheme.
Transport and Highways - Unacceptable
Car Parking
6.187 Policy T6 of the London Plan requires developments to provide the
appropriate level of car parking provision with Policy T6.1 of the
London Plan setting maximum car parking standards.
6.188 Section 38(5) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (PCPA)
2004 (as amended) states: “if to any extent a policy contained in a
development plan for an area conflicts with another policy in the
development plan the conflict must be resolved in favour of the policy
which is contained in the last document to become part of the
development plan.” Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory
Purchase Act 2004 (as amended) goes on to state that decisions on
planning applications must be made in accordance with the
Development Plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.
The London Plan car parking standards would therefore take
precedence over those set out in the Local Plan.
6.189 The site has a PTAL rating of between 1b and 2. Based on the unit
size mix proposed, for a PTAL 2 site the maximum parking provision
for this development as set out in the London Plan is 137 spaces.
6.190 The existing site provides 90 car parking spaces. A housing needs
survey undertaken in 2018 showed that 50 of the 91 households
currently on the site owned or had access to a private vehicle. Almost
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all of these (88%) had only one vehicle. Of the 90 spaces on the site
(which includes 30 garages, 35 private spaces and 25 on Pike Close,
which is a public highway), the overnight parking survey indicates that
66% of spaces were occupied (assuming half the garages are used for
parking and half are used for storage). On the public highway
surrounding the site (within a 400m radius) there is the equivalent of
483 vehicle spaces on the kerbside. Of these, the overnight parking
survey indicates that only 62% of the kerbside was parked.
6.191 Based on the housing needs survey undertaken, the proposed parking
strategy seeks to provide 48 parking bays for existing residents (all
existing units with access to a car receive a parking bay) and an
additional 43 for the proposed units (91 total). The additional 43 bays
will be allocated to the larger units first meaning all 2+ bed units will
have a parking bay. The parking proposals result in a parking ratio of
0.51 per unit.
6.192 The forecast trips for the proposed development result in approximately
one car per minute during the AM peak hour and less than one per
minute during the PM peak hour. This level of trip is not considered to
have a material effect on the local highway network and acceptable in
transport terms.
6.193 While the level of parking proposed is below the maximum standards in
the London Plan the applicant has demonstrated that this amount of
parking would be acceptable to meet the level of demand which the
development would generate. Also, given they are ‘maximum’ standards
there is no requirement to provide 137 spaces, particularly in this case
where the housing needs survey demonstrates an under-utilisation of the
existing parking spaces on and around the estate.
6.194 3No. Blue Badge Parking spaces will be provided associated with the 86
additional private units, which falls below the requirement for 3% of the
total number of dwellings to have access to at least one designated
disabled persons bay from the outset, as set out in London Plan policy
T6.1.
6.195 There are no disabled persons’ parking spaces for the affordable units at
present and this is the reasoning for only providing two per cent of
disabled persons’ parking spaces across the whole development.
However, to ensure accessibility for future residents who may need a
disabled persons’ parking space, it is recommended that 5 disabled
persons’ parking spaces are provided at the outset (without increasing
the current number of parking spaces proposed). Meeting the three per
cent standard is particularly important in this location given its PTAL of
1b. These spaces should be allocated on the basis of need rather than
being tied to particular homes and should be rented out on a short-term
basis for as long as the resident holds a Blue Badge.
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6.196 As disabled persons parking bays are larger than standard parking bays
with clear access zones to one side, in the absence of an updated site
plan to demonstrate where the larger bays could be positioned, it is not
possible to assess whether these spaces could be accommodated
without further compromising the amount of soft landscaping and urban
greening on the site.
6.197 Had the application been considered acceptable overall, a commitment
to car parking spaces being on a short-lease, not sold, would be
required as part of a car parking management plan (CPMP) to be
secured by condition. The applicant has agreed this approach in
principle. However, in terms of the allocation of spaces, these will need
to be for specific for the affordable units as they will need to continue to
have a parking space as per the Housing Needs Survey with those
who currently own a car to have access to a space.
6.198 The applicant states that the remainder of the spaces are for the larger
private units with access on a first come first serve basis. The parking
will however be monitored as part of the CPMP and the Travel Plan
such that if any spaces are surplus they can be re-purposed for
something else.
6.199 EV charging is provided in line with the London Plan March 2021 with
20% active charging from the outset. The remaining 80% should be
equipped with passive provision. This is acceptable in principle and
would need to be secured by condition should the development be
deemed acceptable overall.
Cycle Parking
6.200 317 long-stay and 6 short-stay cycle parking spaces have been
proposed, which is in accordance with the standards identified in Policy
T5 of the London Plan.
6.201 The proposals provide a mix of cycle stands including, two-tier, Sheffield
and accessible Sheffield stands within the internal stores to cater for all
users. Cyclists in Blocks A, B and C would have direct access to Burnt
Ash Lane from the internal cycle stores, while cyclists in blocks D, E and
F would access the site via Kynaston Lane.
6.202 However, there is insufficient information to be able to assess whether
the cycle stores meet the minimum spacing requirements in the London
Cycle Design Standards (LCDS) and as these stores are integral to the
buildings it is not possible to condition these details as this would require
significant changes to the floorplans.
6.203 As discussed in the preceding sections, there are additional concerns
over the accessibility and safety of the cycle stores for future cyclists and
the application fails to demonstrate how the development would meet the
LCDS. This could act as barrier to cycling as an alternative mode of
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travel, contrary to the Mayor’s Strategic Mode Shift target and Policies T2
and T5 of the London Plan.
Travel Plan
6.204 A residential travel plan has been provided. The target proposed is to
increase the proportion of residents travelling to or from the site by cycle
and on foot by 5% over 5 years. It is expected that this reduction will
come from a reduction in car trips, rather than public transport, given that
the modal shift currently is 43 per cent driving. The mode shift target
should be more ambitious in order to better reflect Policy T2 of the
London Plan, reducing car dominance and the Mayor’s Strategic Mode
Shift which aims to have 80 per cent of trips to be using an active travel
mode.
6.205 An updated travel plan would be required through condition,
addressing the above, had the development been acceptable overall.
Furthermore, a condition to secure a car park management plan which
explores opportunities to monitor and manage approach and repurpose
of parking should the opportunity arise, would also be required.
Vehicular Access
6.206 The proposals retain the existing vehicular access to Pike Close via the
Kynaston Road priority T-junction. The internal layout provides parking
facilities and a route for vehicles to service the site.
6.207 Internal isle widths have been kept to a minimum with of 6m. The
proposal would maintain access to the private dwellings at Ravensleigh
Gardens to the south west of the application site. All vehicles can enter
and exit the site in a forward gear.
6.208 Pike Close is intended to be retained as public highway. The applicant
has provided a proposed adoption plan. The adoption strategy results
in LBB adopting the carriageway only, with footways and parking to be
privately maintained. The Highways officer has confirmed this is
acceptable but it will be subject to Section 38 agreement.
Delivery and Servicing
6.209 The operational waste arisings leads to a requirement for 28No. 1100 l
bins and 64 No. 240 l bins for the residential blocks A, B, C and D.
However, 1100 l bins can be used instead of 240 l bins to save space
where necessary. The operational waste from blocks E and F are
managed per plot, accounting for 2 No. 55 l bins and 1 No. 240 l bin
per dwelling. The bin stores are located on the ground floor and are
accessed from Kynaston Road. The residential refuse will be collected
by the local authority and collections will be managed in accordance
with the borough policy.
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6.210 All delivery and servicing activity will be undertaken on site with all
vehicles entering and exiting in a forward gear. Bin waste storage have
been provided at ground floor within each block in locations to ensure
minimum drag distances achievable on site. The swept path analysis
also demonstrating that refuse vehicles can enter and exit the site in a
forward gear has been provided.
6.211 However, the tracking plots appear to show manoeuvring delivery
vehicles will encroach onto the disabled car parking spaces, and
manoeuvring refuse vehicles will encroach onto amenity space. While
the applicant contends this is not the case they have not provided any
further swept path analysis to back this up. Having vehicles encroach
onto the disabled spaces renders them unusable and potentially restrict
delivery vehicles. Having vehicles encroach onto the amenity space also
undermines the proposed public realm improvements and creates safety
concerns through potential for collusion with pedestrians. This is contrary
to policy 32 of the Local Plan (road safety) and the Mayor’s Vision Zero,
which aims for no road deaths or injuries on London’s Roads by 2041.
6.212 In addition, the delivery and servicing plan only shows forecasting of
deliveries for LGV and HGV trips. For the residential development,
consideration must be given to the impact that home deliveries (i.e.
deliveries of online food and other shopping and take-away food) will
have on the trip numbers. An updated Delivery and Servicing plan would
be required through condition, forecasting the impact the above has on
trip numbers, should the development be considered acceptable overall.
Construction
6.213 A construction and environmental management plan would be a
necessary pre-commencement condition in the event that the
development had been considered acceptable overall.
S106 Heads of Term (Highways)
Bus cage relocation
6.214 The bus cage relocation has been agreed in principle with TfL. Further
discussion is ongoing between the applicant and TfL in order to finalise
the move. The applicant has agreed in principle to enter into a s106
agreeing to cover all of TfLs costs of the relocation.
Widening of pedestrian refuge on Burnt Ash Lane
6.215 The applicant has agreed in principle to enter into a S278 agreement or
highways licence (secured as part of the S106) for the proposed
improvements to the pedestrian crossing refuge on Burnt Ash Lane.
However, drawings of the proposed improvements have not been
provided, as requested, prior to the determination of this application.
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S278/S38 agreement for the Highway Authority adoption of the estate roads
6.216 Agreed in principle.
6.217 To summarise, in the absence of information relating to proposed cycle
parking and how it will meet the LCDS; the under-provision of disabled
persons parking bays; and failure to demonstrate that service vehicles
would not encroach into parking bays and amenity areas, the
development as proposed would be prejudicial to road safety and
would fail to create a safe and inclusive public realm that is designed
for people rather than vehicles.
6.218 The proposal should therefore be refused in accordance with
paragraph 111 of the NPPF which states that Development should only
be prevented or refused on highways grounds if there would be an
unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative
impacts on the road network would be severe.
The Natural Environment - Acceptable
6.219 NPPF Policy 174 outlines that planning policies and decisions should
contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by
recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside, and
the wider benefits from natural capital and ecosystem services –
including the economic and other benefits of the best and most
versatile agricultural land, and of trees and woodland; and by
minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity,
including by establishing coherent ecological networks that are more
resilient to current and future pressures.
Biodiversity & Protected Species
6.220 London Plan Policy G6 states that proposals that create new or
improved habitats that result in positive gains for biodiversity should be
considered positively. Policy G6 Part D further advises that
“Development proposals should manage impacts on biodiversity and
aim to secure net biodiversity gain. This should be informed by the best
available ecological information and addressed from the start of the
development process.”
6.221 Policy 72 of the Local Plan states that planning permission will not be
granted for development or change of use of land that will have an
adverse effect on protected species, unless mitigating measures can
be secured to facilitate survival, reduce disturbance or provide
alternative habitats.
6.222 The application is accompanied by an Ecological Appraisal, prepared by
Aspect Ecology. The Appraisal identifies that there are no statutory or
non-statutory nature conservation designations present within or adjacent
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to the Site. Furthermore, it is also concluded that none of the
designations within the surrounding area are likely to be adversely
affected by the proposals. The Appraisal further identifies that the Site is
dominated by habitats not considered to be of ecological importance.
6.223 The site generally offers limited opportunities for protected species and
no evidence of any such species was recorded during the survey work. A
number of buildings within site were considered to offer some low
potential to support roosting bats. Accordingly further specific bat survey
work (including emergence/re-entry surveys) was undertaken, which
recorded no evidence for any use by roosting bats.
6.224 The site provides potentially suitable nesting habitats for common bird
species, which could therefore potentially be adversely affected by the
proposals. There are recent GiGL recorded swift records at the site.
6.225 The report recommends appropriate mitigation measures, centred on the
careful timing of works or prior confirmation that nesting birds are absent,
to safeguard nesting birds during relevant site clearance works.
6.226 The proposals present the opportunity to secure a number of biodiversity
net gains, including additional native tree and shrub planting, new
roosting opportunities for bats, and more diverse nesting habitats for
birds. These should form planning conditions alongside lighting, should
the development be considered acceptable overall.
6.227 The application is also accompanied by a Biodiversity Net Gain
calculation and considers the change in ecological value of the site in
light of the proposed development. A comprehensive landscaping
scheme is proposed across the site which provides a range of communal
and private amenity spaces alongside further opportunities such as green
roof for the delivery of green infrastructure. The Report identifies that as a
result of the proposed landscaping scheme, the development will result in
a net gain of 0.67 biodiversity units. This equates to a net gain of 12.33%.
In light of the above, the Scheme accords with the policy requirements
set out above with regards to biodiversity.
Trees
6.228 Within the London Plan, Policy G7 (Trees and Woodlands) states that
development proposals should ensure that, wherever possible, existing
trees of value are retained. The Policy further states that if planning
permission is granted that necessitates the removal of trees there should
be adequate replacement based on the existing value of the benefits of
the trees removed.
6.229 Policy 73 of the Local Plan requires proposals for new development to
take particular account of existing trees on the site and on adjoining
land, which in the interests of visual amenity and/or wildlife habitat, are
considered desirable to be retained. Tree preservation orders will be
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used to protect trees of environmental importance and visual amenity.
When trees have to be felled, the Council will seek suitable replanting.
6.230 An Arboricultural Impact Assessment has been prepared by Aspect and
accompanies this submission. The Arboricultural Impact Assessment and
Tree Survey provides an assessment of the arboricultural value of the
trees within the site based on their current quality. The Assessment also
provides a number of recommendations to ensure those trees retained
as part of the proposed development are appropriately protected during
construction.
6.231 The Assessment identifies that at present, there are 44 trees of individual
distinction and six parcels or ornamental shrubs and young trees within
the site boundary. The majority of the trees on the Site concentrated
within the northern parcel of the Site and comprise a typical assemblage
of deciduous ornamental broadleaves often associated with an urban
setting, including Purple Plum, Crab Apple, Cherry, Norway Maple,
Whitebeam, Himalayan Birch, Weeping Ash, Rowan and Cotoneaster. It
should be noted that the Assessment identifies that no trees present on
the site pre-date the existing development.
6.232 In order to facilitate development and ensure the health of existing trees
are retained following the completion of the Proposed Development, the
applicant is proposing the removal of 35 individual trees, four collections
of ornamental shrubs and partial clearance of a fifth collection of shrubs.
The trees identified for removal are a mix of Class B, C and U trees.
6.233 Officers agree agrees with the findings of the Arb report, which can be
summarised as ‘the relative replaceability of the trees present is high’.
Nonetheless, since so many trees are to be removed, the adherence to a
tree planting scheme at least as extensive as that proposed is important.
Therefore, in the event that permission is granted a requirement to
adhere to the tree planting plan should be included within any soft
landscaping condition. Protection of the retained trees, through condition,
should also be secured.
Energy & Sustainability – Unacceptable
6.234 The London Plan Policy SI2 – Minimising greenhouse gas emissions states that Major development should be net zero-carbon, reducing
greenhouse gas emissions in accordance with the energy hierarchy:
1) be lean: use less energy and manage demand during operation
2) be clean: exploit local energy resources (such as secondary heat) and
supply energy efficiently and cleanly
3) be green: maximise opportunities for renewable energy by producing,
storing and using renewable energy on-site
4) be seen: monitor, verify and report on energy performance.
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6.235 Major development proposals should include a detailed energy strategy
to demonstrate how the zero-carbon target will be met within the
framework of the energy hierarchy.
6.236 A minimum on-site reduction of at least 35 per cent beyond Building
Regulations is required – Of the 35% residential development should
achieve 10 per cent, and non-residential development should achieve
15 per cent through energy efficiency measures.
6.237 Where it is clearly demonstrated that the zero-carbon target cannot be
fully achieved on-site, any shortfall should be provided, in agreement
with the borough, either:
1) through a cash in lieu contribution to the borough’s carbon offset fund, or
2) off-site provided that an alternative proposal is identified and delivery is
certain.

