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PLANS SUB-COMMITTEE NO. 3 
 

Minutes of the meeting held at 7.00 pm on 26 October 2017 
 
 

Present: 
 

Councillor Katy Boughey (Chairman) 
 

Councillors Kevin Brooks, Simon Fawthrop, William Huntington-
Thresher, Charles Joel, Russell Mellor, Alexa Michael, 
Keith Onslow and Angela Page 
 

 
Also Present: 

 
Councillors Graham Arthur and Tony Owen 
 

 
10   APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE AND NOTIFICATION OF SUBSTITUTE 

MEMBERS 
 

Apologies for absence were received from Councillor Douglas Auld and Councillor 
Angela Page attended as his substitute. 
 
Councillor Simon Fawthrop also attended as a substitute Member. 
 
 
11   DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

 
There were no declarations of interest reported. 
 
 
12   CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES OF MEETING HELD ON 31 AUGUST 2017 

 
RESOLVED that the Minutes of the meeting held on 31 August 2017 be confirmed and 
signed as a correct record. 
 
 
13   PLANNING APPLICATIONS 

 
 
SECTION 2 (Applications meriting special consideration) 

 
13.1 
BROMLEY COMMON AND 
KESTON 

(17/03204/FULL6) - Woodside, Barnet Wood Road, 
Hayes, Bromley, BR2 8HJ 
Description of application –  Enlarge existing porch 
with wheelchair ramp to improve accessibility. 
 
Oral representations in support of the application were 
received at the meeting.   
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Councillor Alexa Michael was familiar with the 
planning history of the site and supported the 
application.  She emphasised that personal 
circumstances were not normally taken into account 
but in this case the effect on the green belt was 
marginal. 
 
Members having considered the report, objections 
and representations, RESOLVED that PERMISSION 
be GRANTED subject to the following conditions:- 
“1. The development to which this permission relates 
must be begun not later than the expiration of 3 years, 
beginning with the date of this decision notice. 
REASON: Section 91, Town and Country Planning 
Act 1990. 
2.  Unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority the materials to be used for the 
external surfaces of the development hereby 
permitted shall as far as is practicable match those of 
the existing building. 
REASON: In order to comply with Policy BE1 of the 
Unitary Development Plan and in the interest of the 
appearance of the building and the visual amenities of 
the area. 
3.  The development hereby permitted shall not be 
carried out otherwise than in complete accordance 
with the plans approved under this planning 
permission unless previously agreed in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority. 
REASON: In order to comply with Policy BE1 of the 
Unitary Development Plan and in the interest of the 
visual and residential amenities of the area.” 

 
13.2 
BROMLEY COMMON AND 
KESTON 

(17/03391/PLUD) - 2 Barnet Wood Road Hayes 
Bromley BR2 8HJ 
Description of application – Detached garden unit at 
the rear of the property for games room/bar and 
lounge area  LAWFUL DEVELOPMENT 
CERTIFICATE (PROPOSED). 
 
THIS REPORT WAS WITHDRAWN BY THE 
APPLICANT. 

 
SECTION 3 
 

(Applications recommended for permission, approval 
or consent) 

 
13.3 
CHISLEHURST 

(17/01880/FULL6) - 32 Highfield Road, Chislehurst, 
BR7 6QZ 
Description of application – First floor side and single 
storey front and rear extensions. 
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THIS REPORT WAS WITHDRAWN BY THE CHIEF 
PLANNER. 

 
13.4 
BROMLEY TOWN 

(17/02261/FULL1) - 2A Shortlands Gardens, 
Bromley, BR2 0EA 
Description of application - The construction of a 
single-storey side/rear extension. 
 
Oral representations in objection to the application 
were received at the meeting.   
 
The Chief Planner’s representative reported that a late 
letter from the applicant had been received and 
circulated to Members.  An email and photograph 
from Ward Member, Councillor Michael Rutherford, in 
objection to the application had also been received 
and circulated to Members.  The applicant had 
confirmed the he owned the whole garden area and 
there were no rights of access for any neighbour.  The 
Chief Planner’s representative advised Members that 
issues raised by objectors relating to access and 
ownership of the land was a civil matter should not 
take this into consideration.  
 
