
Report No.  London Borough of Bromley  

HPR2022/XXX      

PART ONE - PUBLIC  

 

___ 

 

   

1.  Reason for report  

Under application reference 20/02234/FULL1 Members resolved to refuse planning permission 

at the Planning Sub-Committee of 7 January 2021. Permission was refused for the following 

reasons: 

 

i. No justification of the need for additional gypsy and traveller pitches in this location has 

been provided and the proposal would, by reason of the increase in the number of pitches 

on the site and associated development, result in an overdevelopment which would be 

harmful to the amenities of neighbouring residential properties, including by reason of 

visual impact, contrary to Policies 12 and 37 of the Bromley Local Plan. 

 

ii. The proposal would result in an intensification in the use of the existing access which has 

inadequate sight lines and would be prejudicial to highway safety including the safety of 

occupiers of the development and other road users, thereby contrary to Policy 32 of the 

Bromley Local Plan. 

 

2. Following on from the Council’s refusal of the application, work was undertaken on the site in 

May/June 2021, following its acquisition by the current owner. The Council has recently visited 

the site, and it clear that works have not been implemented in accordance with the refused 2020 

application, although the site does contain three mobile homes which would accord with the 

three pitches which were sought under application reference 20/02234/FULL1. Additionally, 

virtually the entire site has been given over to hardstanding in the form of gravel and concrete 
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slabs to accommodate mobile homes and touring caravans. None of the soft landscaping which 

was proposed as part of the refused planning application has been provided. 

 

3. The refused application is now the subject of a planning appeal which was submitted on 16 July 

2021. The appeal submission addresses both of the Council’s grounds of refusal which are 

discussed in Section 2 of this report.    

 ________________________________________________________________________________  

2. RECOMMENDATION(S)  

It is recommended that Members agree to contest the appeal; however, it is recommended the 

Members amend the ground of refusal: in effect the grounds for contesting the appeal.   

 

3. COMMENTARY  

1. Starting with the second (highways) ground of refusal, in support of his case the Appellant has 

now provided a Highway Statement which, in part, was based on a speed survey undertaken in 

May 2021. Reference has been made to Manual for Streets and Manual for Streets 2, whilst there 

have been discussions between the Appellant’s highways consultant and the Council’s Highways 

Engineer. It was recognised that lateral visibility was restricted by existing vegetation along the 

site frontage which would have to be trimmed, removed or cut back.     

 

2. Based on the findings of the Appellant’s highways consultant a proposed sightline drawing has 

been submitted in Appendix JPH-D of the Highway Statement entitled Figure 1 which requires 

some vegetation to be trimmed. The Council’s Highways Engineer has accepted the proposed 

sightlines shown in Figure 1 and suggested that if that can be included as a condition in any 

permission, then the second ground of refusal of refusal should not be pursued. Accordingly, 

Members are advised not to contest the second ground of refusal, since these concerns have 

now been satisfactorily addressed.  

 

3. Turning to the first ground of refusal, this may be broken down accordingly:  

(a) No justification of the need for additional gypsy and traveller pitches in this location has been 

provided. 

(b) The proposal would, by reason of the increase in the number of pitches on the site and 

associated development, result in an overdevelopment which would be harmful to the amenities 

of neighbouring residential properties, including by reason of visual impact. 

 

4. In regard to the first part of the first ground of refusal, the site was previously in the ownership of 

another traveller, a Mr Smith, who had obtained planning permission for the site, most recently 

under reference 15/04653/FULL1 in December 2015 for its continued use for stationing of 

residential caravans to provide one gypsy pitch, together with associated works. Subsequently, 

the land was purchased by its current owner in January 2020 (according to Land Registry records) 

and the refused application was lodged in June 2020. No specific details relating to the applicant 

or his family were included as part of the planning application, aside from a reference to their 

traveller status in the planning application form.   

 

5. Importantly, the site in question is designated a Traveller Site by the Council (“Traveller Site Inset 
Within The Green Belt”), following the adoption of the Bromley Local Plan in January 2019. The 
site is allocated as a Traveller Site in Policy 12 of the Local Plan (see also Appendix 10.3, Site 
19). Policy 12 advises that “the Council will seek to meet the identified need for provision by first 



considering the potential within allocated traveller sites.” The evidence base for the Local Plan 
has identified the potential for additional pitches on this allocated Traveller Site. 

