
SECTION ‘2’ – Applications meriting special consideration 
 

 
Description of Development: 
 
Construction of 3-bed detached bungalow, associated refuse/bicycle store, car 
port, hard and soft landscaping 
 
Key designations: 
 
Areas of Archeological Significance  
Biggin Hill Safeguarding Area  
Green Belt  
London City Airport Safeguarding  
Smoke Control SCA 20 
 
Proposal 
  
The application site which is an area of about 0.06ha, is a triangular plot of land 
that fronts the south side of Maidstone road immediately to the east of Toynbee 
and within the Green Belt.  The site has a long standing vehicular access on to 
Maidstone Road which was formally the A20.  The A20 however has been re-
routed to the south of Maidstone road, which now only carries local traffic. 
 
Toynbee itself is the easternmost in a ribbon of 4 dwellings that front Maidstone 
Road just to the east of Ruxley Nursery's road frontage.  To the east of the site is a 
short stretch of open countryside before a longer ribbon of development including 
some commercial.  Although there is some housing on the northern side of the 
road this is more scattered that that on its south, the north side of the road being in 
the main formed by attractive undulating countryside. 
 
Planning permission is sought for the construction of 3-bed detached bungalow, 
associated refuse/bicycle store, car port, hard and soft landscaping. 
 
The proposed bungalow would have an "L" shaped footprint with a maximum width 
of 16.4m and depth of 12.9m.  The dwelling is proposed to have a pitched roof to a 
maximum height of 5.7m (eaves 2.6m). 
 
The application also proposes a car port for 2 vehicles and 2 further car parking 
spaces to the front of the site. 
 

Application No : 16/02650/FULL1 Ward: 
Cray Valley East 
 

Address : Little Orchard, Maidstone Road, Sidcup 
DA14 5BG    
 

 

OS Grid Ref: E: 548608  N: 170386 
 

 

Applicant : Mr Ray Luker Objections : No 



Consultations 
 
Nearby owners/occupiers were notified of the application and representations 
supporting the application were received. 
 
Planning Considerations  
 
The application falls to be determined in accordance with the following policies: 
 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2012): 
 
The NPPF confirms that applications for planning permission must be determined 
in accordance with the development plan, unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise. 
 
Chapter 7 - Requiring Good Design 
Chapter 9 - Protecting Green Belt land 
 
The London Plan (2015): 
 
Policy 3.3 Increasing Housing Supply. 
Policy 3.4 Optimising Housing Potential 
Policy 3.5 Quality and design of housing developments 
Policy 3.8 Housing choice 
Policy 5.1 Climate change mitigation 
Policy 5.2 Minimising carbon dioxide emissions 
Policy 5.3 Sustainable design and construction 
Policy 5.7 Renewable energy 
Policy 5.9 Overheating and cooling 
Policy 5.10 Urban greening 
Policy 5.11 Green roofs and development site environs 
Policy 5.12 Flood risk management 
Policy 5.13 Sustainable drainage 
Policy 5.14 Water quality and wastewater Infrastructure 
Policy 5.15 Water use and supplies 
Policy 6.9 Cycling 
Policy 6.13 Parking 
Policy 7.2 An inclusive environment 
Policy 7.3 Designing out crime 
Policy 7.4 Local character 
Policy 7.6 Architecture 
Policy 7.16 Green Belt 
Policy 8.3 Community infrastructure levy 
 
Unitary Development Plan (2006) 
BE1 Design of New Development 
H7 Housing Density and Design 
G1 Green Belt 
G4 Dwellings in the Green Belt or Metropolitan Open Land 
G5 Replacement Dwellings in the Green Belt or on Metropolitan Open Land  

http://www.bromley.gov.uk/UDP/written/cpt8.htm#g5


H9 Side Space 
NE7 Development and Trees 
T18 Road Safety 
H1 Housing Supply 
T3 Parking 
T18 Road Safety 
 
Other Documents: 
 
London Plan Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) 
 
Housing: Supplementary Planning Guidance.  
 