The Chairman supported the application and 
Councillor Charles Joel had visited the site and also 
supported the application. 
 
Members having considered the report, objections 
and representations, RESOLVED that PERMISSION 
be GRANTED as recommended, subject to the 
conditions set out in the report of the Chief Planner. 

 
13.5 
PETTS WOOD AND KNOLL  
CONSERVATION AREA 

(17/02535/RECON) - 10 Wood Ride, Petts Wood, 
Orpington, BR5 1PX 
Description of application – Application submitted 
under S73 of the Town and Country Planning Act 
1990 for the variation of Condition 3 to 
DC/16/00572/FULL6 granted for part one/two storey 
side/rear extension with dormer windows, inset 
balcony, alterations to detached outbuilding to rear, 
additional vehicular access, elevational alterations 
and associated landscaping, to facilitate the addition 
of a basement, a chimney flue to 
the front elevation, 1 x rooflight to the side and internal 
alterations. 
 
Oral representations in objection to and in support of 
the application were received.  Oral representations 
from Ward Member, Councillor Tony Owen in 



Plans Sub-Committee No. 3 
26 October 2017 
 

24 

objection to the application were received at the 
meeting.  A further submission from the objector had 
been received and circulated to Members. 
 
Councillor Owen referred to an article in the Evening 
Standard on 19 July 2017 that highlighted the value of 
Knoll Reece houses in Petts Wood being ‘top notch’ 
and said that The London Borough of Bromley did not 
have a basement policy.  He doubted whether the 
application was personal and, in his view, it was a 
developer application and referred to application 
(16/03728/FULL1) validated on 8 August 2016 for the 
demolition of the existing dwelling and erection of a 
replacement 5 bedroom detached dwelling that had 
been withdrawn by the applicant.  
 
Councillor Simon Fawthrop read his representation 
attached as an Annex to these minutes in which he 
proposed five grounds of refusal if the application 
were not permitted. 
 
The Chairman said that the basement aspect of the 
application was the concern and that a structural 
survey had been received in support of the 
application. 
 
Councillor Joel said that if Members were to permit 
then the applicant needed to consider the importance 
of professional representation during construction, 
indemnity insurance, the inclusion of a construction 
design and management statement, building 
regulation consents and the Party Wall Act.  He 
supported the application and referred to other 
properties in north London that had added basements 
to properties and to improved underpinning and 
drilling techniques. 
 
Councillor Keith Onslow objected to the application 
due to increased density. 
 
Councillor Michael said that each application should 
be judged on its merits but properties with basements 
in north London should not be compared with Noel 
Rees houses and that as application 
DC/16/00572/FULL6 had already been granted 
planning permission she objected to the application. 
 
Councillor William Huntington-Thresher referred to the 
proposed reasons for refusal that Councillor Fawthrop 
had presented and was concerned that a reason with 
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regard to density was inappropriate. In reply to a 
question from Councillor Huntington-Thresher the 
Chief Planner’s representative confirmed that the 
proposed basement would be approximately three 
metres from the boundary of the neighbour’s property. 
 
Councillor Kevin Brooks said that many of the reasons 
for refusal suggested by Councillor Fawthrop had 
been covered in the permission already granted 
(DC/16/00572/FULL6) and that if the application were 
to be refused it should be refused on basement 
grounds only. 
 
The Chairman agreed with Councillor Huntington-
Thresher that the third reason for refusal proposed by 
Councillor Fawthrop was inappropriate and that if 
Members refused the application it should not be 
included and Councillor Joel seconded the motion.  
Members voted 3:4 to include the proposed third 
ground of refusal. 
 
