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Planning Committee

Wednesday, 22 July 2020 7.00 pm

Present:

Cllr Lauren Sullivan (Chair)
Cllr Harold Craske (Vice-Chair)

Councillors: Conrad Broadley
Brian Francis
Bob Lane
Elizabeth Mulheran
Steve Thompson
Emma Elliott
Frank Wardle

Note: Councillors: John Burden, Baljit Hayre, Shane Mochrie-Cox and Jenny Wallace 
were also in attendance

Vicky Nutley Deputy Head of Legal Services (Place)(Medway Council)
Wendy Lane Assistant Director (Planning)
Myles Joyce Service Manager (Development Management)
Richard Hart Principal Planner (Major Sites)
Peter Price Principal Planner
Faye Hobbs Senior Planner
Dave Herrington Digital Officer
Lauren Wallis Committee Services Officer (Minutes)

8. Apologies for absence 

An apology absence was received from Cllr Jordan Meade and Cllr Frank Wardle attended 
as his substitute. An apology for absence was received from Cllr Tony Rice and Cllr Emma 
Elliott attended as his substitute.

9. To sign the Minutes of the previous meeting 

The minutes of the meeting of the Planning Committee held on 17 June 2020 were signed 
by the Chair.

10. Declarations of Interest 

Cllr Conrad Broadley made a voluntary announcement of an other interest in respect of his 
interest in nautical matters in that he owned several types of boats and was the Chairman of 
Dartford and Crayford Creek Restoration Trust, Chairman of Broadness Cruising Club, 
Secretary, Director of Northfleet Harbour Restoration Trust and a member of Gravesend 
Sailing Club. 
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11. Planning applications for determination by the Board 

11.1 20190504 - Former Gravesend & North Kent Hospital (M Block), Bath 
Street, Gravesend, DA11 0DG - report herewith 

Further to the meeting of the Committee on 17 June 2020, the Board considered an 
application reference 20190504 which proposed the conversion of the existing building with 
an 11 storey side extension and a single storey roof extension, the construction of a new 
residential building ranging from 3 to 6 storeys to provide 115 residential units consisting of 
47 one bed units, 59 two bed units and 9 three bed units, together with associated parking 
for 69 cars, 6 motorcycles and 212 cycles, amenity space, private gymnasium and waste 
and a B1, D1 and D2 flexi use space.

The Senior Planner gave a brief recap of the proposal confirming the description had not 
changed since the last meeting of the Committee. The application had been deferred to 
enable negotiations with the applicant and/or applicant’s agent to address the Committee’s 
concerns with regard to the following subjects:

 Green initiatives – The Sustainability Report had been expanded to take account of 
comments made at the last meeting.

 Noise – The Committee was advised that a noise assessment had been carried out 
in 2019 and the noise as a result of the proposal had not been found to be excessive. 
Attention was drawn to Condition 17 which required a post completion report to be 
submitted, prior to occupation of the units, to ensure that the noise levels were not 
exceeded within the development. 

 Affordable Housing provision – The proposal provided 16 units and it had not been 
possible to increase this number. It was confirmed that to date, there had not been 
any successful discussions with affordable housing providers and ongoing 
discussions were continuing with other registered providers. Should a registered 
affordable housing provider not be secured, a commuted sum included in the Section 
106 Agreement had been agreed as an alternative. 

 Overlooking – The degree of overlooking was considered to be appropriate for a 
town centre development and the design of the building had been staggered to 
ameliorate this issue.

 Heritage and Archaeology – At the last meeting of the Committee a request had been 
made for a contribution to the heritage of the town centre, with a specific suggestion 
of restoring the hand on the statue of Queen Victoria. Members were advised that it 
was not considered that this suggestion could be taken forward as it did not meet the 
tests outlined in the report. In relation to archaeology, the officer advised that the site 
had the potential for remains all of which would be protected by conditions.

 Parking – the comments raised by Design: South East in September 2019 has 
already been addressed with all car parking spaces fully accessible with sufficient 
turning areas. The parking provision is satisfactory given the sustainable location of 
the site. 

In conclusion, the officer stated that the application was policy compliant and moved the 
recommendation as set out in the report.
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The Committee heard the views of the public speaker in support of this application who 
answered questions from Members.

The following points were made during discussion on this application:

 Members were informed that although there were covenants on the site of the current 
Gravesend and North Kent Hospital, there were no restrictive covenants on the site 
which were rendered ineffective on transfer of the site to the NHS in or around 1948.

