PLANS SUB-COMMITTEE NO. 2

Minutes of the meeting held at 7.00 pm on 5 March 2020

Present:

Councillor Peter Dean (Chairman)

Councillor Michael Turner (Vice-Chairman)

Councillors Simon Fawthrop, Josh King, Alexa Michael,

Will Rowlands, Richard Scoates and Kieran Terry

Also Present:

Councillors Melanie Stevens

21 APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE AND NOTIFICATION OF SUBSTITUTE
MEMBERS

Apologies were received from Councillors Colin Hitchins, Neil Reddin and Mark Brock;
Councillors Will Rowlands, Kieran Terry and Alexa Michael attended as respective
substitutes.
An apology for absence was also received from Councillor Nicky Dykes.
22 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
No declarations of interest were received.

23 CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES OF MEETING HELD ON 9 JANUARY 2020

RESOLVED that the Minutes of the meeting held on 9 January 2020 be confirmed and
signed as a correct record.

24 PLANNING APPLICATIONS

SECTION 2 (Applications meriting special consideration)
24.1 (19/04888/FULL1) - 9 Jail Lane, Biggin Hill TN16
BIGGIN HILL 3SA

Description of application — Demolition of No 9 Jail
Lane and redevelopment (including land to the rear of
No 7 Jail Lane) to provide 8 dwellings comprising two
semi-detached and six terraced 3/4 bedroom houses
with associated vehicular access, garaging, parking
and landscaping.

21



Plans Sub-Committee No. 2
5 March 2020

SECTION 3

24.2
CRAY VALLEY WEST

Oral representations in support of the application were
received. Oral representations from Ward Member
Councillor Melanie Stevens in objection to the
application were received at the meeting.

Comments from Ward Member, Councillor Julian
Benington in objection to the application were
received and circulated at the meeting.

Noting the importance of design, Councillor Fawthrop
referred to an appeal decision for 19/02488/FULL1
(APP/G5180/W/19/3238072) 102 Poverest Road,
Orpington and suggested that by reason of
comparison, this document be submitted alongside
any appeal for 9 Jail Lane.

Members having considered the report, objections
and representations, RESOLVED that the
application BE REFUSED, for the following
reason:

1. The proposal constitutes an unsatisfactory sub-
division of the plot resulting in a development by
its design that is out of character with the
surrounding area, resulting in a retrograde
lowering in the spatial standards to which the area
is at present developed, thereby contrary to
Policies 3, 4 and 37 of the Local Plan and Policies
7.4 and 7.6 of the London Plan.

(Applications recommended for permission, approval
or consent)

(19/05006/PLUD) - 10 Vernon Close, Orpington,
BR5 3AS

Description of application — Single storey rear
extension (for which prior approval was not required
under planning ref: 19/03968/HHPA), loft conversion
with hip to gable extension, rear dormer and three
front roof lights. Lawful Development Certificate
(Proposed).

Oral representations in objection to the application
were received at the meeting.

Comments from Ward Member Councillor Colin

Hitchins in objection to the application were received
and circulated to Members.
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24.3
CHISLEHURST

The meeting ended at 7.35 pm

Plans Sub-Committee No. 2
5 March 2020

Members having considered the report, objections
and representations, RESOLVED that a
CERTIFICATE BE GRANTED as recommended, for
the reason set out in the report of the Assistant
Director, Planning.

(20/00007/FULLD5) - Land Rear of 65 Clarendon
Way, Leesons Hill, Chislehurst Road

Description amended to read:- Replacement of
existing 10.7m high monopole with a 12.5m high
monopole supporting 6No. antennae within a shroud.

It was reported that further objections to the
application had been received and circulated to
Members.

It was also reported that updated drawings had been
received and circulated to Members.

The Development Management Area Team Leader
reported that the application currently being
considered related solely to the monopole and
therefore the recommended condition 5 should be
removed.

Committee Member and Ward Member Councillor
Terry spoke in objection to the application and
circulated comparable appeal decisions which
supported a case for refusal. Councillor Terry’s
comments, together with the circulated documents
can be viewed at Annex A to these Minutes.

Members having considered the report and
objections, RESOLVED that the application BE
REFUSED for the following reason:-

1 The proposed equipment, by reason of its
height, siting and design, would constitute an
obtrusive and highly prominent feature in the
street scene that appears out of character and is
detrimental to the visual and residential amenities
of the surrounding area. This is contrary to
Policies 37 and 89 of the Bromley Local Plan.