Members having considered the report, objections 
and representations, RESOLVED that PERMISSION 
BE REFUSED for the following reasons:-  
1. The application is contrary to Policy H10 Appendix 
1 paragraph 1.2(i) in that the development erodes the 
individual quality and character of the Area of Special 
Residential Character in that it introduces basement 
developments into the both the Conservation Area 
and the Area of Special Residential Character when 
none currently exist, severely eroding the nature and 
Character of the area. 
2.  The application is contrary to Policy BE11 in that it 
does not respect or compliment the layout scale, form 
and materials of existing buildings and spaces, nor 
does it respect and incorporate the design, existing 
landscape or other features that contribute to the 
Character, appearance or historic value of the 
Chislehurst Road Conservation Area in that there are 
no basements existing within the conservation area.  
3.  The density exceeds that in the surrounding area 
which would be in breach of Policy H7 table 4.2 and 
H10 Appendix 1 paragraph 1.2 (ii) residential density 
shall accord with that existing in the area. 
4.  The proposal, by reason of the introduction of a 
basement, represents a cramped overdevelopment of 
the site out of character and harmful to the spatial 
standards of the Chislehurst Road Conservation Area 
contrary to Policies BE1, BE11, H8 and H9 of the 
Unitary Development Plan. 
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5.  The part demolition of the dwelling would detract 
from the character of the Conservation Area, contrary 
to Policies BE1 and BE12 of the Unitary Development 
Plan.  

 
13.6 
CRYSTAL PALACE 

(17/02975/FULL1) - 122 Anerley Road, Penge, SE20 
8DL. 
Description of application – Demolition of existing 
building and construction of a mixed use four storey 
building with basement comprising a commercial unit 
(Use Class A1) at ground and lower ground level and 
8 residential units (4 x one bedroom flats and 4 x two 
bedroom flats) and associated amenity space. 
 
It was reported that a late letter of support had been 
received and that Ward Member, Councillor Angela 
Wilkins, supported the application. 
 
Members having considered the report and 
objections, RESOLVED that PERMISSION be 
GRANTED as recommended, subject to the 
conditions and informatives set out in the report of the 
Chief Planner with a further condition to read:- 
“13.  No part of the development hereby permitted 
shall be occupied until details have been submitted to 
and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority of arrangements for establishment of a car 
club to serve the development. The approved 
arrangements for the car club shall be in operation 
before first occupation of any part of the development 
and shall be permanently retained thereafter. 
Reason: In order to comply with Policy T3 of the 
Unitary Development Plan and to avoid development 
which is likely to lead to parking inconvenient to other 
road users and would be detrimental to amenities and 
prejudicial to road safety.” 

 
13.7 
CHISLEHURST 

(17/03002/FULL6) - 5 Greenway, Chislehurst, BR7 
6JQ 
Description of application - Single storey rear 
extension. 
 
Oral representations in objection to and in support of 
the application were received at the meeting.  
Photographs from the objector had been received and 
circulated to Members. 
 
The Chairman had visited the site.  
Members having considered the report, objections 
and representations, RESOLVED that the 
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application BE DEFERRED, without prejudice to any 
future consideration, to check the height of the 
proposed extension above the  decking. 

 
13.8 
PETTS WOOD AND KNOLL 

(17/03501/FULL6) - 82 Lynwood Grove, Orpington, 
BR6 0BH 
Description of application – First floor and single 
storey rear extensions, alterations to porch and roof 
alterations to form additional habitable space including 
rooflights. 
 
Councillor Fawthrop objected to the design, bulk and 
the impact on the street scene that would affect 
residential amenity and in particular the loss of 
daylight through the winter months to 84 Lynwood 
Grove. 
 
Members having considered the report and 
objections, RESOLVED that PERMISSION BE 
REFUSED for the following reasons:-  
1.  The proposal, by reason of its bulk, design and 
siting in a prominent corner plot, would appear unduly 
prominent in the streetscene and would result in a 
harmful impact on the residential amenity of No. 84 
Lynwood Grove by virtue of a loss of light and outlook, 
contrary to Policies H8, H9 and BE1 of the Unitary 
Development Plan and Draft Policies 6, 8 and 37 of 
the Proposed Submission draft Local Plan. 

 
13.9 
SHORTLANDS 

(17/03755/FULL6) - 78 Kingswood Avenue, 
Shortlands, Bromley, BR2 0NP. 
Description of application – Two storey front and side 
extension with canopy porch, two storey rear 
extension and single storey rear and side extension, 
reduction in size of existing garage to become garden 
store and rear timber decking. 
 