 

6. In response to the first ground of refusal, the Appellant has provided, within his appeal statement, 

details of the current occupiers of the site, comprising of himself and various members of his 

family. Officers have no reason to dispute that the current occupiers are travellers. As the 

Government’s Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (PPTS) (August 2015) sets out, local planning 

authorities “should determine applications for sites from any travellers and not just those with local 

connections.” Accordingly, whilst the former traveller owner of the site is no longer in occupation, 

the mere fact that the site continues to be occupied by travellers means that the first part of the 

first ground of refusal has been addressed. Accordingly, Members are advised not to contest this 

element of the first ground of refusal.  

 

7. The second part of the first ground of refusal concerns the overdevelopment of the site and harm 

to the amenities of neighbouring residential properties, including by reason of visual impact. As 

already explained, works have not been implemented in accordance with the refused 2020 

application, although the site does contain three mobile homes which would accord with the three 

pitches for which planning permission was sought. Virtually the entire site has been given over to 

hardstanding in the form gravel and concrete slabs to accommodate mobile homes and touring 

caravans. None of the soft landscaping which was proposed as part of the refused planning 

application has been included. Prior to the undertaking of these works, approximately half of the 

site was soft landscaped whilst the site frontage was sympathetically landscaped in such way that 

it contributed positively to its setting. In its current form, the site appears out of character with its 

surroundings; despite the boundary enclosures, the extent of development of the site is evident 

within from views to the north at the front and from the south-west. The lopping and felling of trees 

has enabled open views into the site, whilst undermining its landscape setting.  

 

8. Clearly, the works have not been undertaken in accordance with the submitted plans. Given its 

current state, it is considered that the site has been overdeveloped and adversely affected visual 

amenity by reason of the excessive hardstanding and the actual siting of mobile homes within the 

site. Notwithstanding that the site has been removed from the Green Belt, Policy 37 of the Local 

Plan remains applicable. This policy requires that all development proposals meet a high standard 

of design and layout. The following criteria of this policy are considered relevant: 

a) Be imaginative and attractive to look at, of a good architectural quality and should 

complement the scale, proportion, form, layout and materials of adjacent buildings and 

areas;  

b) Positively contribute to the existing street scene and/or landscape and respect important 

views, heritage assets, skylines, landmarks or landscape features; and 

c) Space about buildings should provide opportunities to create attractive settings with hard or 

soft landscaping (including enhancing biodiversity). 

 

9. Additionally, paragraph 26 of the PPTS states that when considering applications, local planning 

authorities should (amongst other things) attached weight to the following matter: (d) “not 



enclosing a site with so much hard landscaping, high walls or fences, that the impression may be 

given that the site and its occupants are deliberately isolated from the rest of the community.”   

 

10. In conclusion, it is considered that the second part of the first ground of refusal should be 

contested.  

 

 

Appendix 1 to this report contains the officer’s report to committee of 15 October 2020 which 

includes details of the proposal, planning history and policy context.  

  

Appendix 2 contains the Appellant’s Highways Statement. 
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retained  

Difference in spaces 
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Standard car spaces 1 
 

3 +2 

Light goods 
vehicles/public carrier 
vehicles  
 

1 3 +2 

Cycle   
 

  

 

Representation  
summary  
 
 

Residents letters were sent on 1st July 2020 
A Site Notice was displayed between 8th July – 29th July 2020 
 

Total number of responses  11 

Number in support  0 

Number of objections 11 

 

1 SUMMARY OF KEY REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION  
 

• The development would not have a harmful impact on the visual amenities of the Green 
Belt 

• The proposals would not result in an overdevelopment of the site 

• The development would not adversely affect the amenities of neighbouring residential 
properties 

• The proposals would not have adverse impacts on parking or highway safety 
 

2 LOCATION 
 

2.1 This site is located on the southern side of Hockenden Lane, adjacent to Vinsons Cottages 
and opposite the junction with Cookham Road. It measures 0.15ha in area, and lies within 
the Green Belt. 