6.238 Development proposals referable to the Mayor should calculate whole
life-cycle carbon emissions through a nationally recognised Whole LifeCycle Carbon Assessment and demonstrate actions taken to reduce lifecycle carbon emissions.
6.239 Policies 123 and 124 of the 2019 Bromley Local Plan are consistent
with the strategic aims of the London Plan energy policies.
6.240 In 2019, the London Borough of Bromley also approved a ten-year plan
to ensure that the Council will have net zero emissions by 2029. The
commitment is one of the most ambitious targets of any London
borough. Work to move towards the net zero emission target will
include tree planting, an energy efficiency programme, expanding
renewable energy and LED street lighting, and other initiatives.
6.241 The application is accompanied by an Energy Statement by EEABS
(July 2021) and a Whole Life-Cycle Carbon Assessment by HTA (July
2021).
6.242 Addressing the “Be Lean” element of the policy the report set out that
savings have been made at the Be Lean stage thanks to increased
performance of the building’s constructions and air permeability.
Further savings have also been realised through the use of highly
efficient ventilation and lighting systems.
6.243 By implementing the Be Lean measures there would be an
improvement on carbon emissions of 6.67% which is less than the 10%
requirement. The GLA has noted that the design for the Be Lean
element has to achieve a minimum 10% carbon reduction using the
SAP 2012 emission factors in line with the ‘be lean’ targets in the
London Plan, whereas the applicant has used SAP 10. A revised
energy statement is required, using the SAP worksheets and the
approach set out in the GLAs Energy Guidance.
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6.244 Addressing the “Be Clean” element of the policy, the applicant is
proposing a site-wide heat network supplied by a centralised energy
centre. They have also provided an updated drawing showing the DH
network route to all blocks and houses and the energy centre location
and layout that includes space allocation for future plate heat
exchangers, to allow for a future connection to a district heating
network.
6.245 The applicant has carried out an investigation and there are no existing
or planned district heating networks within the vicinity of the proposed
development. The GLA has asked for evidence of the correspondence
with relevant stakeholders including the Borough’s energy officer, local
heat network operators and nearby developers which clarifies whether
they know of any local heat network connection opportunities.
6.246 The energy statement goes through the potential renewable energy
technologies (“Be Green”) that could be used to bring the carbon
reduction to the minimum of 35% on-site. It concludes that air source
heat pumps and Photovoltaic panels would be the most feasible
renewable technologies to install for the proposed development. As Air
Source Heat Pumps have already had their carbon emission reductions
included within the Be Clean stage, this stage focused on the additional
reductions generated from the PV panel systems.
6.247 61.88kWp of PV is proposed. A roof layout has been provided,
however, it appears that there may be additional space for PV,
including for on Block E and Block F. The GLA have asked the
applicant to reconsider the PV provision to all roofs and have
requested a detailed roof layout demonstrating that the roof’s potential
for a PV installation has been maximised and clearly outlining any
constraints to the provision of further PV, such as plant space or solar
insolation levels. The applicant is expected to situate PV on any
green/brown roof areas using biosolar arrangement and should
indicate how PV can be integrated with any amenity areas (such as
Block F’s roof terrace). This item remains outstanding.
Carbon Offset Payment
6.248 The final results of the Energy Assessment show that the proposed
development would still be emitting 149.05 tonnes CO2 per annum
under the SAP 2012 emission factors and 84.40 tonnes CO2 under the
SAP 10 emission factors. The off-set payment is set by the latest
London Plan guidance is a figure of £95 per tonne of CO2 for a period
of 30 years. This therefore equates to a total off-set payment of
£424,793 in order for the development to meet the Zero Carbon target
under the SAP 2012 emission factors. The total off-set payment under
the SAP 10 emission factors would be £240,540 in order for the
development to meet the Zero Carbon target.
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6.249 However, in the absence of an updated energy statement using the
correct SAP figures as requested by the GLA and the potential for an
increase in the use of PVs, it has not been possible to confirm the offset payment which would be required for the development.
Managing heat risk
6.250 London Plan Policy SI4 sets out expectations for developments to
minimise adverse impacts on the urban heat island, reduce internal
overheating and reduce the need for air conditioning through their
design, layout, orientation, materials and the use of green
infrastructure.
6.251 Major developments should include information in their energy strategy
as to how they propose to meet policy requirements in accordance with
the cooling hierarchy:
1) reduce the amount of heat entering a building through orientation, shading,
high albedo materials, fenestration, insulation and the provision of green
infrastructure
2) minimise internal heat generation through energy efficient design
3) manage the heat within the building through exposed internal thermal mass
and high ceilings
4) provide passive ventilation
5) provide mechanical ventilation
6) provide active cooling systems.