Members having considered the report and 
objections, RESOLVED that PERMISSION be 
GRANTED as recommended, subject to the 
conditions set out in the report of the Chief Planner 
with a further condition to read:- 
“4.  The development hereby permitted shall not be 
carried out otherwise than in complete accordance 
with the plans approved under this planning 
permission unless previously agreed in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority. 
REASON: In order to comply with Policy BE1 of the 
Unitary Development Plan and in the interest of the 
visual and residential amenities of the area.” 
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13.10 
HAYES AND CONEY HALL 

(17/03904/FULL1) - 89A Hayes Lane, Hayes, 
Bromley, BR2 9EF 
Description of application – Two storey front, side and 
rear extension. 
 
Members having considered the report and 
objections, RESOLVED that PERMISSION be 
GRANTED as recommended, subject to the 
conditions set out in the report of the Chief Planner. 

 
13.11 
HAYES AND CONEY HALL 

(17/03938/FULL1) - 14 Kechill Gardens, Bromley 
Hayes, BR2 7NQ 
Description of application – Single storey rear 
extension. 
 
Oral representations in support of the application were 
received.  Oral representations from Ward Member, 
Councillor Graham Arthur, in objection to the 
application were received at the meeting. 
 
Councillor Arthur referred to planning appeal 
17/00472/FULL1 and its reason for dismissal.  The 
excessive rearward projection of 4.9 metres and 
height of 3.75 metres along the adjoining boundary 
would have given rise to a significant loss of amenity 
to the adjoining neighbouring property at No.12.  The 
applicant had now reduced the height of the proposal 
by 0.275 metres and angled the extension away by 45 
degrees beyond 3.9 metres to 4.9 metres and 
Councillor Arthur’s view was that 4.9 metres remained 
excessive. 
 
The Chief Planner’s representative reported that a 
letter from the applicant had been received and 
circulated to Members and two drawings had been 
also been submitted and he explained the 
measurements on the drawings. 
The Chairman and Councillor Michael agreed with the 
Ward Member that the applicant had made an 
insufficient reduction in the size and scale of the 
proposed development. 
 
Members having considered the report, objections 
and representations, RESOLVED that PERMISSION 
BE REFUSED for the following reason:-  
1.  The proposed extension would, by reason of its 
excessive rearward projection, have a seriously 
detrimental effect on the outlook and prospect which 
the occupants of the adjoining dwelling might 
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reasonably expect to be able to continue to enjoy, 
contrary to Policies BE1 and H8 of the Unitary 
Development Plan, Supplementary Planning 
Guidance No 1 General Design Principles and No 2 
Residential Design Guidance and Draft Policies 6 and 
37 of the Proposed Submission Draft Local Plan. 

 
SECTION 4 
 

(Applications recommended for refusal or disapproval 
of details) 

 
13.12 
KELSEY AND EDEN PARK 

(17/02050/FULL6) - 25 Bucknall Way, Beckenham 
BR3 3XL 
Description of application – Outbuilding at rear. 
 
Members having considered the report and 
objections, RESOLVED that PERMISSION BE 
REFUSED as recommended, for the following 
reason:- 
1.  The proposal would be overly prominent and would 
be detrimental to the amenities that the occupiers of 
adjoining properties might reasonably expect to be 
able to continue to enjoy by reason of visual impact, 
loss of privacy and amenity in view of its bulk, height, 
siting and extent of glazing, thereby contrary to 
Policies BE1, H8 and G6 of Bromley's Unitary 
Development Plan.- 

 
14 MINUTE ANNEX - ITEM 4.5 (17/02535/RECON) 10 WOOD RIDE, PETTS 

WOOD, ORPINGTON. 
 

 
 
 
 

 
The Meeting ended at 8.25 pm 
 
 
 

Chairman 
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ITEM 4.5  (17/02535/RECON) – 10 WOOD RIDE, PETTS WOOD, BR5 1PX 

Madam Chairman 

The applications before you tonight for 10 Wood Ride falls within the both the 

Chislehurst Road Conservation Area and the Petts Wood Area of Special Residential 

Character (ASRC), which was designed and built on the Garden Suburb principle. 

