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Item 6 The Willows 1B Faesten Way Bexley, Kent DA5 2JB 18/00927/FUL

NEIGHBOUR NOTIFICATION

Two neighbouring properties to the north on Tile Kiln Lane have submitted additional 
comments. Some of their comments reiterate their concerns raised during the initial 
neighbour consultation period and reported in the main agenda report. 

The additional issues raised relate to:

- The fact that the area is no longer an Area of Special Residential Character 
- The rural and special character that the neighbour considers the area has
- The report’s statement that ‘the principle of infill developments has been established’
- The size of No.1B Faesten Way’s garden 
- Protected trees that have disappeared
- Sewerage and drain capacity concerns (not a material planning consideration)

COMMENTS

In relation to the area’s designation as an Area of Special Residential Character (ASRC) this 
was not carried forward as part of the Development Policies Plan which came into force in 
July 2017 and I note that no consultation responses were received on ASRCs during the 
Issues and Options Consultation on the Local Plan in Dec 2014 to Jan 2015. The application 
site therefore no longer falls within an Area of Special Residential Character. The status of 
the area as an ASRC is not relevant to this application and I can only consider the 
established character of the area at the time the application was made. It is not disputed that 
the area continues to have its own character and I have assessed the established character 
of the area and the relationship of the new dwelling in the agenda report.

Having reviewed aerial mapping once more it does appear that the dwelling on the 
application site, (number 1B) has been in situ since at least the 1940s. The reference to the 
site itself being an infill was reported in error. However, it is still considered that the dwelling 
and its neighbour 1A Faesten Way have an atypical relationship with the highway in that 
their side elevations face the main road. Also, the principle of infill developments has been 
established, not just in the 1980s as mentioned in the neighbour’s comments, but there have 
been infill developments which have taken place nearby in the early 2000s. 

A neighbour has also referenced the report’s statement that that garden of No.1B Faesten 
Way is notably larger than others in the surrounding area. Aerial mapping illustrates that this 
is the case. I would clarify that the reference to the size of the garden is not just the fact that 
it is quite large but also to its siting to the side of the dwelling. It is not thought that similar 
developments as this could be easily replicated as a large side garden is not a common 
feature nearby. Some properties in the area have large gardens however these are mostly 
found to the rear and not positioned to the side as is the case with this site. 



I consider that the report has assessed the impact on the protected trees and fully 
considered the tree situation on site.

Some neighbours have raised concerns in relation to sewerage issues. These neighbours 
have been informed via email that Thames Water have responsibility for ensuring that 
adequate drainage is provided to new developments and if planning permission is granted 
the developer will need to contact Thames Water to ensure this. I note that Thames Water 
have been consulted and raise no objection. This is not a material planning consideration 
therefore.

RECOMMENDATION

Planning permission be granted for the reasons set out in the report subject to the conditions 
set out in the agenda report. 

Item 7 Willow Court, 31B Devon Road, Sutton at Hone, Kent 18/00949/COU

NEIGHBOUR NOTIFICATION

Two additional letters of objection were received by new contributors since the Board report 
was published. The comments were made by nearby residents and raised the following 
concerns:

- The dwelling would affect natural drainage in this flood plain 
- Impedes on the Green Belt
- Opening the floodgate for others wishing to build to the rear of their properties
- The building has never been used as a store
- Desire to protect open spaces from unwanted development
- Garden grabbing 

Additional comments were received from Cllr Coleman who wished to reiterate his objection 
to the application as reported in the main report.

A nearby resident who already submitted a letter of objection during the initial consultation 
period in August 2018 has sent some photographs in support of his comments. 

COMMENT

A number of the above raised concerns were covered in the main report. In reference to the 
concerns about drainage in the flood plain, the Environment Agency were consulted on the 
application and they do not object to the application. 

I would also reiterate that the proposal should not “open the floodgates” to further similar 
development due to the unique circumstances of the site. Each case must be assessed on its 
own merits, and what has already been permitted on site must be considered including an 
appeal decision in 2014 which confirmed that the planning permission granted under reference 
91/00659/FUL for a Class B1 workshop had been implemented within the required time limit 
and is still extant i.e. it could be completed at any time. 



RECOMMENDATION

Planning permission be granted for the reasons set out in the report subject to the conditions 
set out in the agenda report. 

Item 8 Tree Preservation Order No. 3 2018 – Fred Mead and 18/01584/FUL

Hook Place Farm, Hook Green Road, Southfleet, 

DA13 9PQ

CONSULTEE RESPONSES

Southfleet Parish Council have written to clarify that they were only concerned about the 
protection of the trees within the Fred Mead development and did not comment on the trees 
within the grounds of Hook Place Farmhouse or any other trees on surrounding land.

COMMENT

Officer’s wish to clarify that Southfleet Parish Council did not ask the Borough Council to 
consider the trees outside of the Fred Mead development.  The Council’s consideration of 
the protection of trees beyond the Fred Mead development was not influenced by the Parish 
Council’s request.  However, it was considered good practice at the time of assessment to 
also consider the trees outside of the Fred Mead development.  The trees outside of the 
Fred Mead development are considered to be worthy of protection under a TPO for the 
reasons set out in the report.

RECOMMENDATION

Confirm the TPO without modification for the reasons set out in the report.