Chairman

23



This page is left intentionally blank



Minute Annex

COMMENTS ON 20/00007 (REAR OF 65 CLARENDON WAY/VERGE OF LEESONS HILL, CHISLEHURST)
FROM CLLR KIERAN TERRY

| have a number of concerns in relation to this proposed development as follows:

Detrimental to the living conditions of neighbours backing on to the application site — an objector
living immediately adjacent to the site has kindly provided the Council with site photos from her
back garden showing the existing mast. The current feature is a prominent and unpleasant feature,
seriously impacting the living conditions of the resident here. An extension of the mast to 12.5m will
make the mast even more prominent and have an unacceptable impact on her property.

Application is virtually identical to ones previously refused (10/00752/TELCOM and
10/02986/TELCOM) — it is unreasonable for the applicant to come back with virtually exactly the
same proposal as one which has been refused twice. Virtually nothing has been done to overcome
these reasons for refusal. | would look more favourably on an application which has made
reasonable steps to overcome these reasons.

Application is on a hill so will be clearly visible from a significant distance. The trees are deciduous so
will provide very little screening in winter. The proposed mast is also taller than these trees so it will
be especially visible from lower down the hill. The mast is also much taller and bulkier than
neighbouring street furniture making it, if built, an obtrusive and alien feature in the street scene. It
will be noticeable to passers-by and detrimental to the adjacent Area of Special Residential
Character.

Supporting appeal decisions back a refusal — | have circulated an appeal decision at Foxgrove Road in
Beckenham which is a very similar site, is relatively recent in terms of the decision date and
supporting planning policy and shares the fact it is on a hill.

Appeal decision document provided by the applicant is completely irrelevant — this is a fairly
arbitrary document about a site in Hampshire which has little resemblance to the application site.

| feel some of these concerns could have been resolved with the applicant before planning — a pre-
consultation email was sent out however this was sent to Cray Valley West councillors despite being
in Chislehurst ward. As such the first | saw of this was in the application list sent to members. The
pre-consultation is recommended

| accept there are some benefits to having additional masts — however this cannot come at any cost

and this must be weighed against the environmental impact. In my opinion the damage to the street
scene outweighs the benefits of the proposal.
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| %ﬁﬁ The Planning Inspectorate

AN

Appeal Decision

Site visit made on 7 March 2016

by S D Harley BSc(Hons) MPhil MRTPI ARICS

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

Decision date: 05 April 2016

Appeal Ref: APP/G5180/W/15/3135520
Land at Foxgrove Road, Beckenham, Kent BR3 5BJ

e The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
against a refusal to grant approval required under Part 16 of Schedule 2 to the Town and
Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015.

e The appeal is made by CTIL, Telefonica UK and Vodafone Ltd against the decision of the
Council of the London Borough of Bromley.

e The application Ref DC/15/01992/TELECOM, dated 5 May 2015, was refused by notice
dated 25 June 2015.

e The development proposed is installation of 12.5m Hutchinson Engineering Dual Stack
T-Range Replica Telegraph Pole on a new root foundation and associated ancillary
development.

Preliminary Matters

1. The development and location as described in the letter of application are set
out above. The Council on the decision notice describes the proposal as
installation of 12.5m high telecommunications mast and installation of 4 no
associated cabinets at ground level on land outside 56E and 56F Foxgrove
Road.

2. In the Appeal Statement the appellants refer to amended plans showing the
number of cabinets reduced to one. No such plans were submitted with the
appeal. Elsewhere the Appeal Statement suggests the number of cabinets
could be reduced to two. In the absence of clarity I have considered the
appeal on the basis of the original application which proposes four cabinets.

Decision
3. The appeal is dismissed.
Main Issue

4. The main issue is the effect of the proposal on the character and appearance of
the area and whether any identified harm would be outweighed by the need for
the installation in the location proposed.

Reasons

5. The appeal site is located in a predominantly residential area with a mix of
sizes, styles and heights of buildings. Plots are generous with buildings set
back. There are mature trees and shrubs in gardens and trees in highway land
giving a spacious and verdant character to the area particularly when all the
deciduous trees are in leaf. There are street lights, pedestrian refuges and
other highway fixtures and fittings along Foxgrove Road.
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Appeal Decision APP/G5180/W/15/3135520

10.

11.

The proposed mast and cabinets would be positioned on a short stretch of
grass verge which adjoins the highway and which is separated from the
boundary of residential properties by a pedestrian footway. Foxgrove Road
rises up from Westgate Road and the appeal site is near the crown of the hill in
a position that would be prominent from both directions.

