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PLANNING COMMITTEE - SUPPLEMENTARY REPORT
Application Ref: 20210453

Site Address: Former Cinema Site 11 King Street Gravesend Kent

Application 
Description:

Repair, restoration, extension and repurposing of 11-12 King Street to 
provide a residents' workhub at ground floor level and 6 flats above 
along with the construction of a new building to the rear standing 
between part 6 and part 9 storeys to contain 47 flats together with car 
and cycle parking, refuse and recycling storage and private and 
communal amenity spaces.  

Applicant: Lali Enterprises Ltd

Agent: James Doherty, Boyer Planning

Ward: Riverside

Parish: Non-Parish Area

Decision due date: 30 September 2021 (Extension of time)

Decision Level: Planning Committee – Wednesday 24 November 2021

Reason for referral: Councillor Croxton

Recommendation: Refuse

_______________________________________________________________________________________________

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION

This supplementary report provides the discussions that were held at the Member Site 
Inspection on 13 November 2021. 

The recommendation to the Planning Committee remains that same as that reported to 
Committee on 27 October 2021 as summarised below. 

The submitted application seeks full planning permission for the repair, restoration, extension and 
repurposing of 11-12 King Street to provide a residents' workhub at ground floor level and 6 flats 
above along with the construction of a new building to the rear standing between part 6 and part 9 
storeys to contain 47 flats together with car and cycle parking, refuse and recycling storage and 
private and communal amenity spaces with the total number of flats for the proposed development 
being 53; there would be 22 no. 1 bed units and 31 no. 2 bed units.

It is acknowledged that the Council is currently unable to demonstrate a five-year housing 
supply and as the delivery of housing is substantially below (less than 75%) that required by the 
Housing Delivery Test, the housing delivery element of Policy CS02 (LPCS) must be regarded 
to be out of date, as required by the Paragraph 11(d) of the (NPPF) 2021. 
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The proposed development for a net increase of 53 dwellings would offer a substantial 
contribution towards meeting this local need and delivery and, accordingly, adds weight in 
support of the application.  Furthermore, this development would redevelop a vacant and 
underused site within the Town Centre, which has been vacant for many years, would be a 
sustainable form of development in relation to location and construction methods. It would also 
provide sufficient refuse storage, be acceptable in respect of parking and highway safety, flood 
risk and drainage and contaminated land (subject to conditions).

However, notwithstanding this the proposed development would be unacceptable in design and 
heritage terms, the amenity of future occupiers and neighbouring properties and as it currently 
stands, and it would not protect the Thames Estuary and Marshes SPA/Ramsar site.   

It is considered that the adverse impacts of the development would significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the NPPF (2021) 
and established local policy taken as a whole.  

In this case the balance is tilted towards refusal as set out in the analysis section of this report. 

All representations received from both third parties and consultees have been taken into account 
when considering this proposal and the development is considered to conflict with local and 
national planning policy. 

It is recommended that the application be refused for the reasons set out at the end of this 
report.

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

MAIN REPORT

1.  Service Manager (Planning) Comments

1.1 This application was considered at the 27 October 2021 meeting of the Board and 
Members are requested to make reference to the Main Report - please see Agenda 
Item 5c of the Agenda Reports Pack from that meeting.  

1.2 As set out in the draft minutes of the meeting, Members resolved that the application be 
deferred for one cycle of the Planning Committee to allow a Site Inspection to be 
undertaken.  

1.3 The Site Inspection took place on Saturday 13 November 2021 at 10am. 

2. Member Site Inspection

Present:

Cllr Sangha (Chairman)
Cllr Craske (Vice-Chairman)

Cllr Francis
Cllr Harding
Cllr Jassal
Cllr Lane
Cllr Morley
Cllr Milner (Ward Councillor)
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Cllr Croxton (Ward Councillor)

Apologies:

Cllr Mulheran
Cllr Rice
Cllr Rolles (Ward Councillor)
James Doherty, Boyer Planning (Planning Agent)

In attendance:

Wendy Lane (Assistant Director Planning)
Rebecca Harrison (Senior Planning Officer)

For the Applicants:

Mr Pullen 
Mr Sharma

The Chair of the Committee, Cllr Brian Sangha welcomed all to the inspection and 
reminded Members that the purpose of the Site Inspection was an opportunity to inspect 
the site and surroundings and to visualise the development proposals in the local context 
and although they were encouraged to ask questions about the proposed development, 
they should not express opinions about the proposals.  

