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Appeal Decision  

Site Visit made on 12 October 2021  
by Martin Allen BSc (Hons) MSc MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State  

Decision date:  27 October 2021 

 
Appeal Ref: APP/G5180/D/21/3279551 

35 Recreation Road, Bromley, BR2 0DY  
• The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a refusal to grant planning permission. 

• The appeal is made by Mr Anthony Doughty against the decision of London Borough of 

Bromley. 

• The application Ref 21/00831/FULL6, dated 21 February 2021, was refused by notice 

dated 7 July 2021. 

• The development proposed is the demolition of existing rear kitchen/bathroom to be 

replaced with a larger double story extension. 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Preliminary Matters 

2. The National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) was revised in July 
2021. However, as the Framework’s policies that are most relevant to this 
appeal have not materially changed, no parties will have been prejudiced by 

my having regard to the latest version in reaching my decision. 

Main Issues 

3. The main issues are the effect of the proposal on (i) the living conditions of the 
occupiers of 37 Recreation Road, with particular regard to outlook and sense of 
enclosure, and (ii) the character and appearance of the host property.  

Reasons 

Living conditions  

4. The proposed addition would be located directly alongside the boundary shared 
with the neighbouring property, 37 Recreation Road (No 37). There is an 

existing rear extension to the appeal property however this is a small feature 
along the boundary, the proposed extension would be higher and would extend 
further along the boundary with No 37. There is a ground floor window to No 

37 which is positioned close to the shared boundary and the proposals would 
result in an increased bulk of development being located in close proximity to 

this window. This would have the effect of further curtailing the outlook from 
this window by introducing a new built form that rises to a height above that of 
the existing.  

5. Furthermore, the proposals would result in development stretching further 
along the boundary and would result in a sense of any views being “tunnelled” 
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between built features, unacceptably increasing the sense of enclosure 

experienced by the occupiers of No 37.  

6. Therefore, I find that the proposal would have an unacceptable harmful effect 

on the living conditions of the occupiers of 37 Recreation Road, with particular 
regard to outlook and sense of enclosure. Thus, the scheme conflicts with 
policy 37 of the Bromley Local Plan (2019) (the Local Plan), insofar as it seeks 

to ensure that development respects the amenity of the occupiers of 
neighbouring buildings.  

Character and appearance 

7. The proposed extension would rise to two-storeys in height, with a flat roof 
over, with an attached single storey element under a pitched roof. While the 

addition would be larger than the existing extensions to the property, I 
observed that there was significant variety in the form and scale of additions 

that have been added to adjacent properties in the terrace.  

8. Within this context, together with the location of the proposals to the rear 
elevation where there are generally no public views, the scheme would not be a 

disproportionate addition, nor would it appear as an incongruous feature on the 
host property or in the context of the wider terrace.  

9. Accordingly, in this respect, the proposal would have an acceptable effect on 
the character and appearance of the host property. Thus, it would accord with 
policies 6 and 37 of the Local Plan, insofar as they seek to ensure development 

complements the scale of adjacent buildings and that residential extensions 
respect or complement the host dwelling.  

Other Matters 

10. I acknowledge that the scheme would bring about improvements to the internal 
family space, with resultant benefits. However, this is not sufficient to 

overcome the harm that I have identified.  

Conclusion 

11. For the reasons given above I conclude that the appeal should be dismissed. 

 

Martin Allen  

INSPECTOR 
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