 

2.2 The site is currently occupied by a static caravan, a touring van, a stable block, an amenity 
block and 3 sheds, and altogether comprises one gypsy/traveller pitch. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



2.3 Site location plan: 
 

 

 

3 PROPOSAL 

3.1 Planning permission is sought for the use of this land for the stationing of residential 
caravans to provide 3 gypsy and traveller pitches with associated works including amenity 
blocks, hardstanding, fencing, septic tank and landscaping 

 

3.2 National pitch guidance indicates that a pitch accommodates 1 static, 1 tourer, provides 
parking and has an 'amenity block'. In this case, each pitch would have one static caravan, 
one touring van and an amenity block, and space would be provided for 2 car parking 
spaces on each plot. 

 

3.3 Double amenity block (for two pitches): 
 

 
 



 
 
3.4 Proposed site plan: 

 

 
 
 

 

4 RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 
 

4.1 The relevant planning history relating to the application site is summarised as follows: 
 

4.2 Under ref.08/02489, a 5-year temporary planning permission was granted on appeal in 
February 2010 for the change of use of this land for the stationing of residential caravans to 
provide 1 gypsy pitch, whilst a permanent permission was granted for the retention of the 
stable block consisting of 3 loose boxes and a store. 
 

4.3 The Inspector concluded that inappropriate development had taken place which reduced the 
openness of the Green Belt, led to encroachment into the countryside and failed to prevent 
urban sprawl. She found that the harm identified to the Green Belt by reason of 
inappropriateness was not sufficiently outweighed by other considerations to allow a 
permanent permission to be granted, but concluded that a temporary 5 year permission 
could be granted due to the significant unmet need for gypsy and traveller sites (which would 
not be resolved in the immediate short term), and the limited harm caused to the Green Belt 
by the temporary permission when compared with the significant harm that would be caused 
to the appellant’s home and family life if they were forced to leave the site. For that reason, 
the Inspector also limited the temporary permission to the applicant, Mr Robbie Smith, and 
his resident dependants. The temporary permission would enable the Council to bring 
forward allocated traveller sites. 

 



4.4 The guidance around plan making subsequently changed with the simultaneous publication 
in March 2012 of the  

 

• National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG) 

• Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (PPTS) 
 
4.5 Once the 2010 temporary permission expired, an application (ref.15/00500) was made on 

the basis of the former appeal and the emerging Local Plan policy direction which indicated 
this as a location for a traveller site, however this application was refused in July 2015 as it 
was considered to be contrary to Green Belt policy in the absence of very special 
circumstances. 

 
4.6 Under ref.15/04653/FULL1, a permanent permission was granted in December 2015 for 

the continued use of the land for the stationing of residential caravans to provide 1 gypsy 
pitch, with associated works (hardstanding, fencing, septic tank and landscaping) and 
stable block and paddock. It was allocated as a gypsy/traveller site in the Bromley Local 
Plan (2019). 

   

5 CONSULTATION SUMMARY 
 

A) Statutory/Non Statutory  
 

Highways – No objection 
 

• The siting of one pitch was allowed at appeal in 2008 and the time limit was subsequently 
extended under a further application 

• This proposal is for 3 pitches which will increase the amount of traffic using the access onto 
Hockenden Lane. The main concern is the sightlines which need to be made as good as 
possible and may affect some of the planting shown on the block plan 

• If permission is granted, a sightline condition is recommended. 
 

Drainage – No objection 
 

• There are no public foul and surface water sewers near the site, therefore, the applicant 
should submit further details by condition to demonstrate how to dispose of foul and 
surface water run-off generated from the site.  