6.252 The results of the Dynamic Overheating Analysis, using the CIBSE
TM59 methodology, demonstrate that compliance with DSY1 is
achieved assuming a g-value of 0.4, blinds and mechanical purge
ventilation. They have noted that there are acoustic constraints to
opening certain windows.
6.253 The applicant has confirmed that guidance will be provided to
occupants on minimising future dwelling overheating risk. The applicant
has outlined the purge mechanical ventilation noise levels and
demonstrated that they will be acceptable to residents. They have also
justified the decision not to use Brise Soleil and confirmed that comfort
cooling will not be required. This is acceptable .
Construction Waste Management
6.254 In accordance with London plan policy SI 7 Referable applications should
promote circular economy outcomes and aim to be net zero-waste. The
applicant has submitted a Circular Economy Statement which the GLA
has provided detailed comment on.
6.255 Policy 113 of the Local Plan states that Major development proposals will
be required to implement Site Waste Management Plans to reduce waste
on site and manage remaining waste sustainably. The applicant
confirms that a waste management plan will be commissioned by the
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contractor to reduce waste during demolition and construction. This
would need to be secured through a pre-commencement condition had
the application been deemed acceptable overall.
Drainage and flooding - Acceptable
6.256 The application is accompanied by a The Flood Risk Assessment &
Drainage Report carried out by PRICE & MYERS with Job No. 27912
dated Nov 2021 Rev. 4.
6.258 Surface water run-off from the development area, which is not subject to
adopted highway, will be attenuated via green roofs, permeable paving
and underground attenuation tanks. Preliminary calculations show that a
total volume of approximately 290m3 will be required, split between two
tanks, each to attenuate to 3.1 l/sec for the 1 in 100 year plus 40%
climate change storm event. The remaining storage will be
accommodated in the permeable paving.
6.259 Both the GLA and Thames Water have requested for rainwater
harvesting to be explored. The applicant states that the possibility of
using rainwater systems has been explored, however there is insufficient
space to provide a harvesting storage tank below or above ground due to
the other services serving the site. As a result, it is not feasible to utilise
rainwater harvesting within the buildings or public amenity areas. There is
however potential to harvest rainwater for irrigation in resident’s private
gardens and water butts will be provided in the gardens of the private
houses.
6.260 The proposed surface water drainage strategy is acceptable. Had the
application been acceptable overall a planning condition ensuring
compliance with the submitted Report would be recommended.
Environmental Health: Air quality / Contamination/ Lighting - Acceptable
Air Quality

6.261 The site lies wholly within an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA)
declared in 2007 for NOx where increased exposure to existing poor air
quality should be minimised by avoiding introduction of potentially new
sensitive receptors in such locations: particular attention should be paid
to development proposals such as housing in this respect.
6.262 The application is accompanied by an Air Quality Assessment by IDOM
Merebrook Limited (IDOM), reported dated July 2021, Ref: AQA21949m-21-230 which considers the air quality impacts from the
construction, referencing the Control of Dust and Emissions from
Construction and Demolition Supplementary Planning Guidance
(2014), as well as the impacts from the operational phase.
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6.263 The proposed scheme will introduce new, highly sensitive (residential)
receptors into the AQMA. Several receptor locations have been
selected along the façade of the proposed blocks fronting Burnt Ash
Lane. The predicted total NO2 concentrations (after adjustment) with
the scheme in place are summarised in Table 10 of the AQA.
Predicted annual mean NO2 concentrations at new Blocks on Burnt
Ash Lane are predicted to be below the Air Quality Objective (AQO) at
all modelled receptor locations.
6.264 Furthermore, the impact of the development on existing receptors in
the vicinity of the site is also found to be negligible.
6.265 The report also includes an Air Quality Neutral Assessment. In terms
of Building -related Emissions (BRE), these are estimated to be well
below the Building Emissions benchmark for NOx.
6.266 Transport-related emissions (TRE) are found to be slightly above the
benchmark for both NOx and PM10, however, this figure does not take
into account trips associated with the use of electric vehicles (EV).
6.267 While the report concludes that the scheme can be considered ‘air
quality neutral’ overall and that no further action is required in terms of
mitigation/offsetting, the Council’s Environmental Health officer
recommends conditions relating to the use of low NOx boilers, the
provision of active and passive electric vehicle charging spaces and
Non Road Mobile Machinery to comply with the emission standards win
the GLAs 'Control of Dust and Emissions During Construction and
Demolition' dated July 2014 (SPG) or any subsequent guidance.
Contaminated Land
6.268 A Geo-Environmental Assessment, written by IDOM, July 2021 was
submitted as part of this application, presented results from a site
investigation report where there were elevated levels of Lead, Zinc,
and PAH species. The report recommended that capping material
should be provided, comprising a 300mm thickness of clean, inert
topsoil/subsoil in all proposed areas of soft landscaping and a
thickness of 600mm in private gardens.
6.269 Had the development been considered acceptable overall a land
contamination condition would be required.
Lighting
6.270 A lighting strategy was provided with the application, the aims and
principles of which are acceptable. Had the application been
considered acceptable overall a lighting condition would be required to
ensure that lighting in the new development is at an appropriate level
so as to minimise impact on amenity whilst ensuring safe and secure
places.