SPG No.1 - General Design Principles 
SPG No.2 - Residential Design Guidance 
 
Planning History 
 
There is a long planning history for this site which has been summarised below: 
 
19/66/1654 - Storing of a caravan for residential purposes - Refused (19/06/1966) 
 
19/68/657 - Detached Bungalow (Outline) - Refused ( 06/05/1968) 
 
19/69/1614 - Caravan Storage (up to 8 Caravans) - Refused  (16/10/1969 and 
dismissed at appeal) 
 
19/72/1926 - Use for sale of vegetables - Refused 
 
75/1005 - Use of Land for parking of 2 lorries overnight - Refused (29/07/1975) 
 
78/1425 - Use of land for car sales - Refused (17/08/1978) 
 
84/3004 - Detached Bungalow (Outline) - Refused (10/01/1985 and dismissed at 
appeal 25/06/1986 
 
89/03082/OUT - Two semi-detached and one detached bungalow (Outline) - 
Refused (11/12/1989) 
 
90/01305/OUT - Detached bungalow - Refused (13/08/1990 and dismissed at 
appeal 04/06/1991) 
 
Conclusions 
 
It is considered the planning issues and considerations relate to: 
 

 Principle of development; 

 Density; 

 Character including design, scale and bulk; 

 Neighbouring amenity;  



 Standard of accommodation; and 

 Parking and Waste.  
 
Principle of Development: 
 
The primary issue to be considered in the determination of this application is 
whether the proposal is appropriate development in the Green Belt and, if not, 
whether very special circumstances have been demonstrated to warrant the setting 
aside of the normal presumption against inappropriate development within the 
Green Belt.  
 
The site is located within the Green Belt, wherein there is a presumption against 
inappropriate development. Inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to 
the Green Belt and should not be approved except in very special circumstances. 
Very special circumstances will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green 
Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by 
other considerations. 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) contains a general presumption 
against inappropriate development within the Green Belt. Paragraph 87 states that 
such development should not be approved except in very special circumstances 
and states that  'When considering any planning application, local planning 
authorities should ensure that substantial weight is given to any harm to the Green 
Belt. 'Very special circumstances' will not exist unless the potential harm to the 
Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly 
outweighed by other considerations'. 
 
A local planning authority should regard the construction of new buildings as 
inappropriate in Green Belt. Exceptions to this are: 
 
- buildings for agriculture and forestry; 
 
- provision of appropriate facilities for outdoor sport, outdoor recreation and for 
cemeteries, as long as it preserves the openness of the Green Belt and does not 
conflict with the purposes of including land within it; 
 
- the extension or alteration of a building provided that it does not result in 
disproportionate additions over and above the size of the original building; 
 
- the replacement of a building, provided the new building is in the same use and 
not materially larger than the one it replaces; 
 
- limited infilling in villages, and limited affordable housing for local community 
needs under policies set out in the Local Plan; or 
 
- limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of previously developed 
sites (brownfield land), whether redundant or in continuing use (excluding 
temporary buildings), which would not have a greater impact on the openness of 
the Green Belt and the purpose of including land within it than the existing 
development. 



 
The London Mayor, within the London Plan Policy 7.16, strongly supports the 
current extent of London's Green Belt, its extension in appropriate circumstances 
and its protection from inappropriate development. This policy states in effect that 
the strongest protection should be given to London's Green Belt, in accordance 
with national guidance. Inappropriate development should be refused, except in 
very special circumstances, and that development will only be supported if it is 
appropriate and helps secure the objectives of improving the Green Belt as set out 
in national guidance. 
 
Policy G1 of the UDP states that permission will not be given for inappropriate 
development unless very special circumstances can be demonstrated that clearly 
outweigh the harm by reason of inappropriateness or any other harm. Construction 
of new buildings or extensions to buildings on land within the Green Belt will be 
inappropriate, unless it is for the following purposes: 
 
(i) agriculture and forestry (unless permitted development rights have been 
withdrawn); 
(ii) essential facilities for outdoor sport and outdoor recreation and open air 
facilities and other uses of land which preserve the openness of the 
Green Belt and do not conflict with the purposes of including land in it; 
(iii) limited extension, alteration or replacement of existing dwellings; 
(iv) limited infilling or redevelopment in accordance with the guidance within the 
designated major developed sites at Biggin Hill Airport and Cheyne Centre, 
Woodland Way, West Wickham. 
 
In this case, the site is located as part of a sporadic ribbon development and does 
not form part of an established settlement. Proposals for residential development 
on this site have been refused and dismissed at appeal.  The Inspectors under ref: 
84/3004 stated that a new dwelling on this side "would have the effect of extending 
an isolated pocket of ribbon development and would therefore be completely 
contrary to the established policies for this locality that seek to maintain the open 
nature of the green belt.  Moreover in my view the site is in a sensitive location 
near the edge of the built-up area of Sidcup, adjoining open farmland.  Any 
dwelling erected here would be clearly visible due to the elevated nature of the 
land and thereby would harm the rural character of the area".   
 