 
B) Adjoining Occupiers  

 
Detrimental impact on Green Belt (addressed in paras 7.1.6, 7.2.1–7.2.3) 

 

• Only one pitch should be allowed as it is on Green Belt land 

• The site was originally occupied by one pitch without planning permission, and permission 
was subsequently granted for one pitch only 

• The proposals would have a negative effect on the appearance of the site and the 
surrounding countryside 

• The proposals would be detrimental to the openness of the Green Belt 
 

Increased noise and disturbance (addressed in para.7.3.2) 
 

• Proposals would treble the occupancy thus increasing noise and disturbance to 
neighbouring properties 

 
Increased vehicular traffic (addressed in para.7.4.1) 



 

• Proposals would increase vehicular traffic to the site 

• Site is on a very busy rat run road leading to Orpington 

• The site has a hazardous access on a bend  
 

Increased size of site (addressed in para.7.5.1) 
 

• The site has encroached onto adjoining fields  
 

Other matters (addressed in para.7.3.2) 
 

• If the applicant is not a Traveller, then the application should be dealt with in the same 
way as an application from the settled population 

• Health and safety risk from a large number of residents living in a small development 
 

6 POLICIES AND GUIDANCE 
 

6.1 Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) sets out that in 
considering and determining applications for planning permission the local planning authority 
must have regard to:- 

 
(a) the provisions of the development plan, so far as material to the application, 
(b) any local finance considerations, so far as material to the application, and 
(c) any other material considerations. 

 

6.2 Section 38 (6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004) makes it clear that any 
determination under the planning acts must be made in accordance with the development 
plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 

 

6.3 The development plan for Bromley comprises the London Plan (March 2016) and the 
Bromley Local Plan (2019). The NPPF does not change the legal status of the development 
plan. 
 

6.4 The ‘Intend to Publish’ version of draft London Plan (December 2019) is a material 
consideration in the determination of this planning application. Paragraph 48 of the NPPF 
states that decision makers may give weight to relevant policies in emerging plans according 
to: (1) the stage of preparation of the emerging plan; (2) the extent to which there are 
unresolved objections to relevant policies in the emerging plan; and (3) the degree of 
consistency of relevant policies to the policies in the Framework.  

  
6.5 The draft New London Plan was submitted to the Secretary of State (SoS) on 9 December 

2019, following the Examination in Public which took place in 2019. This was version of the 
London Plan which the Mayor intended to publish, having considered the report and 
recommendations of the panel of Inspectors.  

 
6.6 The London Assembly considered the draft new London Plan at a plenary meeting on 6 

February 2020 and did not exercise their power to veto the plan. 
 
6.7 After considering the ‘Intend to Publish’ Plan, on 13 March 2020 the Secretary of State for 

Housing, Communities and Local Government wrote to the Mayor identifying directed 
changes to a number of policies in the draft plan. The SoS considered these changes were 
necessary to address concerns regarding inconsistencies with national policy. The Mayor 
cannot publish the New London Plan until the directed changes have been incorporated, or 



until alternative changes to address identified concerns have been agreed with the SoS.  
This could affect the weight given to the draft plan with regard to the directed policies.  

  
6.8 At this stage, the Council’s up-to-date Local Plan is generally considered to have primacy 

over the draft London Plan in planning determinations.  However, where no modifications 
have been directed the draft London Plan policies are capable of having significant weight 
(as seen in a recent SoS call-in decision in the Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea). 
Where specific draft London Plan policies have been given particular weight in the 
determination of this application, this is discussed in this report. 
 

6.9 The application falls to be determined in accordance with the following policies:- 
 
6.10 National Planning Policy Framework 2019 
  
6.11 The London Plan 
 

3.8 Housing choice 
6.13 Parking 
7.4 Local character 

 
6.12 Draft London Plan 
 

H14 Gypsy & Traveller Accommodation 
 
6.13 Bromley Local Plan 2019 
 

12 Traveller’s Accommodation 
30 Parking 
37 General Design of Development 
49 The Green Belt 

 
6.14 Bromley Supplementary Guidance   
 

Supplementary Planning Guidance 1 - General Design Principles 
 

7 ASSESSMENT 
 

7.1 Principle - Acceptable   
 

7.1.1 Policy 3.8 Housing Choice of The London Plan (2016) requires boroughs to  identify the 
range of needs likely to arise within their areas and ensure that (i) the accommodation 
requirements of gypsies and travellers (including travelling show people) are identified and 
addressed, with sites identified in line with national policy, in coordination with neighbouring 
boroughs and districts as appropriate. 