Page 174

Other Matters
CIL & S106
6.271 The London Borough of Bromley Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)
proposals were approved for adoption by the Council on 19 April 2021,
with a date of effect on all relevant planning permissions determined on
and after 15 June 2021. The Mayor of London's CIL is also a material
consideration. CIL is payable on this application and the applicant has
completed the relevant form.
6.272 BLP Policy 125 and the Council's Planning Obligations SPD state that
the Council will, where appropriate, enter into legal agreements with
developers, and seek the attainment of planning obligations in
accordance with Government Guidance.
6.273 The applicant has identified the following Heads of Term for this
application:








Carbon off-setting Contribution;
Playspace Contribution (12+ provision);
Affordable Housing Provision;
Travel Plan;
Securing Wheelchair Accessible Units;
Legal Costs; and
Monitoring Fee.

6.274 Notwithstanding the applicant’s suggested Heads of Term, the Council
has identified a number of planning obligations which it considers
necessary to mitigate the impacts of this development, the reasons for
which have been set out in this report. These are set out in Table 6
above.
6.275 Officer’s consider that these obligations meet the statutory tests set out
in Government guidance, i.e. they are necessary, directly related to the
development and are fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to
the development. The applicant has agreed, in principle, to enter into a
S106 legal agreement to secure the above Heads of Term, should
planning permission be granted:
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)
6.276 The Council issued an EIA screening opinion on the 21 st September
2021 which confirmed that the proposed development is not “EIA
development” within the meaning of the 2017 Regulations and, taking
into account the selection criteria in Schedule 3 of the Regulations and
the terms of the European Directive, would not be likely to have
significant effects on the environment generating a need for an EIA.
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7. Conclusion
7.1

The opportunity to redevelop the site in order to improve the current
standard of accommodation and deliver the wider social and
environmental benefits associated with estate regeneration is
welcomed. However, as discussed in this report, there are significant
concerns over the design of the development and representations
received from statutory consultees, amenity groups, and members of
the public, as well as technical advice received from Council officers
have highlighted a number of areas where these proposals conflict with
the design, green infrastructure, transport and sustainability policies of
the development plan.

7.2

Insufficient townscape justification has been provided for the height,
scale and massing of the development and there is a clear disconnect
between the proposed scale and massing and the existing context.
The proposals would detrimentally impact on the character and
appearance of the area and would give rise to a significant loss of
amenity for occupiers of neighbouring residential sites.

7.3

While these proposals would enhance the quality of accommodation and
the public realm compared with the existing estate, it is considered that
the proposal development in its current form would amount to an
overdevelopment of the site and this is manifested through the amount of
car parking required, the height and massing of the blocks, the loss of
mature trees and the overall quality and quantity of landscaping and
green infrastructure.

7.4

It is understood that residents voted in favour of a single decant and in
light of the Mayor’s aim of ensuring that households can remain on the
estate by moving no more than once this is one of the key drivers behind
the design. However, the single decant is not a planning policy
requirement and does not in itself provide sufficient justification for
causing a detrimental impact on the setting and the wider townscape.

7.5

This application includes the replacement of existing poor quality
affordable homes and an overall net gain of 86 (market) residential
dwellings and would represent a moderate contribution to the supply of
housing within the Borough. However, in the absence of any additional
affordable housing units, over and above the existing quantum on the
site, the weight to be afforded to the provision of the additional housing
is reduced.

7.6

In the context of the scheme viability where the number of homes
proposed would still result in a very significant financial deficit, there is
also insufficient justification for the high residential density proposed
and, based on the limited information provided with regard to costs, the
weight that can be attached to the conclusions of the applicants’
viability report is reduced.
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7.7

At this stage there is also a lack of information regarding the impact on
protected landmarks in the Local Plan, insufficient information relating to
the energy strategy and carbon reduction measures and the urban
greening factor fall short of the policy requirement.

7.8

In reaching these conclusions officers have had due regard to the
presumption in favour of sustainable development in paragraph 11 of
the NPPF and have taken into account the Council’s inability to
demonstrate a five year housing land supply which means that the
policies which are most important for determining the application are
out-of-date. Notwithstanding this it is considered that the adverse
impacts of approving this development would significantly and
demonstrably outweigh the public benefits, when assessed against the
policies in the Framework taken as a whole. The application should
therefore be refused.

7.9

This application must be referred back to the Mayor of London in
accordance with the request of the GLA in its Stage One Response.

RECOMMENDATION

REFUSAL SUBJECT TO ANY DIRECTION BY
THE MAYOR OF LONDON

Reasons for Refusal:
1. The development, as proposed, would amount to an
overdevelopment of the site which is manifested through the
scale, height and massing of the development, the layout of the
development in relation to the street and to neighbouring sites,
the lack of green infrastructure and the proliferation of car parking
and associated vehicle infrastructure, all of which would be
detrimental to the character and appearance of the area and the
townscape and would fail to provide a high quality, safe and
accessible public realm and would fail to maximise the
developments contribution to social and environmental
improvements in the Ravensbourne, Plaistow and Sundridge
Renewal Area, contrary to policies 13, 14, 19 32, 33, 37, 47 and 48
of the Bromley Local Plan and policies D3, D4, D5, D6, D8, D9, T2,
T5, T6, T6.1 and G5 of the London Plan.
2. The proposal would fail to respect the amenity of occupiers of
neighbouring buildings and those of future occupants by virtue of
overlooking, loss of privacy, inadequate daylight and, in the
absence of information to the contrary, adverse noise impacts,
contrary to policies 37 and 119 of the Bromley Local Plan and
policies D6, D13 and D14 of the London Plan.
3. In the absence of information relating to cycle parking,
satisfactory servicing arrangements and disabled persons
parking provision to demonstrate a policy-compliant scheme, the
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development would be prejudicial to road safety and would fail to
create a safe and inclusive public realm, contrary to policies 13,
19, 30, 32, 33 and 47 of the Bromley Local Plan and policies T2,
T5, T6 and T6.1 of the London Plan.
4. In the absence of information to demonstrate that the
development would reduce its carbon dioxide emissions in
accordance with the energy hierarchy in the London Plan, the
proposals would be contrary to policy 124 of the Bromley Local
Plan and policy SI 2 of the London Plan
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Planning report GLA/2021/0952/S1/01
18 October 2021

Pike Close Estate, Sundridge
Local Planning Authority: Bromley
local planning authority reference: 21/03622/FULL1
Strategic planning application stage 1 referral
Town & Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended); Greater London Authority Acts 1999 and
2007; Town & Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008.
The proposal
Demolition of existing buildings and phased redevelopment comprising 178 residential units in
buildings ranging from 2 to 14 storeys.
The applicant
The applicant is The Riverside Group Ltd and Countryside Properties and the architect is
HTA Design
Strategic issues summary
Land use principles: The redevelopment of the estate to provide new and replacement housing
is acceptable in principle. The same quantum of social rent units would be re-provided and there
would be an increase in habitable rooms and floorspace terms. The re-provided social rent units
would be made available to existing tenants on the same terms as existing. However, with no
additional social rent units proposed, the rehousing of adult children has not been addressed
through the scheme. An equalities impact assessment should be provided in advance of stage 2
for review and comment.
Affordable housing: The scheme proposes no additional affordable housing beyond the
replacement of the existing social rent units. The submitted FVA is currently in the process of
being reviewed to ensure that the development delivers the maximum quantum of affordable
housing. Early, late and potentially mid stage viability reviews would need to be secured in any
Section 106 agreement as well as the social rent tenure of the replacement affordable housing.
Other issues on housing, urban design, transport, and sustainability also require resolution
prior to the Mayor’s decision making stage.
Recommendation
That Bromley Council be advised that the application does not yet comply with the London Plan
for the reasons set out in paragraph 87. Possible remedies set out in this report could address
these deficiencies.
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Context
1.

On 8 September 2021 the Mayor of London received documents from Bromley
Council notifying him of a planning application of potential strategic importance
to develop the above site for the above uses. Under the provisions of The Town
& Country Planning (Mayor of London) Order 2008, the Mayor must provide the
Council with a statement setting out whether he considers that the application
complies with the London Plan, and his reasons for taking that view. The Mayor
may also provide other comments. This report sets out information for the
Mayor’s use in deciding what decision to make.

2.

The application is referable under the following Categories of the Schedule to
the Order 2008:
• 1A “Development which comprises or includes the provision of more than
150 houses, flats, or houses and flats”; and
• 1Cc “The building is more than 30 metres high and is outside the City of
London”

3.