Before I commence on a detailed response I’d like to draw to your attention some 

inaccuracies within the report.  The first being that no reference is made to the ASRC 

anywhere within the report.  The planning history also fails to report the withdrawn 

application 16/03728 which is substantially the same application that is before you 

tonight.  This means that the plans are also subject to saved UDP policy H10 and the 

draft policy 44 of our new Local Development Plan.  

Also no reference is made to the existing Petts Wood ASRC description, which I 

attach a copy for the minutes or the proposed ASRC description in Appendix 10.6 of 

the proposed Draft Local Plan which I also include a copy for an understanding of 

the impact that this proposal would have upon this Special Area. 

It is also worth noting that there are two Article 4 directions in place, one around the 

front boundary treatment to preserve the low level open feel and a second around 

the front roof line to preserve the appearance of the Area and maintain standards. 

The current UDP Appendix 1 paragraph 1.2 (Copy attached) makes it quite clear that 

new developments  

(i) Will be resisted if they erode the quality and character of the ASRC, 

in respect of the ASRC description. 

(ii) Residential density shall accord with that in the area 

(iii) Spatial standards of new development (plot, width, garden depth and 

plot ratio shall accord with the general pattern in the area. 

These are just some of the guidelines that I have identified that this application 

breaches.  

The fact is that the Petts Wood ASRC is one of only two similar areas in London the 

other being Hampstead Garden Suburb, which are of such an important quality that 

development cannot be a free for all. There are many examples of inspectors looking 

at the ASRC and recognising its importance, I am attaching four examples for you 

the first is in the same Conservation Area at 267 Chislehurst Road, and this points 

out that even if something can’t be seen it can still do harm to the Character of the 

area.   

The second is in The Conservation Area of the Chenies which was dismissed which 

demonstrates that an application can be a cramped overdevelopment of the site and 

harmful to spatial standards.  
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The 3rd is in relation to an application in the same road to demonstrate that 

inspectors uphold the areas character nearby.  

The final appeal relates to an end plot in Ladywood Avenue which is by the same 

applicant to demonstrate that this is no ordinary householder appeal but something 

more commercial and systematic.  The appeal again demonstrates that the spatial 

character and standards are very important.   

One thing is clear, when the plots were established in Petts Wood it was for family 

housing with generous plot sizes and gardens as well as garages. By introducing 

basement development into the Conservation Area and ASRC this application 

completely undermines the notion of the Garden Suburb. The Garden Suburb does 

not have basements. This so severely erodes the Conservation Area and ASRC as 

to cause considerable and irreversible harm for current and future occupiers of the 

site and area. 

The application increases the density out of all proportion to the plot size. It is also 

likely to cause considerable harm to the Noel Rees designed building in the 

Conservation Area and during any construction the adjoining occupiers would have 

an unacceptable deterioration in their Residential amenity. 

Finally Madam Chairman I’d like to propose the following grounds for refusal. 

 

1) The application is contrary to policy H10 Appendix 1 paragraph 1.2(i) in that 

the development erodes the individual quality and character of the ASRC in 

that it introduces basement developments into the both the Conservation Area 

and ASRC when none currently exist, severely eroding the nature and 

Character of the area. 

2) The application is contrary to policy BE11 in that it does not respect or 

compliment the layout scale, form and materials of existing buildings and 

spaces, nor does it respect and incorporate the design, existing landscape or 

other features that contribute to the Character, appearance or historic value of 

the Chislehurst Road Conservation Area in that there are no basements 

existing with the conservation area. 

3) The density exceeds that in the surrounding area in breach of policy H7 table 

4.2 and H10 Appendix 1 paragraph 1.2 (ii) residential density shall accord with 

that existing in the area 

4) The proposal by reason of the introduction of a basement, represents a 

cramped over development of the site out of character and harmful to the 

spatial standards of the Chislehurst Road Conservation Area contrary to 

policy BE1, BE11, H8 and H9 of the Unitary Development Plan. 

5) BE12 
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