 

7.1.2 Policy H14 Gypsy & Traveller Accommodation of the Draft London Plan (2019) requires 
Boroughs to plan to meet the identified need for permanent Gypsy and Traveller pitches. 
The Secretary of State has directed changes to this policy relating to the Mayor’s definition 
of Gypsies & Travellers, and as such, limited weight can be afforded. However, an 
uncontested element of the policy advises that where Boroughs have not undertaken a 
needs assessment since 2008, the identified need should be as set out in Table 4.4. In 
Bromley’s case, this would set a need for 74 additional pitches, were it not for Bromley’s 
more recent needs assessments set out below. 
 



7.1.3 The site is allocated as a Traveller Site in Policy 12 of the Bromley Local Plan (2019) - (see 
also Appendix 10.3 Site 19). Policy 12 advises that “the Council will seek to meet the 
identified need for provision by first considering the potential within allocated traveller 
sites”. 
 

7.1.4 The need for traveller pitches was most recently assessed in 2016 as part of the evidence 
base for the then draft Local Plan which met the ‘current assessed need’ at that time 
through the Local Plan allocations. The 2016 assessment also suggested a need for an 
additional 6 pitches by 2021 and a subsequent need for 13–14 pitches for the remainder of 
the plan period to 2031. 
 

7.1.5 The Local Plan evidence base also included a Site Assessment paper which looked at the 
potential of the proposed allocated sites at that time for allocation to accommodate 
projected future need (necessary for a sound Local Plan). Table 5 of the evidence base 
indicated a potential for an additional 2 pitches on this site which matches what is currently 
proposed. The Local Plan allocations and the supporting evidence were found sound and 
the Local Plan was adopted in 2019. 
 

7.1.6 The proposal for 3 pitches on this allocated traveller site accords with the intention of Policy 
12 which seeks to address needs firstly within existing sites. The proposal for 3 pitches 
would not result in an overdevelopment of this traveller site but reflects the potential 
indicated within the site assessments presented to the Local Plan Inspector when the Plan 
was being examined. 
 

7.2 Green Belt – Acceptable 
 

7.2.1 Whilst the site lies within the Green Belt, it has been allocated as an inset in the Green Belt 
for a Traveller site, and although the use of the site would intensify with the introduction of 
two additional Traveller pitches, the proposals would not result in a material change of use 
of land within the Green Belt. 

 
7.2.2 Policy 12 of the BLP requires proposals for new development within allocated traveller sites 

to be sensitively located and landscaped in order to minimise adverse impacts on the visual 
amenity of the site and adjoining land in the Green Belt.  

  
7.2.3 The proposed additional pitches have been sensitively located within the site with the 

amenity blocks provided next to each other in a double block, and appropriate landscaped 
areas have been provided. The proposals are not therefore considered to have a significant 
detrimental impact on the visual amenities of the Green Belt. 

 

7.3 Residential Amenity – Acceptable 
 

7.3.1 The site lies within a small residential enclave, and the proposals are not considered to 
result in any undue loss of light, privacy or prospect to neighbouring properties. 

 
7.3.2 Neighbours have raised concerns about increased noise and disturbance and health and 

safety risk from the intensification of the use of the site, but this is a large site with good 
separations maintained to neighbouring residential properties. No undue noise disturbance 
or health and safety risks would therefore occur.  
 

7.4 Highways – Acceptable/Unacceptable 
 



7.4.1 No highways objections are raised to the proposals so long as adequate sightlines are 
provided at the entrance. 

 

7.5 Other matters 
 

7.5.1 In relation to queries raised from local residents regarding the site boundary, the site 
location plan appears to match the allocated Traveller Site. 

 

8 CONCLUSION 
 

8.1 The proposals would not result in an overdevelopment of this Traveller site, and would not 
have a detrimental impact on the visual amenities of the Green Belt, nor unduly affect the 
amenities of neighbouring residential properties or parking and traffic in surrounding roads. 
 