Following this in 1991 under ref 90/1305 the Inspector consider the development of 
this site for  a detached bungalow and in the conclusion when dismissing the 
appeal stated "I am in no doubt that your proposal does not come within the ambit 
of this exception to local green belt policy.  I am of this view because rather than 
being infilling within a predominantly built-up frontage it would extend a short 
isolated pocket of housing towards a longer ribbon of development in this way 
intensifying the built frontage on the south of the road to the detriment of the area's 
remaining rural character and appearance.  The retention of such breaks as there 
are between ribbons of development on the south side of the road seems to be 
here particularly important, in view firstly of the proximity of the appeal site to the 
edge of the built-up area of Sidcup and secondly its location within the Cray Valley 
area of Special Character.  Furthermore the allowing of this appeal could lead to 
pressure to develop other open frontages on the south side of the road the 



cumulative effect of which would be to the further detriment of the semi-rural 
character of the sensitive gap between the western edge of Swanley and the 
eastern edge of Sidcup". 
 
The site appears as a visible break within the built form along Maidstone Road, 
and given the extensive width of the frontage, the site cannot be considered an 
'infill' plot and as such a continuation of the ribbon development.  Whilst the site 
appears to be unused and a separate plot, it is undeveloped and retains its open, 
rural character. In this case the proposed development is considered inappropriate 
within its Green Belt setting. 
 
The construction of one new dwelling on previously undeveloped Green Belt land 
is considered inappropriate development unless very special circumstances can be 
demonstrated. No accompanying information was submitted as part of the 
application and as such, it is not considered that there are any very special 
circumstances to allow for a development of this manner.  Officers consider it 
necessary that any development should make a positive contribution to the area. In 
this case, the quality of the area will be detrimentally affected as a result of the 
scheme, removing the rural character of the site.   
 
As such it is considered that the principle of development cannot be accepted and 
is contrary to Policies G1 and BE1 of the Unitary Development Plan, Policy 7.16 of 
the London Plan, and paragraphs 87 to 89 of the NPPF regarding Green Belt. The 
construction of the proposed new dwelling would constitute inappropriate 
development in the Green Belt, which would be harmful to the openness and visual 
amenity of the Green Belt.  No very special circumstances have been 
demonstrated to clearly outweigh the harm to the Green Belt by reason of 
inappropriateness and any other harm. 
 
Density: 
 
The proposed development would make a minor contribution of 1 new dwelling 
towards the Council's target in accordance with Policy 3.3 of the London Plan. 
National, regional and local plan policies promote redevelopment of brownfield 
sites and optimising site potentials. There is however no presumption in favour of 
development sites created from rear gardens of residential houses. In this respect, 
Policy 3.5 of the London Plan (2015) states that housing developments should be 
of the highest quality internally, externally and in relation to their context.   
 
Policy H7 seeks to prevent unacceptable residential developments on backland 
and infill sites and will be expected to meet all of the following criteria: 
(i) the development complies with the density ranges set out in the density/ location 
matrix at Table 4.2 below; 
(ii) in the interest of creating mixed and balanced communities, the development 
provides a mix of housing types and sizes, or provides house types to address a 
local shortage; 
(iii) the site layout, buildings and space about buildings are designed to a high 
quality and recognise as well as complement the qualities of the surrounding 
areas; 



(iv) adequate private or communal amenity spaces are provided to serve the needs 
of the particular occupants; 
(v) off street parking is provided at levels no more than set out in the Table at 
Appendix II. These are maximum parking standards. A higher provision will be 
acceptable only where it can be demonstrated that complying with the maximum 
standards would not be in the interest of the safety of highway users, or where 
additional parking is required to meet the needs of particular users, such as those 
with disabilities; 
(vi) the layout is designed to give priority to pedestrians and cyclists over the 
movement and parking of vehicles; and 
(vii) security and crime prevention measures are included in the design and layout 
of buildings and public areas.  
 
This is supported in London Plan Policies 3.4 and 3.5.  
 
In terms of density Table 3.2 of the London Plan (LP) and Policy H7 of the UDP 
provide a density matrix and states for Suburban areas with a PTAL of 0-1 in LP or 
1-2 in UDP the density level should be between 150-200hr/ha.  The density level at 
this site is proposed to be 83.3hr/ha.  Whilst this density is well below the ranges 
set out above, density is only one aspect of applications acceptability and does not 
address the concerns regarding its location within the Green Belt. 
 