Once Bromley Council has resolved to determine the application, it is required
to refer it back to the Mayor for his decision as to whether to direct refusal; take
it over for his own determination; or, allow the Council to determine it itself.

4.

The Mayor of London’s statement on this case will be made available on the
GLA’s public register: https://planning.london.gov.uk/pr/s/

Site description
5.

The existing Pike Close Estate is approximately 1.0 hectares in size and
currently accommodates 92 residential units across four residential blocks,
three of which are 3 storeys and there is also one 15 storey tower. The site is
bounded by Burnt Ash Lane to the east, Kynaston Road, and buildings fronting
onto Kynaston Road to the north, allotments and Ravensleigh Gardens to the
west, and a residential building (133 Burnt Ash Lane) to the south. A two storey
podium car park is also located within the south eastern corner of the site. The
double storey parking podium is further located adjacent to the tower and
provides parking for the residents of the Estate.

6.

The site is not within a conservation area. However, Garden Road
Conservation Area lies to the south, albeit some distance from the site (600
metres). There are no listed buildings in the vicinity of the site, the closest is
Hollow Bottom Cottage to the south and Baring Hall Hotel to the north, both of
which are Grade II listed and more than 800 metres from the site. There are
also two locally listed buildings to the south, the Anderson Veterinary Clinic and
Halls farm. Sundridge Park, to the south east, is a Grade II Registered Park
and Garden. The site is within the Kenwood viewing gazebo to St Paul's
Cathedral strategic viewing corridor extension.
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7.

The site is adjacent to a pair of bus stops serving three routes but the nearest
rail station, Grove Park station at just over 1km away is just outside reasonable
walking distance. Therefore, the site has a PTAL of 1b, on scale of 1-6.

Details of this proposal
8.

The proposals involve the demolition of all existing buildings on site and
redevelopment to provide a total of 178 residential units across six residential
blocks ranging between two and 14 storeys.

Case history
9.

There are no previous planning applications of relevance to the proposals.

10. GLA officers have held three previous pre-application meetings with the
applicant regarding their proposals for the site. The first was held on 8 January
2019 (2018/4967/P2i), the second was held on 19 August 2019 (GLA Ref.
2019/4967/P2f/P2F) and the most recent on 23 March 2021 (GLA Ref.
2021/0318/P2F). Meeting discussions covered updates on strategic issues
with respect to the principle of development, estate regeneration, housing,
affordable housing, urban design, sustainable infrastructure, urban greening
and transport.

Strategic planning issues and relevant policies and guidance
11. For the purposes of Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase
Act 2004, the development plan in force for the area comprises the Bromley
Local Plan (January 2019) and the London Plan 2021.
12. The following are also relevant material considerations:
• The National Planning Policy Framework and National Planning Practice
Guidance;
• The National Design Guide; and
• The Affordable Housing and Viability SPG.
13. The relevant issues, corresponding strategic policies and guidance
(supplementary planning guidance (SPG) and London Plan guidance (LPG)),
are as follows:
• Good Growth - London Plan;
• Housing - London Plan; Housing SPG; the Mayor’s Housing Strategy; Play
and Informal Recreation SPG; Character and Context SPG; Good Quality
Homes for All Londoners draft LPG;
• Affordable housing - London Plan; Housing SPG; Affordable Housing and
Viability SPG; the Mayor’s Housing Strategy;
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• Reprovision of housing - London Plan; Housing SPG; the Mayor’s Housing
Strategy; Play and Informal Recreation SPG; Character and Context SPG;
Affordable Housing and Viability SPG;
• Urban design - London Plan; Character and Context SPG; Public London
Charter draft LPG; Housing SPG; Play and Informal Recreation SPG; Good
Quality Homes for All Londoners draft LPG;
• Strategic views - London Plan, London View Management Framework
SPG;
• Heritage - London Plan;
• Inclusive access - London Plan; Accessible London: achieving an inclusive
environment SPG; Public London Charter draft LPG
• Sustainable development - London Plan; Circular Economy Statements
draft LPG; Whole-life Carbon Assessments draft LPG; ‘Be Seen’ Energy
Monitoring Guidance draft LPG; London Environment Strategy;
• Transport and parking - London Plan; the Mayor’s Transport Strategy;
• Equality - London Plan; the Mayor’s Strategy for Equality, Diversity and
Inclusion; Planning for Equality and Diversity in London SPG;
• Biodiversity - London Plan; London Environment Strategy.

Land use principles
14. London Plan Policy H8 requires that any developments which involve the loss
of existing housing be replaced by housing at existing or higher densities with
at least the equivalent level of floorspace. In this regard, the development
involves the redevelopment of a residential estate comprising 92 existing
residential units. The proposals would involve the redevelopment of the site to
provide 178 new units resulting in the net gain of 86 homes and a significant
increase in floorspace.
Alternatives to demolition
15. As the existing estate contains a number of affordable homes, evidence that
due consideration has been given to alternatives to redevelopment balanced
against the wider social and environmental impacts of either option must also
be provided. In this regard, the applicant states that the estate is overcrowded
with many of the units currently not meeting modern accommodation standards.
The estate also has significant access issues, with no wheelchair accessible
accommodation. It is considered that step free access would not be possible
through refurbishment alone. The proposed redevelopment seeks to address
current and future housing need to ensure that the housing on the estate can
respond to current and emerging need and keep the existing community
together in the long term. Furthermore, a ballot was undertaken in March 2019
and 82% voted in favour of redevelopment based on a 90% turnout. In respect
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of environmental impacts, it is noted that the existing buildings do not benefit
from the use of energy efficient forms of heating and power. The Circular
Economy Statement demonstrates that in terms of embodied carbon, the
overall emissions of the existing buildings are lower than the new structures for
only 40 years at which point the justification for the demolition of the building is
justified from an environmental perspective. As such, the principle of demolition
of the estate is considered acceptable in terms of consideration of alternatives
to demolition.
Like-for-like replacement
16. In addition to this, and as required by Policy H8 of the London Plan and the
Mayor’s Good Practice Guide to Estate Regeneration (GPGER), the applicant
has confirmed that the proposals would result in the replacement of all existing
affordable units, comprising entirely social rented units, and would also result in
an uplift in habitable rooms and floorspace as detailed below:
17. Table 1: Existing and proposed social rented units
Existing
Units
92
Hab. rooms 226
Floorspace 8,082
(sq.m.)

Proposed
92
258
9,384.6

Net
change
0
32
1,302.6

Full right of return or remain for social tenants
18. The GPGER requires that residents who have to move off site are given a full
right to a new home on the regenerated estate of adequate size for their needs,
on the same or similar rent and the same security of tenure. In this regard, it
has been confirmed that all residents would be have a right to return, all
replacement units provided at social rent levels as existing and would be
afforded the same security of tenure. This would need to be secured
appropriately within the associated legal agreement. The existing estate
comprising social rent units only. There are no existing leasehold units.
19. It is noted that the existing estate has experienced significant overcrowding,
due in part due to the fact that the existing estate comprises 1 and 2 bed units
only. The proposed replacement affordable housing mix has been based upon
a recent housing needs survey. As such, the applicant has proposed an
improved mix of replacement homes including 3 and 4 bed units. It is also
noted that the applicant’s Offer Document (2019) states that it would ensure
that adult children of existing residents living on the estate will also be offered a
new home on the rebuilt estate. However, with no additional affordable
proposed, unless the adult children have all chosen to move off the estate, the
development would clearly not fulfil this objective. Furthermore, it is unclear to
what extent the replacement units cater to tenants who require wheelchair
adapted units. This should be addressed in full prior to stage 2.
20. In line with the GPGER, residents would remain on the site and only have to
move once as part of the regeneration process. The redevelopment of the
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estate would take place over four phases starting in February 2022 and ending
with the landscaping and blocks E and F in March 2031. Whilst the majority of
existing social rent tenants would be rehoused Block E would contain 3 social
rent units, and therefore these tenants wouldn’t be rehoused until the very end
of the programme, which is not ideal. Furthermore, Block D, which is also an
affordable block will not be delivered until 2029. Ordinarily it is expected that
the existing tenants be rehoused within the replacement scheme at the front
end of the development programme. However, given that the proposals only
seek to replace the existing affordable units and in the interests of creating
mixed and balanced communities, the phasing programme is considered
acceptable in this instance.
21. The applicant’s Offer Document states that all residents have been offered
compensation of £6,300 for home loss and the cost of moving would also be
reimbursed.
Maximising additional genuinely affordable housing
22. The application has been accompanied by a financial viability assessment
(FVA) officers in line with London Plan Policy H8 Part E which is currently in the
process of being reviewed by GLA viability officers. However, at this stage no
additional affordable housing has been proposed over and above the
replacement of the existing affordable housing on the estate as detailed in
Table 1 above. Therefore, compliance with this part of Policy H8 would be
established once it is ascertained whether the current offer amounts to the
maximum reasonable affordable housing offer. If it is not, officers would seek to
secure the provision of additional affordable housing accordingly.
Consultation
23. The GPGER also provides clear guidance to developers, housing associations
and local authorities on how the design of such schemes should be developed.
The overall objectives of estate regeneration proposals should be to:
• deliver safe and better quality homes for local people;
• increase the overall supply of new and affordable homes; and
• improve the quality of the local environment through a better public realm
and provision of social infrastructure (e.g. schools, parks, or community
centres).
24. Though not a planning requirement, in line with the GPGER, the applicant
carried out a ballot between 22 March and 15 April 2019 as it is in receipt of
GLA funding. The result was 82% in support of the estate’s regeneration with a
90% turnout.
25. The GPGER emphasises the importance in effective engagement with
residents and stakeholders in developing plans including the need to be
transparent, extensive, responsive and transparent. In this regard, since the
residents’ ballot, the applicant has held a large number of consultation events
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since September 2018 up until May 2021 including workshops and resident
events. Several virtual meetings have also been held with local political
stakeholders, local community and residents’ groups, and wider public
consultation meetings to discuss the application throughout early 2021. A
consultation website was set up and the estate and wider community was
informed of the website via a leaflet drop to 7,500 residents. Following
consultation, the following amendments have made to the scheme:
• Altered the massing and architectural treatment of buildings along Burnt
Ash Lane to create more generous gaps between the buildings and step
down the massing to better relate to the immediate context particularly
Kynaston Road.
• Reduced the footprint of some buildings along Burnt Ash Lane, thereby
increasing the amount of landscaping at ground level.
• Increased the landscaped and planted area of the site including retention of
existing trees.
• Reduced the overall number of homes delivered by one.
26. The submitted SCI includes a copy of the leaflet sent out to residents and
details of individual responses. Overall, it is considered that the programme of
consultation adopted by the applicant has met the objectives of the GPGER.