8.2 Conditions are recommended to secure an acceptable form of development which protects 
the amenities of the Green Belt and highway safety. 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION: Application Permitted 

 
Subject to the following conditions: 

 
1. Standard time limit of 3 years 
2. Standard compliance with approved plans 
3. Scheme for surface water drainage 
4. Landscaping (Soft and Hard) and boundary details 
5. Car parking details to be implemented 
6. Provision of Sight Lines 
7. Restrict number of caravans 

 8. Restrict weight of vehicles 
     

Any other planning condition(s) considered necessary by the Assistant Director of     
Planning      
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1

Jeremy Hurlstone

From: Hammond, Mike 
Sent: 22 April 2021 14:54
To: Jeremy Hurlstone
Subject: RE: 20/02234/FULL1 - Rosedale, Hockenden Lane, Swanley

Good afternoon Jeremy, 

Further to our telephone conversation, I can confirm that I am OK with the ATC’s going down now 
to establish the traffic speeds and hence the sightline requirements. 

Kind regards 

Mike 

Mike Hammond 
Highway Development Engineer  
Place Department 
London Borough of Bromley, Civic Centre, Stockwell Close, BR1 3UH 
www.bromley.gov.uk  

From: Jeremy Hurlstone Sent: 22 April 2021 11:49 
To: Hammond, Mike 
Subject: 20/02234/FULL1 - Rosedale, Hockenden Lane, Swanley 
Importance: High 

Dear Mike, 

Your colleague kindly provided your contact details and I called and left a voice message about this.  As you are 
probably aware, despite no objection from the Highway Authority, planning permission was refused on highway 
grounds (see reason 2 of attached notice).  I have been instructed to review the refusal and to prepare evidence for 
an appeal which is to be lodged.  I visited the site on 8th April (when the road was closed to the north). 

On the basis that the reason for refusal suggests the visibility is inadequate, despite the evidence of use and lack of 
injury accidents indicating otherwise, which is unsurprising based on the forward visibility splays I measured and 
the posted speed limit.  However, the lateral visibility is restricted to a degree by existing vegetation, which the 
applicant can sort out.  However, the extent of vegetation to be trimmed / removed/set-back will obviously depend 
upon traffic speeds.  To establish those I propose to instruct the installation of a couple of ATCs for a week.  I am 
hoping that now the schools are back and shops are open again, the Highway Authority would be content if the 
surveys are undertaken and that the data recorded would be an acceptable basis to work from.  I do not want to 
undertake surveys if the data would be considered unacceptable or unrepresentative.  Hockenden Lane has now 
been open for a couple of weeks following its temporary closure. 

I trust the foregoing is acceptable and look forward to hearing from you.  Should you have any queries or wish to 
discuss this, please do not hesitate to contact me. 



2

Kind regards 

Jeremy Hurlstone 
The Hurlstone Partnership Limited 
Tel:  
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Appendix JPH-C 
 

Speed Survey Summaries 
  



10430

Site Location Start Date End Date Average 

85%ile Speed

Average  

Mean Speed

Tue 11-May-21 Mon 17-May-21 3884 616 555 25.7 22.1

Tue 11-May-21 Mon 17-May-21 3206 503 458 25.1 21.1

Site No: 

10430001

Site 1 - Hockenden Lane, 

Swanley                             

W of Cookham Rd            

51.401983  0.149525

30

SWANLEY

MAY 2021

Direction

Channel: Eastbound

Channel: Westbound

5 Day Ave. 7 Day Ave.

Total 

Vehicles

Posted 

Speed 

Limit 

(PSL)

1 of 1
Data produced by 

Auto Surveys Ltd





10430

Site Location Start Date End Date Average 

85%ile Speed

Average  

Mean Speed

Tue 11-May-21 Mon 17-May-21 4307 681 615 31.0 25.2

Tue 11-May-21 Mon 17-May-21 3607 565 515 32.7 26.7

Site No: 

10430002

Site 2 - Hockenden Lane, 

Swanley                              

E of Cookham Rd       

51.402016   0.150700

30

SWANLEY

MAY 2021

Direction

Channel: Eastbound

Channel: Westbound

5 Day Ave. 7 Day Ave.

Total 

Vehicles

Posted 

Speed 

Limit 

(PSL)

1 of 1
Data produced by 

Auto Surveys Ltd
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Appendix JPH-D 
 

Figure 1 
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