The Chair asked Ms Harrison to explain the proposals.  Ms Harrison set out that many 
people have fond memories of the former cinema and explained that the façade of the 
building is to remain and be repaired and refurbished with a new shopfront to be installed 
and a new storey added to the top of the building.  She referred to the fact officers were 
standing within the King Street Conservation Area.  The listed buildings of no. 30 King 
Street and the former Court House which are both grade II listed were pointed out.  Ms 
Harrison noted the general building heights within King Street of which there were none 
more than five storeys.

Cllr Milner asked what the building height of The Goose Public House was opposite.  Ms 
Harrison advised it was five storeys which was the original three storeys plus two additional 
storeys with the newly built double mansard roof extension which was permitted by 
Members at Planning Committee.  

The applicant brought forward a board with photos and text from the documents submitted 
as part of the planning application to explain the approach taken by them to the part of the 
building facing King Street.

The applicant explained that they have been trying to find a solution for the site which has 
been vacant for many years, the focus is to try to maintain an active frontage in King Street 
and then consider what is needed in terms of the rear part of the site.  They explained that 
the proposed 6-9 storey building to the rear would step back.

Cllr Harding asked about the impact on the surrounding area and impact on the historic 
skyline.  Ms Harrison circulated a visual showing the proposed elevation from King Street 
which showed the proposed 6-9 storey building beyond.  

Cllr Croxton asked what was envisaged for the ground floor use.  The applicant advised 
that it was primarily envisaged as a hybrid working space for residents and that A1 or A2 
use had not been chosen as they were difficult to let, pointing out that a number of the 
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shops in King Street could be seen to be closed/empty on this Saturday morning; an active 
frontage is what was wanted by them.

Cllr Harding enquired how they could state that people would work from home.  The agent 
advised that people would buy the unit knowing that there is the opportunity there to rent a 
live/work unit in the building and also made reference to The Charter development stating 
that there is a clear increase in town centre living.

Cllr Jassal liked the idea of the proposal but questions the rationale behind sacrificing the 
commercial element.  The owner advised that the benefit of the proposal is the amenity 
space proposed and that the lack of commercial element has been taken into account in 
the viability of the proposal.  Cllr Jassal asked how this will work practically and when the 
units are sold on.  Cllr Lane also raised a similar comment plus that need to be mindful of 
permitted development rights.  The applicant advised that some of the costs associated 
with the loss from the lack of commercial unit would be met within the service charge and 
they would also expect a planning condition, should approval be granted, which could 
ensure that this was maintained and no changes under permitted development were 
possible.  

Cllr Milner enquired whether the applicant had considered making the work-hub space 
available to the community.  The applicant advised that the work-hub space was the foyer 
of the cinema and so does have limitations in respect of other options for its use but there 
could be a management company or hire out to community groups and that the key is to 
understand the space and how it is used.  They are not expecting the work-hub space to 
deliver any income.  

Cllr Morley asked what will the live/work unit offer that would not be available from facilities 
such as a library for example.  The applicant stated that there are lots of articles in the 
press about the benefits for women to home work as can offer a better home/work balance.  
People would be able to live and work nearby but not have to work at the kitchen table so 
to speak.  It would be a definite positive for people with childcare responsibilities.

Cllr Lane wanted to know if there were any plans to put back the first floor window in the 
front elevation (window is currently boarded over) and that he would like to see Computer 
Generated Imagery (CGI) of the proposed view of the development from King Street.  The 
applicant advised that they would investigate whether the window was feasible if it was still 
there and that CGI would certainly be able to be provided.  

At this point, the Chair suggested that Members went round to Brewhouse Yard to view the 
site from the rear.  Members briefly stopped outside the King’s Diner Café noting The New 
Inn, 1 Milton Road and St John the Evangelist Roman Catholic Church both of which are 
grade II listed.