Equalities
27. Objective GG1 of the London Plan supports and promotes the creation of an
inclusive London where all Londoners, regardless of their age, disability,
gender, gender identity, marital status, religion, race, sexual orientation, social
class or whether they are pregnant of have children, can share in its prosperity,
culture and community, minimising the barriers, challengers and inequalities
they face.
28. More generally, the Equality Act 2010 places a duty on public bodies, including
the GLA and the Mayor, in the exercise of their functions, to have due regard to
the need to advance the quality of opportunity between persons who share a
relevant protected characteristic and persons who do not share it. This
requirement includes removing or minimising disadvantages suffered by
persons who share a relevant protected characteristic that are connected to
that characteristic and taking steps to meet the needs of persons who share a
relevant protected characteristic that are different from the needs of persons
who do not share it.
29. Given that the development involves the redevelopment of an existing housing
estate including affordable housing, an Equalities Impact Assessment should
be prepared. This should comprise a thorough assessment of the impacts of
the proposals on protected characteristics in the short, medium and long term
as defined by the Equality Act 2010 and the ways in which the applicant has
sought to minimise any potential negative impacts.
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Housing
30. The development would deliver 178 new and replacement residential units. A
net increase of 86 residential units:
Table 2: Existing and proposed mix
Existing
Tenure

1 bed

2 bed

3 bed

4 bed

Total
units

Total
hab
rooms

Social rent

50

42

0

0

92

226

Market sale

0

0

0

0

0

0

Social rent

44

37

7

4

92

258

Market sale

43

37

6

0

86

227

Total

87

74

13

4

178

485

Proposed

Affordable housing
31. The development would provide 53% affordable housing by habitable room.
There would be no increase in affordable housing beyond the existing in unit
terms but a small increase of 32 habitable rooms and 1,303 sq.m. of social rent
floorspace. As set out above, it is expected that estate regeneration schemes
deliver net additional affordable housing. As such, all such schemes should
follow the Viability Tested Route as required by Policy H8 of the London Plan to
ensure that the affordable housing offer comprises the maximum reasonable
quantum of affordable housing deliverable. Once GLA officers have concluded
their assessment of the submitted FVA, the findings would be shared with the
applicant and Council officers and additional affordable housing sought if
deemed appropriate.
32. As a viability tested scheme, any permission would be subject to early and late
stage viability review mechanisms, and possibly a further mid-stage review
should one be considered necessary. The provision of these mechanisms
would need to be appropriately secured within any Section 106 agreement. It is
understood that the affordable housing would comprise 100% social rented
units as existing. Again, this should be secured within the Section 106
agreement.
33. A draft Section 106 agreement must be provided to the GLA in advance of
Stage 2 referral for review and comment to ensure that the review mechanisms
and affordability clauses have been captured appropriately.
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Play space
34. London Plan Policy S4 states that development proposals should include
suitable provision for play and recreation, and incorporate good-quality,
accessible play provision for all ages, of at least 10 sq.m. per child that is not
segregated by tenure.
35. Based on Table 2 above, and assuming all of the affordable housing is social
rented, the play space requirement for the development is currently 1015 sq.m.
for children aged 5-11 years old. This is based on an outer London site with a
PTAL of 2. The applicant proposes 845 sq.m. of play space in total. This
comprises 491 sq.m. of space for children aged 0-4 years old and 346 sq.m. of
space for children aged 5-11 years old, and 116 sq.m. for children aged 12+.
As such, the proposed play space falls short of meeting the requirements of
London Plan Policy S4.
36. The proposed play space is mainly located in the central area of open space.
However, as noted at pre-application stage, this area is surrounded on all sides
by access roads and car parking which raises concerns regarding the safety of
residents and especially children accessing the play space and potential
conflict with cars. There is a low fence proposed around this space but there
are no demarcated crossing points identified on the plans, which would assist in
reducing opportunities for conflict. A crossing point should be provided from the
tower to the play space as a minimum. The applicant would need to confirm
that all tenants would be able to access the proposed play space, irrespective
of tenure.
37. The applicant has identified existing play space within 400 metres at King’s
Meadow Playing Fields and within 800 metres at Wydeville Manor Road as
appropriate for 12+ play. Meadow Playing fields is relatively accessible via
Burnt Ash Road and contains playing fields and a newly renovated playground.
However, further details of the location of Wydeville Manor Road and its play
facilities should be provided to be considered an appropriate off-site alternative.
The Council should ensure that the applicant makes an appropriate contribution
to play space offsite.
Residential mix
38. Policy H10 of the London Plan states that developments should provide a mix
of housing sizes and tenures and that developments with more one and two
bed units should be provided in areas with higher public transport accessibility
and/ or town centres. For low cost rent products, unit mix should be based upon
housing need. In this regard, in overall terms, the development provides a
much higher proportion of one and two bed units at 90% of the total. For a site
with a PTAL of 1b, this is a very large proportion. However, it is acknowledged
that the existing site comprises one and two beds entirely. The replacement
housing mix has been based upon an up to date housing needs survey, which
identifies the need for additional family sized units due to overcrowding. As
identified above, the applicant should indicate how it is intending to resolve
overcrowding where adult children are still residing in units.
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Residential quality
39. London Plan Policies D4 and D6 promote high quality in new housing provision,
with further guidance provided in the Mayor’s Housing SPG. Good Growth
Objective 3 also sets out the Mayor’s expectations in creating a healthy city.
40. The units would all meet the minimum size standards as set out in table 3.1 of
the London Plan. However, confirmation is required that the residential units
also comply with private internal and external space standards as set out in
Policy D6 of the London Plan. The proportion of dual aspect units has been
optimised but the applicant should confirm that the remaining single aspect
units would be afforded adequate ventilation, daylight and avoid overheating as
required by Policy D6.