 Reassurances were requested on the ‘watching brief’ in relation to archaeology on 
the site and the Committee was advised that the site was considered to contain 
nothing unusual for a site of this type and Kent County Council had confirmed that 
the approach being taken was correct.

 Concern was raised on the design of the noise mitigating façade and it was noted 
that this would be controlled by condition in consultation with the Chair.

 Approval was voiced on the relocation of the balconies.
 Disappointment was expressed over the inability to increase the number of units of 

Affordable Housing and the applicant was asked to continue to pursue other 
registered providers. It was noted that it was not within the gift of the Committee to 
choose where the units were located within the development. 

 A request was made that the commuted money for the Affordable Housing be used 
for projects within a 2km radius of the town centre. It was agreed that this would be 
considered in relation to the S106 Agreement.

 It was suggested that the practicality of the siting of the proposed Toucan Crossing 
should be assured by consultation with KCC Highways.

 It was noted that it would be useful to have a Town Plan when considering major 
development proposals. However, it was also noted that the Committee must 
consider each planning application on its own merits.

Resolved that application 20190504 be DELEGATED to the Service Manager 
(Development Management) in consultation with the Chair of the Planning 
Committee, for the issue of planning PERMISSION subject to the conditions 
outlined in the report, and the completion of a Section 106 Legal Agreement.

Note: Mr Dalian Gill (Agent)(a supporter) addressed the Committee.

11.2 20200001 - Fleet Leisure, Nelson Road, Northfleet DA11 7EE 

The Committee considered an application reference 20200001 in relation to a new sports 
facility comprising mixed sized football pitches, including artificial playing pitches, a new 
clubhouse, play area and associated parking and lighting.

The Principal Planner introduced the application which had been submitted by EUFC Elite 
Ltd. The site was owned by the Borough Council and had been used for sporting activities 
since 1942. The site was enclosed and originally had grass pitches and a bowls green which 
had later partially been replaced with artificial pitches. A fire in 2017 had burned down the 
clubhouse and the site had closed. The Committee was shown various photos and diagrams 
demonstrating the proposed layout of the sports facilities, the clubhouse, the parking area 
and a boundary treatments including the continuous 2m high acoustic wall, tree and hedge 
planting etc. it was noted that the play space would be open for public use. The officer 
advised of public consultations that had been carried out and the main wish of the 
responders showed support for the retention of the sports ground together with some 
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concern about the possible noise levels from events at the clubhouse and from football 
games.

The proposals had been designed to reinforce the sporting uses which accorded with 
policies CS12 and CS13 and also conformed to the Council’s Corporate Objectives. The 
proposals had also attracted the support of Sport England following the alterations in the 
application to include community use which were also supported by the Council’s Leisure 
Manager. No highways objections had been received in relation to possible traffic or parking 
issues. The removal of a number of trees was needed as some specimens had been heavily 
pollarded, some were unhealthy and a few would need to be removed to permit the 
proposed layout and these would be replaced with other appropriate species. The officer 
confirmed that reptiles had not been found on the site.

In conclusion, the officer stated that the application was policy compliant and moved the 
recommendation as set out in the report.

The application had been referred for consideration as a major development at the request 
of Cllr. Lauren Sullivan – Chair of the Committee.

The Committee heard the views of the public speakers in support of and against this 
application who answered questions from Members.

The Committee heard the views of the Ward Member, Cllr Shane Mochrie-Cox.

The following points were made during discussion on this application:

 Following a request that the green agenda be considered and to include such 
measures as rain water harvesting, the use of solar panels on the roof of the 
clubhouse and the installation of cables for the charging of electric vehicles. The 
officer advised that condition 24 in the recommendation required the incorporation of 
sustainable measured in the development in accordance with the applicant’s Energy 
and Sustainability Statement although they were objectives at this stage and the 
condition could be amended to be more specific. It was noted that electric vehicle 
cabling was already a requirement of condition 35 of the recommendation.

 Following a comment about the replacement of trees that would need to be  felled 
and the possible use as a sound barrier for neighbours, the officer confirmed that the 
trees would be replaced like for like in relation to the numbers felled. However, some 
species such Cypress would be replaced with the more appropriate types of trees. 
Hedge planting would also take place near one of the artificial pitches, the boundary 
of which was close to new bungalows, as an acoustic and a privacy measure.