The proposed design would be of simple form imitating the appearance of a
telegraph pole. At 12.5m in height, it would be appreciably higher than the
street lighting columns, which are shown as about 6m high on the plans, and
than the nearest trees, which are depicted as about 7m high, although there
are other taller trees further away. The plans show the proposed mast would
also have a significantly greater diameter which would set it apart from other
columns in the area. Due to its height and bulk and despite the nearby trees
the mast would be prominent; over dominant; and visually intrusive in the
street scene. This would be particularly so at times when nearby trees are not
in leaf when the visual impact of the proposal would not be sufficiently
minimised by tree screening.

Whilst I acknowledge that signals may be obstructed by tree canopies I have
seen no evidence that this particular mast would need to be as high as
proposed in this particular location. Moreover, the proposal would not replace
any existing equipment in the vicinity such as lamp posts.

The proposed cabinets would be of different shapes and sizes and, together
with the existing cabinet and lamp post, would create a disparate line of clutter
to the further detriment of the character and appearance of the street.
Moreover the positioning of one cabinet directly in front of the pedestrian
access to the maisonettes at No 56 and another so close to the vehicular
access to No 56 means these cabinets would be particularly intrusive and would
not amount to good design as envisaged by the National Planning Policy
Framework (the Framework) and would be detrimental to the visual amenity of
local residents.

As set out above I conclude that the proposed mast and cabinets would
adversely affect the character and appearance of the area with insufficient
screening to minimise the visual impact. Consequently the proposal would
conflict with those aspects of Policy BE22 of the London Borough of Bromley
Unitary Development Plan (UDP) that require proposals for telecommunications
masts or apparatus to demonstrate that the character and appearance of the
area and the visual and residential amenity of occupiers of neighbouring
properties would not be adversely affected and that the visual impact of the
development would be adequately minimised by tree screening or other
landscaping. It would also conflict with that part of Policy BE1 of the UDP and
those principles of the Framework that require a high standard of design that
does not detract from the street scene. A different colour finish would not lead
me to any different conclusion.

The harm to the character and appearance of the area needs to be weighed
against the need for the installation in the location proposed. The evidence
indicates that the development is necessary to provide enhanced network
services in the area for customers of two providers. These important benefits
are in line with the Framework, which recognises that advanced high quality
communications infrastructure is essential for economic growth, and with Policy
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Appeal Decision APP/G5180/W/15/3135520

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

4.11 of the London Plan which encourages a connected economy. I attach
significant weight to these benefits.

I acknowledge that the sharing of the proposed mast between Telefonica and
Vodafone is an approach which is generally encouraged by the Framework as it
would reduce potential demand for a further mast in the area. However, in this
case, the benefit of mast sharing is not outweighed by the visual harm caused
by the scale of the mast and the size, number and positions of the associated
cabinets.

The appellants have considered 15 other sites but conclude these are not
suitable alternatives and that there are no sequentially preferable sites. Limited
details are provided. As described by the appellants six of these relate to
existing buildings which are considered too low or where occupiers would find
the proposals too intrusive; five appear to be road side locations and are
discounted due to lack of response from the Site Provider although the extent to
which these have been pursued is not clear. The remaining four are stated as
having nearby trees that are too high or the site would be too exposed and/or
would be outside the search area. Given the limited nature of the information
before me, I am not satisfied that the appellants have robustly explored all less
harmful options for the provision of a more environmentally acceptable solution
so I afford the lack of an identified alternative limited weight in favour of the
scheme.

The proposed site is too far from the Downs Hill Conservation Area to have any
significant effect upon it.

Third parties have raised concerns about the health risks associated with this
type of installation particularly as there is a school on Westgate Road and
Foxgrove Road is the route taken to Ravensbourne Station. However, the
appellants have confirmed that the proposal would comply with the International
Commission on Non-Ionizing Radiation Protection guidelines and so, in
accordance with the Framework, such concerns cannot be given weight in the
context of this appeal. Concerns have also been raised about highway safety.
However, the Council’s Highway Engineer has raised no objections on highway
safety grounds and in the absence of substantial evidence to the contrary I see
no reason to disagree.

I am aware of the history of a refusal of a lower mast on the site and I am told
that the Council has recently refused a scheme with a revised design. This has
not led me to any different overall conclusion regarding the appeal proposal
before me.

Overall Conclusion

17.

18.