The Chair asked Ms Harrison to introduce the area and proposals for the rear of the site.  
Ms Harrison welcomed Members to Brewhouse Yard and drew Members attention to the 
building heights along Brewhouse Yard which included two and three storey buildings at its 
entrance and further along its length.  Brewhouse Yard was explained to be of smaller 
scale in comparison to the main routes of Queen Street and High Street which run north 
south and this more subservient nature was demonstrated by not only by the lower building 
heights but also its street width which was narrow.  Queen Street was noted to be two and 
three storeys primarily with a handful of four storey buildings.  Ms Harrison pointed out that 
in the adjacent Conservation Areas in general of King Street and High Street & Queen 
Street there was not any buildings greater than five storeys in height.  In respect to the 
proposed 6-9 storey building to the rear it was explained that it was the eastern part of the 
building which was six storeys in height and the western part of the building that was nine 
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storeys in height by virtue of the stepped design.  Ms Harrison explained that the proposed 
access for vehicles was from Brewhouse Yard with vehicles then entering underneath the 
building through to the car park area at the rear.

Cllr Croxton considered it important to view the context of the area and stated the shops in 
Brewhouse Yard (which are opposite the site) would remain and so the new development 
could have regenerative benefits for these businesses.  

Cllr Jassal stated that he thought the principle of the development was fantastic and that if 
nine storeys was considered to be too big what would the compromise position would be.  
Cllr Jassal wanted to know if the applicant would be open to that discussion and could the 
height be reduced.

The applicant agreed that dialogue is the only way forward to resolve matters and that 
there is a need to understand what they have gone though.  They stated that the starting 
point for them has always been how do they make this development stack up 
commercially, which is the proposal which is before Members.  In terms of viability they 
need to make sure those units make a profit margin.

Cllr Harding asked whether having nine storeys is part of the business plan.  The applicant 
advised that costs have risen due to the Covid-19 pandemic and there is a need to always 
have an alternative plan.  They stated that if the steer from today is that two storeys needs 
to be taken off then this can be looked at however, the development does not viably work 
at 5-6 storeys. Mrs Lane made the point that no steers can be given as this is a site 
inspection.

Cllr Harding stated that a smaller building would mean less material and therefore less 
building costs.  He would like the site redeveloped but has issues with height.

The applicant advised that approximately ten options were looked at in a spreadsheet and 
that the numbers and design both need to work.  If what can be built needs to be adjusted 
then they would be willing to take a reduced profit level.

Cllr Francis made a point that when the majority of people walk in the town centre they do 
not look up.

Members looked up at the view of the St John the Evangelist Roman Catholic Church, 
Milton Road.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

The applicant stated that the previous cinema building was a substantial building which 
was six storeys in height, that the proposal is just adding two storeys and they would 
provide CGI. [Service Manager Planning note:- From the information available, including 
the agent’s image of the former cinema building on page 20 of the Design & Access 
Statement, it would appear the previous cinema building at the rear was equivalent to five 
storeys in height with roof above.]

The applicant showed a board with the proposed elevation which also shows the extent of 
the previous cinema auditorium (the image on page 20 of the Design & Access Statement).  

The applicant made reference to the changes to the skyline that will occur from The 
Charter development.

Cllr Jassal enquired if the building was reduced to six storeys, would one be able to see St 
John the Evangelist Roman Catholic Church, Milton Road from where Members were 
standing in Brewhouse Yard.  Ms Lane advised not at this close proximity.

Page 7



Cllr Harding questioned about sunlight levels and the impact the building would have on 
Brewhouse Yard.

The applicant agreed that the building will shadow Brewhouse Yard for much of the day.     

Cllr Sangha stated that before closing the site inspection this was now the opportunity for 
any last comments or questions.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

 
The applicant made reference to the length of time the site has been vacant, that 
everything will be sustainably built and if permission is given, they commit to delivering the 
scheme.  