 An issue was raised with regard to the decibel limit during events inside the 
clubhouse being limited to 85 decibels via the use of the noise limiter. Following a 
question on the efficiency of noise limiting equipment, the officer reported that 
detailed advice had been supplied by the Council’s Environmental Services. In 
relation to the decibel level experienced by nearby residences, it was noted that 
football had been played on the site since 1942 and good management should help 
the operators ensure that residents were not subjected to bad language and 
invasions of privacy by spectators together with the possible introduction of a proper 
code of conduct. It was requested that this include homophobia and transphobia.  
Members were also reminded that the Borough Council was the owner of the site. 
Following a comment from a Member about the need to consider the noise nuisance 
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to nearby residences from events in the clubhouse, the officer undertook to check the 
terms of the appropriate condition.

 It was confirmed that all facilities could be used be all age groups from school age, 
youths and adults. There would be a gymnasium in the clubhouse as well as other 
rooms on the ground floor for community activities. Walking Football, football for girls 
and women and a subsidised scheme for people with disabilities such as Down 
Syndrome and Cerebral Palsy would be available. Members noted that it was 
essential that the site was not run as a private members club.

 A concern was highlighted on the proposed costs of using the pitches which would 
prohibitive for the local community. The Principal Planner pointed out that community 
use had been included in the conditions and the Council as the landowner would 
have a say in how the facility was operated. However, it was noted that this was not a 
planning issue.

 A question was raised on whether the opening times of the pitches could be changed 
from the proposed 9am to 9.30pm weekdays and 9am to 8pm at weekends to 9am to 
8am weekdays and 9am to 9.30am at weekends for the benefit of residents with 
young families. Members noted that the applicant’s business plan and viability should 
be taken into account and that the busiest times for pitch use was post school time.

 The Committee was informed that the floodlights would be modern LED lighting and 
would be designed to prevent light spillage, glare and light pollution. The whole site 
had been innovatively designed and would have football education and a health hub 
with food available at reasonable prices. The site was also engineered as far as 
possible for use by people with disabilities and this approach would be checked with 
Sport England.

 A request was made that the clubhouse be built within the recommended timeframe.

Following conclusion of the debate on this application, the Principal Planner summarised 
amendments to conditions as follows: 

Condition 15 – Reduction in the hours of use of the artificial grass pitches with usage 
ceasing at 9.30pm on weekdays and Saturdays.

Condition 24 – The addition of a specific requirement for solar panels and a rainwater 
harvesting and recycling system..

Condition 29 – Noise condition to be amended in respect of the decibel limit from the point of 
view of neighbouring properties.

Condition 17 – Community use agreement that should include a code of conduct applicable 
to all users of the facilities and visitors to the site.

Resolved that application 20200001 be PERMITTED subject to conditions as set 
out in the officer’s report with amendments as discussed by the Committee 
relating to noise limits, hours of use, code of conduct and green credentials. 

Note: (a) Nathan Bullas (a supporter) addressed the Committee
(b) Ruth Pordage (an objector) addressed the Committee
(c) Cllr Shane Mochrie-Cox spoke with the leave of the Chair.
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11.3 20200478 - 100C Wrotham Road, Gravesend DA11 0GH 

The Committee considered an application reference 20200478 at 100C Wrotham Road, 
Gravesend DA11 0QH for the continued use of the two outbuildings in the rear garden as 
two separate residential dwellings along with minor alternations to the existing buildings and 
garage.

The Service Manager (Development Management) reported that the two outbuildings had 
been continuous residential use and had undergone minor alternations with access being via 
the garage.  Members were shown the site plan and the ad hoc relationship of the 
application site with surrounding residences. The officer confirmed that there was an 
Enforcement Notice on the site in relation to the unauthorised change of use of the two 
outbuildings for residential use. The Enforcement Notice was not under appeal for planning 
merits of the case however. The planning history had highlighted refusals for continued use. 
The Council’s Private Sector Housing Service had expressed concern in relation to the 
access which was the only means of escape in the event of a fire, the internal arrangements 
of the proposed dwelling and the parking arrangements. The officer noted that whilst the 2 
one bed units had a good floor area, the minor contribution to housing numbers was 
outweigh by the poor design and the lack of integration with the local area.  

In conclusion, the officer stated that the application was contrary to Policy CS12 and moved 
the recommendation as set out in the report.

The application had been referred for consideration at the request of Cllr Jenny Wallace.

The Committee heard the views of the public speakers in support of and against this 
application who answered questions from Members.

The following points were made during discussion on this application:

 Members noted that the garage had been split to provide separate entrances to the 
two units.

 A member of the Committee advised that he had received an email from the 
applicant’s agent and had read it out of courtesy but had not predetermined the 
application. 

 Following a question from a Member, it was confirmed that over 50% of the landlord’s 
portfolio was for this business model and the landlord was now seeking to regularise 
the site.