I have found that the proposed installation would result in material harm to the
character and appearance of the area and would conflict with Policies in the
UDP and those principles of the Framework that require good design. I give
this significant weight. The proposal would assist in providing good quality
communications infrastructure and would satisfy those principles of the
Framework and the London Plan that recognise this is essential for economic
growth and I attach significant weight to these benefits.

It is necessary to balance the harm against the benefits. In this case, I
conclude that the need for the development in the manner and location
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Appeal Decision APP/G5180/W/15/3135520

proposed and the limited evidence there is that there is no more acceptable
alternative solution together do not outweigh the harm that I have identified
above. For the reasons set out and taking into account all relevant matters
raised I conclude that the appeal should be dismissed.

SDHarley
INSPECTOR
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Town Plannin

g
8 Civic Centre, Stockwell Close, Bromley BRI 3UH
Telephone: 020-8464 3333 Fax: 020-8313 0095

Direct Line: Internet: www.bromley.gov.uk
THE LONDON BOROUGH Email: planning@bromley.gov.uk DX5727 Bromley
/
Vodafone Limited Application No : DC/10/02986/TELCOM
C/o Waldon Telecom (Jenny Bye) Date : 9th December 2010
Phoenix House
Pyrford Road
West Byfleet
Surrey KT14 6RA

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (GENERAL PERMITTED DEVELOPMENT ) ORDER 1995

NOTIFICATION OF DISAPPROVAL OF SITING AND APPEARANCE OF
TELECOMMUNICATIONS APPARATUS

Take notice that the Council of the London Borough of Bromley, in exercise of its powers as local
planning authority under the above Act, hereby DISAPPROVES the siting and appearance of the
proposal received on
14th October 2010.

Proposal : Replacement of existing 9.5m high telecommunications mast with a 12.5m high
shared telecommunications column, replacement equipment cabinet and
installation of 1 additional equipment cabinet (CONSULTATION BY
VODAFONE/02 REGARDING PRIOR APPROVAL OF SITING AND
APPEARANCE)

at: Land Rear Of 65 Clarendon Way Leesons Hill Chislehurst
For the following reasons:-

1 The proposed equipment due to its height, siting and design would be an obtrusive and
highly prominent feature in the street scene, out of character and detrimental to the visual
and residential amenities of the surrounding area contrary to Policies BE1 and BE22 of the
Unitary Development Plan.

2 The proposed equipment due to its height, siting and design would prejudice the retention
and well being of the adjacent mature cherry tree, which makes a significant contribution to
the visual amenities of the area contrary to Policies BE1 and NE7 of the Unitary
Development Plan.

Signed:

ety B W
IE PLANNER

On behalf of the London Borough of Bromley Council

Page

Director of Renewal and Recreation Marc Hume

%C/ 10/02986/TELCOM
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Town Planning

B Civic Centre, Stockwell Close, Bromley BRI 3UH
Telephone: 020-8464 3333 Fax: 020-8313 0095

Direct Line: Internet: www.bromley.gov.uk
THE LONDON BOROUGH Emait: planning@bromley.gov.uk DX5727 Bromley
/
Vodaphone Limited Application No : DC/10/00752/TELCOM
C/o Waldon Telecom (Jenny Bye) Date . 28th April 2010

Phoenix House
Pyrford Road
West Byfleet
Surrey

KT14 6RA

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (GENERAL PERMITTED DEVELOPMENT ) ORDER 1995

NOTIFICATION OF DISAPPROVAL OF SITING AND APPEARANCE OF
TELECOMMUNICATIONS APPARATUS

Take notice that the Council of the London Borough of Bromley, in exercise of its powers as local
planning authority under the above Act, hereby DISAPPROVES the siting and appearance of the
proposal received on
9th March 2010.

Proposal : Replacement of existing 9.5m high telecommunications mast with a 12.5m high
tele mast and installation of additional associated equipment cabinet at ground
level (Consultation by Vodaphone/O2 regarding prior approval of siting and
appearance)

at: Land Rear Of 65 Clarendon Way Leesons Hill Chislehurst

For the following reasons:-

1 The proposed equipment due to its height, siting and design would be an obtrusive and
highly prominent feature in the street scene, out of character and detrimental to the visual
and residential amenities of the surrounding area contrary to Policies BE1 and BE22 of the
Unitary Development Plan.

CHIEF PLANNER

Signed:

Y
beha?i’f of the London Borough of Bromley Council

=
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S -

INVESTOR IN PEOPLE Director of Renewal and Recreation Marc Hume Page)@g)/ 00752/TELCOM
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