3.   Additional Information

3.1 The Planning Committee are advised that a letter, number of drawings and CGI (from 
Brewhouse Yard) for a revised proposal were submitted by the Planning Agent on 17 
November 2021 without any additional supporting evidence to officers. The Agent 
submitted these drawings in light of comments Members made at the Site Inspection. 
However, as advised by the Assistant Director Planning at the site inspection, no steers 
could be given at the site inspection, as such this information cannot be considered. 

The revisions would require a full assessment and re-consultation, as well as all the 
supplementary documents being updated. The Agent was advised by the Service Manager 
(Planning) that the plans would not be reported to Committee and due to the extent of the 
changes the application should be withdrawn and resubmitted at a later date. Failing 
withdrawal, the application will be determined as originally submitted and assessed as the 
previous Committee.

3.2 The applicant’s agent advised on 22 November 2021, that they would not be withdrawing 
the application.  Therefore Members are advised to determine the application on the basis 
of the originally submitted information.

 

4.  Analysis and Comments

4.1 As set out in the main report (agenda item 5c of the 27 October Agenda Reports Pack) 
and summary section at the beginning of this report, the proposed development would 
provide a net increase of 53 dwellings which would offer a substantial contribution 
towards meeting local housing need and adds weight in support of the application.  The 
development would also redevelop a vacant and underused which has been vacant for 
many years, would be a sustainable form of development in relation to location and 
construction methods, would provide sufficient refuse storage and be acceptable in 
respect of parking and highway safety, flood risk and drainage and contaminated land 
(subject to conditions).

However, notwithstanding this the proposed development would be unacceptable in 
design and heritage terms, the amenity of future occupiers and neighbouring properties 
and would not protect the Thames Estuary and Marshes SPA/Ramsar site.   

5.  Recommendation

5.1.1 The recommendation to the Planning Committee is as per that set out in the main report 
(agenda item 5c of the 27 October Agenda Reports Pack) that the application be 
REFUSED Planning Permission, for the following reasons:
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1. The proposed new six to nine storey building by virtue of its height, scale, bulk, 
massing and design would be an overly dominant form of development which would 
not respect the scale and built form of Brewhouse Yard and its immediate 
surroundings but on the contrary would completely overwhelm it appearing as an 
extremely overbearing addition and would also appear as an incongruous addition in 
wider townscape views at odds with the prominent features of Gravesend’s historic 
roofscape principally several church spires.  As such this proposal would have a 
harmful impact on the setting of the High Street & Queen Street, King Street and 
Harmer Street Conservation Areas and would have an adverse impact on the setting 
of the Grade II* listed St George’s Church, the grade II listed St Johns Church, the 
Grade II listed clock tower and the Methodist Church (unlisted).  The proposal is 
therefore contrary to Policies CS19 and CS20 of the Gravesham Local Plan Core 
Strategy (2014), saved Policies TC2 and TC3 of the Gravesham Local Plan First 
Review (1994) and Sections 12 and 16 of the National Planning Policy Framework 
(2021). 

2.  The proposed development by virtue of its siting, design and proximity to 
neighbouring buildings is considered to be harmful to the amenity and privacy of 
future occupiers with regards overlooking, overbearing and lack of privacy.  As such 
this proposal is considered contrary to Policy CS19 of the Gravesham Local Pan Core 
Strategy (2014) and paragraph 130(f) of the National Planning Policy Framework 
(2021).

3. The proposed development by virtue of its siting, design and proximity to neighbouring 
buildings would impact on the amenity and privacy of a number of neighbouring 
properties with regards being overbearing, overlooking and lack of privacy.  As such 
this proposal is considered contrary to Policy CS19 of the Gravesham Local Pan Core 
Strategy (2014) and paragraph 130(f) of the National Planning Policy Framework 
(2021).

4. The applicant has failed to provide any ecological evidence to inform a habitat 
regulations assessment covering the impact of the development on the SPA/Ramsar site 
or offered a financial contribution towards mitigation measures to address the impact of 
the development on the SPA/Ramsar site.  The proposal is therefore contrary to Policy 
CS12 of the Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy (2014) and paragraphs 180 and 181 
of the National Planning Policy Framework (2021) which seeks to ensure that detrimental 
effects on the integrity of SPA/Ramsar sites are avoided.
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