Urban design
41. Chapter 3 of the London Plan sets out key urban design principles to guide
development in London. Design policies in this chapter seek to ensure that
development optimises site capacity; is of an appropriate form and scale;
responds to local character; achieves the highest standards of architecture,
sustainability and inclusive design; enhances the public realm; provides for
green infrastructure; and respects the historic environment.
Development layout
42. It is noted the site layout is highly constrained as a result of the single decant
principle. Yet, despite this, the proposals seem logical and represent a
generally well-considered use of the site.
43. The 12.5 metre separation between buildings A, B and C is acceptable
considering the location and orientation of the habitable rooms (living rooms /
balconies in particular).
44. Given that building F is so small, it is unclear as to why is it has not been
subsumed into building E. There is notable opportunity to relocate these
dwellings within building E through reshaping / the introduction of stacked
duplexes / triplexes etc. This would provide an opportunity for a significant
increase in the area of communal open space within the site and may therefore
provide scope to introduce further soft landscaping into the scheme and
thereby increase the Urban Greening Factor score, which is currently reporting
a shortfall. In response to the neighbouring context to both the north and south
edge conditions, the built form proposals appear to suitably reduce in height
and, as such, provide an appropriate scale in response.
45. Block B is particularly close to the street and would benefit from an increased
setback to introduce additional soft landscaping and therefore soften the
streetscape and the base of the building. It is unclear why the substation has
not been incorporated into the built form. In any event, the treatment (façade
and roof) of the pavilion substation and generator buildings within the
landscape should be clarified.
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Scale and massing
46. The site is not explicitly identified as appropriate for the development of tall
buildings in the Local Plan as required by Policy D9 of the London Plan.
Therefore, the proposals do not comply with this element of the policy. As
such, the applicant is required to demonstrate how the proposed development
would meet the tests of Part C of this policy, in respect of visual, functional and
environmental impacts. In this regard, the applicant has provided some
justification in visual, environmental, functional and cumulative terms for the
proposed height of the development. In order to be considered acceptable, the
applicant would need to fully address these issues.
47. The site is located within the background extension of the Parliament Hill
Summit to St Paul’s Cathedral LVMF view. This has not been considered in the
townscape assessment. The applicant has confirmed that it has attempted to
model the impact of the development but given the significant distance of St
Paul’s Cathedral from the site (21 kilometres), it is not possible to get a clear
enough view to the site. Notwithstanding that it is highly unlikely that the
development would be visible, evidence that this assessment has been carried
out should be provided.
Public realm
48. The on-street car parking dominates the public realm. As a result, the hierarchy
of the public realm does not currently prioritise pedestrians. As previously
stated, routes from each of the buildings to the external communal amenity
space should be enhanced and raised tables / thresholds / crossings
introduced where appropriate.
49. The main communal amenity area would be delivered within Phase 4 of the
proposals which is the last stage of the redevelopment. The applicant should
consider whether a portion of this space could be delivered as part of an earlier
phase.
Architectural quality
50. Considering Building B as the centrepiece of the development, there appears to
be an overly complicated vertical arrangement of different “striped” brick
finishes. Further simplicity would help provide calmness and clarity to the
underlying design intent. To assist, additional horizontal elements should also
be considered. The end presentation of parapet walls at the crown / top of the
building fronting the street also appears “unfinished” in nature.
51. At the base of the Burnt Ash Lane fronting buildings, there are numerous
applications of the black and white Flemish bond brickwork. The top horizontal
alignment of which should better respond to the adjacent fenestration and
balcony openings, additional soldier coursing provided or an alternate approach
should be explored. The treatment and visual permeability of the balconies
should be clarified considering they appear particularly ‘solid” in nature and will
provide poor outlook for residents.

Page 189

page 11

Fire safety
52. In line with Policy D12 of the London Plan, development proposals must
achieve the highest standards of fire safety.
53. The application is supported by a Fire Safety Statement prepared by Ashton
Fire which addresses the various requirements of Policy D12. The Council must
secure all the proposed measures as detailed in the statement through
appropriate planning conditions.
Inclusive access
54. Policy D5 of the London Plan requires all developments to meet the highest
standards of accessible and inclusive design. In this regard, proposed lifts
would be passenger lifts and meet Building Regulations requirements.
However, confirmation is required that an appropriate number of fire evacuation
lifts would be provided per core. Plans showing space for these lifts must be
provided and their provision must be secured by condition. Otherwise, the
proposals are in line with London Plan Policy D5 and should be secured
through appropriate conditions.
55. In accordance with London Plan Policy D7 10% of dwellings are to be provided
as M4(3) ‘wheelchair user dwellings’ and the remainder as M4(2) ‘accessible
and adaptable dwellings’. However, it is unclear whether any of the existing
residents would require a replacement wheelchair unit from the outset. These
units should be provided in addition to the 10% baseline requirement. This
should be secured by condition.

Heritage
56. The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 sets out the
statutory duties for dealing with heritage assets in planning decisions. In
relation to conservation areas, for all planning decisions “special attention shall
be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or
appearance of that area. In relation to listed buildings, all planning decisions
should ‘should have special regard to the desirability of preserving the building
or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which it
possesses’.
57. Policy HC1 of the London Plan states that development should conserve
heritage assets and avoid harm, which also applies to non-designated heritage
assets. In line with case law, any harm identified must be given considerable
importance and weight.
58. Paragraph 194 of the NPPF further specifies that in determining applications,
local planning authorities should require an applicant to describe the
significance of any affected heritage assets, including any contribution made by
their setting. Furthermore, paragraph 203 states that the effect of an application
on the significance of a non-designated heritage asset should be taken into
account in determining the application. In weighing applications that directly or
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indirectly affect non-designated heritage assets, a balanced judgement will be
required having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of
the heritage asset.
59. The site is not within a conservation area. However, Garden Road
Conservation Area lies to the south of the site. There are no listed buildings in
the vicinity of the site, the closest is Hollow Bottom Cottage to the south and
Baring Hall Hotel to the north, however, neither is less than 500 metres from
the site. Both of which are Grade II listed. There are also two locally listed
buildings to the south, the Anderson Veterinary Clinic and Halls farm.
Sundridge Park, to the south east, is a Grade II Registered Park and Garden.
60. A Townscape, Visual and Heritage Assessment has been produced by the
applicant. The document assesses the impact of the development on a number
of views from around the site. Due to the fact that there is already a 15 storey
tower on the site, it is already relatively visible in most of the identified views.
Although more of the development would be visible from these views, given the
high quality of the scheme, when compared to the existing, it is not considered
that the development would give rise to any harm to the significance of any of
the designated heritage assets in the vicinity of the site. The Council should
consider the impact on non-designated assets to allow officers to provide an
update at Stage 2.

Transport
Public transport and highways impact
61. From the multi-modal assessment provided, a significant residual impact on the
local or strategic highway or public transport network would not be anticipated.
Healthy Streets and Active Travel Zone
62. The applicant has stated that this development will provide ‘excellent north south and east – west connectivity’. However, the proposed plans have not
achieved this; only showing one shared access point for all modes of transport
via Kynaston Road. In line with Vision Zero, more segregated walking and
cycling routes should be provided across the site, increasing permeability.
63. The existing pedestrian crossing refuge islands on Burnt Ash Lane are too
narrow for wheelchair and buggy users and those with small children to safely
use which also impacts on access to southbound bus services. The increased
width of the islands should be secured through a s278 agreement and
consideration should be given to the provision of zebra or light controlled
crossings. These would help to support Vision Zero and Healthy Streets
criteria: ‘pedestrians from all walks of life’ and ‘easy to cross’ in line with
London Plan Policy T2.
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Car Parking
64. 91 car parking spaces have been proposed for this development, which is
equivalent to a parking ratio of 0.61. Whilst the quantum of car parking does not
exceed the maximum in London Plan Policy T6.1 (noting the PTAL of 1b), the
applicant expects 45% of trips would be made via private vehicle.
Improvements to active travel routes and access to buses along with good
cycle parking provision and an effective travel plan would be needed to
facilitate a strategic modal shift at this site in line with Policy T1 to meet the
Mayor’s objective that by 2041 80% of all trips in London are made by
sustainable modes.
65. Three disabled person parking spaces are proposed which is equivalent to 2%
of dwellings having access to a disabled persons’ parking space from the
outset. For the whole development, five disabled person parking spaces should
be accessible from the outset, in line with London Plan Policy T6.1 a Parking
Design and Management Plan should be secured through condition, which will
detail how further spaces can be provided, as and when demand arises, in line
with Policy T6.
66. At least 20% of parking spaces will have active electric vehicle charging points
(EVCP) with passive provision for all remaining spaces, in line with London
Plan minimum requirements. This should be secured through condition. It is
encouraged that all disabled persons’ parking is provided with active EVCP
from the outset.
Cycle Parking
67. 317 long-stay and six short-stay cycle parking spaces have been proposed.
Whilst meeting the numerical minimum standards in London Plan Policy T5, the
proposals are not in line with London Cycle Design Standards (LCDS). The
applicant is advised that access to cycle stores should be via internal lobbies
rather than via the public realm for security reasons; clarification is required
regarding the location of parking for building E; properly scaled plans are
required; and wider access provision provided outside of building F.
Amendments to the design and layout of the cycle parking are therefore
required and should be prior to determination of this application to enable
delivery of a policy compliant scheme.
Delivery and Servicing and Construction
68. Delivery and servicing are proposed to take place on site. However, the swept
path analysis shows that vehicles will be expected to turn around on private
highway outside of the boundary. Therefore, the applicant should confirm the
relevant permissions exist for this arrangement.
69. Further information is required to ensure delivery and servicing, including waste
collection, is undertaken to meet the Mayor’s Vision Zero approach. In addition,
noting the increase in on-line deliveries, further assessment is required to
demonstrate that the proposed arrangements can safely accommodate
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demand without impact on other parts of the scheme including the public realm
or upon pedestrian and cycle provision.
70. A detailed Delivery and Servicing Plan should be secured through condition, in
line with Policy T7 of the London Plan.
71. A full Construction Logistics Plan is required through condition in line with
London Plan Policy T7. However, at this stage further discussion is required
with TfL in respect of the proposed permanent relocation of the bus cage
adjacent to the site and any changes to passenger facilities and access during
the works. Should TfL agree to this being moved, the applicant will have to pay
for this, and it would be subject to the usual consents.
Travel Plan
72. An outline travel plan has been provided, however, the targets identified are not
in line with the Mayor’s Strategic Mode Shift target and revisions are required.
Additional measures are required to facilitate an active mode shift. These
should be incorporated into an updated travel plan. A full travel plan should be
secured through condition in line with Policy T4 of the London Plan.