Design and Appearance: 
 
London Plan Policy 7.4 requires developments to have regard to the form, function, 
and structure of an area, place or street and the scale, mass and orientation of 
surrounding buildings. Policy 7.6 also relates to architecture and how buildings 
should be of the highest architectural quality, be of a proportion, composition, scale 
and orientation that enhances, activates and appropriately defines the public realm 
and comprise details and materials that complement, not necessarily replicate, the 
local architectural character. 
 
Policy BE1 requires a high standard of design in new development and the scale 
and form of new residential development to be in keeping with the surrounding 
area, and the privacy and amenities of adjoining occupiers to be adequately 
safeguarded.  
 
The proposed detached bungalow would have an "L" shaped footprint to a 
maximum height of 5.7m and overall footprint of 129.53sqm.   Whilst this design of 
bungalow is similar to the neighbouring properties, the location of the development 
site at the end of the ribbon development would  result in the extending an isolated 
pocket of ribbon development and would therefore be completely contrary to the 
established policies for this locality that seek to maintain the open nature of the 
Green Belt.  Any dwelling constructed here would be clearly visible due to the 
elevated nature of the land and thereby would harm the rural character of the area. 
 
Neighbouring Amenity: 
Policy BE1(v) of the UDP that new development will only be permitted where it can 
be demonstrated that the proposal does not cause an unacceptable loss of 
amenity to adjacent occupiers by reducing the amount of daylight, sunlight or 



privacy they enjoy or result in an un-neighbourly sense of enclosure. This is 
supported by Policy 7.6 of the London Plan.  
 
The proposed new bungalow would be located approximately 14.3m to the east of 
Toynbee which is a two-storey property.  Given this separation it is considered that 
he development would not result in any loss of amenity in terms of light, privacy or 
increased sense of enclosure. 
 
Standard of accommodation: 
 
The Mayoral Housing SPG and the National Space Standards provide further 
guidance on suitable floor area standards. In addition, consideration needs to be 
given to Policies 3.5, 3.8 and 7.2 of the London Plan.  
 
In terms of the Mayor of London's Housing SPG, the proposed 3-bed dwelling 
could theoretically house up to 5 persons due to the size of the bedrooms 
proposed. The Annex 4 table requires a minimum Gross Internal Area (GIA) of 86 
sqm for a 3-bed, 5 person dwelling over 1-storey. The GIA of the proposed 
dwelling would be approximately 113.2 sqm, which therefore complies with the 
minimum GIA.  
 
The proposed amenity space would be accessed from the ground floor and would 
exceed the requirements of the Housing SPG.  
 
Parking and Waste: 
 
London Plan Policy 6.13 requires the maximum standards for car parking, which is 
supported by Policy T3 of the UDP. The proposed development would provide off-
street parking spaces. Given this provision, there is no objection to the proposed 
development on highway grounds.  
 
UDP Policy ER3 consider that new residential developments should include 
adequate provision for waste recycling and dedicated recyclable waste storage 
space.  
 
The Council's Waste Services Guidelines require that bins should be easily 
accessible for collection and be located no more than 18 metres from the bin 
storage to the collection vehicle. Storage areas should be designed to 
accommodate the wheeled bins 'side by side' and not 'end to end'. Allowance 
should also be made for opening of the lid, as this will enable residents to access 
all containers without having to wheel them out of the storage area.  As no details 
have been provided, it must be addressed by condition should permission be 
granted. 
 
Conclusion: 
 
Having had regard to the above Member may consider that the proposed 
development of this site and construction of a 3-bed bungalow is not acceptable in 
that it would comprise inappropriate development in the Green Belt, and would be 
detrimental to the visual amenities and rural character of the area. As such, the 



proposal fails to comply with all policy and guidance listed in this report and on 
balance cannot be supported. 
 
Background papers referred to during production of this report comprise all 
correspondence on the file ref: 16/02650/FULL1 set out in the Planning History 
section above, excluding exempt information. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: APPLICATION BE REFUSED 
 
The reasons for refusal are: 
 
The construction of the proposed new dwelling would constitute 
inappropriate development in the Green Belt, which would be harmful to the 
openness and visual amenity of the Green Belt.  No very special 
circumstances have been demonstrated to clearly outweigh the harm to the 
Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness and any other harm, and the 
proposed development is therefore contrary to Policies G1 and BE1 of the 
Unitary Development Plan, Policy 7.16 of the London Plan, and paragraphs 
87 to 89 of the NPPF. 
 
 
 
 