Sustainable development
Energy strategy
73. The applicant has submitted an energy strategy; however, additional
information should be submitted in accordance with the detailed technical
comments that have been sent to the applicant and the Council under separate
cover.
74. In summary, the following is required: further energy efficiency measures;
overheating clarifications; information required on district heating potential and
future-proofing; information on the PV potential required; and information on the
proposed air source heat pumps (ASHPs) to meet the requirements of London
Plan Policy SI2.
75. The applicant should also review the Be seen’ energy monitoring guidance to
ensure that it is fully aware of the relevant requirements to comply with ‘be
seen’ policy. The Council should secure these monitoring requirements via a
Section 106 agreement.
Whole Life Carbon
76. In line with London Plan Policy SI2, the applicant has submitted a Whole Life
Carbon assessment. Detailed technical comments have been sent to the
applicant and the Council under separate cover. The main comments are that
the material types and quantities table needs to be fully completed, with each
material/product included, listed and assessment 2 should be completed as
well as assessment 1.
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77. The Council should secure via condition the submission of a post-construction
assessment to report on the development’s actual WLC emissions.
Circular Economy
78. London Plan Policy SI7 requires development applications that are referable to
the Mayor of London to submit a Circular Economy Statement, whilst London
Plan Policy D3 requires development proposals to integrate circular economy
principles as part of the design process. The applicant has submitted a Circular
Economy Statement and detailed technical comments have been sent to the
applicant and the Council under separate cover.
79. The Council should secure via condition the submission of a post-construction
report setting out the predicted and actual performance against all numerical
targets in the relevant Circular Economy Statement.

Environmental issues
Urban greening
80. As Bromley Council’s Local Plan has not yet adopted an urban greening factor
for new developments then predominantly residential developments are
required to achieve an urban greening factor score of 0.4 in accordance with
Policy G5 of the London Plan. An urban greening factor score of 0.37 has been
calculated for the development owing in part to the overdominance of parking
and vehicular routes. Opportunities to improve the overall score have been
identified in the urban design section of this report and should be explored
further prior to Stage 2.
81. The applicant has indicated that the proposed development would secure a net
biodiversity gain of 12.33% in accordance with Policy G6(D) of the London
Plan, which is welcomed.
Sustainable drainage and flood risk
82. The submitted Flood Risk Assessment generally complies with London Plan
Policy SI12. The surface water drainage strategy for the proposed
development generally complies with London Plan Policy SI13; however,
rainwater harvesting should be incorporated and further above ground green
SuDS should be shown on the drainage strategy plan. The applicant should
also consider water harvesting and reuse to reduce consumption of water
across the site in line with Policy SI5 of the London Plan. This can be
integrated with the surface water drainage system to provide a dual benefit.
Further detailed technical comments have been provided to the Council and
applicant for further consideration.
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Local planning authority’s position
83. Bromley Council planning officers are currently assessing the application. In
due course the Council will formally consider the application at a planning
committee meeting.

Legal considerations
84. Under the arrangements set out in Article 4 of the Town and Country Planning
(Mayor of London) Order 2008 the Mayor is required to provide the local
planning authority with a statement setting out whether he considers that the
application complies with the London Plan, and his reasons for taking that view.
Unless notified otherwise by the Mayor, the Council must consult the Mayor
again under Article 5 of the Order if it subsequently resolves to make a draft
decision on the application, in order that the Mayor may decide whether to
allow the draft decision to proceed unchanged; or, direct the Council under
Article 6 of the Order to refuse the application; or, issue a direction under Article
7 of the Order that he is to act as the local planning authority for the purpose of
determining the application (and any connected application). There is no
obligation at this stage for the Mayor to indicate his intentions regarding a
possible direction, and no such decision should be inferred from the Mayor’s
statement and comments.

Financial considerations
85. There are no financial considerations at this stage.

Conclusion
86. London Plan policies on estate regeneration, equalities, affordable housing,
urban design, heritage, transport and sustainability are relevant to this
application. Whilst the proposal is supported in principle, the application does
not currently comply with these policies, as summarised below:
• Land Use Principles: The redevelopment of the estate to provide new and
replacement housing is acceptable in principle. The same quantum of social
rent units would be re-provided and there would be an increase in habitable
rooms and floorspace terms. The re-provided social rent units would be
made available to existing tenants on the same terms as existing.
However, with no additional social rent units proposed, the rehousing of
adult children has not been addressed through the scheme. An equalities
impact assessment should be provided in advance of stage 2 for review
and comment.
• Affordable housing: The scheme proposes no additional affordable
housing beyond the replacement of the existing social rent units. The
submitted FVA is currently in the process of being reviewed to ensure that
the development delivers the maximum quantum of affordable housing.
Early, late and potentially mid stage viability reviews would need to be
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secured in any Section 106 agreement as well as the social rent tenure of
the replacement affordable housing.
• Play space: The quantum of proposed playspace would fall below the onsite requirement. The main playspace area is not currently afforded a safe
means of access, this must be remedied. The Council should secure an
appropriate payment in lieu to off-site provision to make up the shortfall.
However, it is not clear where one of the alternative off-site play spaces are
in relation to the site, this should be clarified. This must be remedied prior to
Stage 2.
• Residential mix and quality: The mix is based on current housing needs
across the estate however, it is unclear how the development would cater
for adult children and residents requiring wheelchair accessible housing.
The quality of the residential units is generally acceptable. However,
confirmation is required that they would meet the detailed space standards
as set out in Policy D6 of the London Plan.
• Urban design: The applicant should consider combining buildings E and F
to increase soft landscaping and should set building B further back from the
street. Safe crossings should be provided throughout the development and
the delivery of the main public realm brought forward if possible. The
materiality of the tallest block requires simplification. The treatment of the
Burnt Ash Lane frontages and balconies should also be reconsidered. For
the height of the tall building to be considered acceptable, the applicant
would need to address its visual, functional, environmental and cumulative
impacts.
• Transport: Improvements are required for active travel both within and
outside the site and the Travel Plan revised to promote sustainable travel to
deliver the Mayor’s strategic mode shift target. Further work is also required
in relation to the delivery and servicing arrangements and discussion with
TfL on construction impacts on bus operations. Amendments are required
to cycle parking to ensure alignment with both parts of Policy T5 of the
London Plan.
• Sustainable development: In respect of the energy strategy, the following
is required: further energy efficiency measures; overheating clarifications;
information required on district heating potential and future-proofing;
information on the PV potential required; and information on the proposed
ASHPs. Comments regarding the submitted circular economy report and
whole life carbon assessment have been issued to the Council and
applicant for review and should be addressed.
• Environmental issues: The UGF score falls short of the 0.4 required target
score. This should be reviewed in light of the urban design comments.
Comments regarding drainage and water use should also be addressed.
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For further information, contact GLA Planning Unit (Development Management Team):
Hannah Thomas, Principal Strategic Planner (case officer)
email: hannah.thomas@london.gov.uk
Reece Harris, Team Leader – Development Management
email: reece.harris@london.gov.uk
Allison Flight, Deputy Head of Development Management
email: alison.flight@london.gov.uk
John Finlayson, Head of Development Management
email: john.finlayson@london.gov.uk
Lucinda Turner, Assistant Director of Planning
email: lucinda.turner@london.gov.uk

We are committed to being anti-racist, planning for a diverse and inclusive London
and engaging all communities in shaping their city.
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