 It was confirmed that the internal space available in the two units complied with the 
space standards of the Government and the Borough Council.

 Further concern was raised in relation to escape in the event of a fire. However, the 
applicant’s agent confirmed that Unit 1 had a protected hallway and it would be 
simple of make a small amendment to the layout.

 The Committee was advised that numerous complaints had been received with 
regard to this site since 2012 and had included parking problems, noise nuisance, 
rubbish etc. 

 It was noted that the parking of vehicle by occupiers of the units had blocked the 
access of emergency vehicles.

Resolved that application 20200478 be REFUSED.
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Note: (a) Mr Dalian Gill (Agent)(a supporter) addressed the Committee.
(b) Ms Sarah Handley (an objector) addressed the Committee.
(c) Cllr Jenny Wallace spoke with the leave of the Chair.

(The Committee took a break at 21:00hrs and reconvened at 21:10hrs.)

11.4 20200343 - The Charter, Land at Market Square and Horn Yard Car 
Parks, New Swan Yard, Gravesend DA12 2EN 

The Committee considered application reference 20200343 for land at Market Square and 
Horn Yard car parks, New Swan Yard, Gravesend for the erection of 242 residential units for 
Build to Rent (C3 Use Class), with three blocks ranging from three to ten storeys, together 
with a multi-storey car park as well as access, pedestrian landscaping, highways and other 
associated works.

The Principal Planner (Major Sites) advised that the Market Square and Horn Yard car parks 
had been built in the 1980s and he described the layout of the roads adjacent to the site 
together with the location of the nearby public gardens. The Committee was reminded that 
the principal of development had already been accepted as set out in paragraphs 5.8 to 5.11 
of the main report. This stated planning permission 20120931 had been lawfully 
implemented. Notwithstanding this, the site was allocated as a key development site under 
policy CS05 (LPCS) with the site being allocated for development. The site was in the 
company of a number of high profile schemes in the town centre area including the M Block 
and Clifton Slipways. The proposed scheme had been the subject of extensive pre-
application discussions and the proposal had not resulted in an objection from Historic 
England.  

The Committee was shown various CGI Images of the proposed development including the 
new pedestrian link to Crooked Lane from New Swan Yard. Concern had been highlighted 
about the loss of views of the River Thames but the officer noted that these views had only 
become available with the construction of the open air car parks in the late 1980’s  The 
development had been designed to fit in with the urban streetscape and St Andrew’s 
Gardens. Paragraphs 8.1 to 8.33 of the report detailed the mitigations and developer 
contributions and advised that some subjects do not meet the test for example, social 
services.

In conclusion, the officer stated that the application was policy compliant and moved the 
recommendation as set out in the report.

The application had been referred for consideration as a major development proposal.

The Committee heard the views of the public speakers in support of and against this 
application who answered questions from Members.

The following points were made during discussion on this application:

 Following a question in relation to the St George’s Centre, Members were reminded 
that the Committee should only consider the application that was before them.

 A question was asked about the possible consideration of the applicants about the 
town’s links with the River Thames. The Committee was advised that the applicant 
recognised that the river was a key attribute of the town and it was hoped that the 
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development would increase activity in relation to the river in this area of the town 
and he undertook to consider this matter.

 A concern was highlighted in t the initial pre-application plans had included long dark 
corridors which were likened to those at large hotels. It was noted that a great deal of 
work had been done on the internal layout which had been provided with windows 
and natural light. The four cores had been split in half which allowed for alternative 
means of access and egress.

 The officer showed a drawing of the western elevation which demonstrated that the 
line of the proposed scheme was lower than the implemented scheme in certain 
sections. In relation to the overlooking issue a condition would be included that any 
secondary windows on E02 fronting the residential buildings on Bank Street would be 
conditioned to be obscure glazed and fixed shut. Members were also advised that 
the external finish to the building would be conditioned including the external finish to 
the balconies 

 Following a request from the Chair with regard to privacy and final design details, the 
officer agreed that appropriate surrounding properties would be consulted on 
discharge of condition applications such as those relating to the external finish of the 
development.

 With regard to the perceived issues in relation to the car park, Members were 
advised that a management plan would be in place and this would include details of 
how the car park would be secured both day and night.

 It was noted that the area was already heavily built up and the proposed 
development would be in keeping with the historic grain of the area. The concerns 
regarding daylight had been balanced by the advantages bought by the regeneration 
of the area and taking into account the implemented scheme on the site. It was noted 
that this area of the town centre would have previously been densely populated and 
the views had been created by the construction of car parks. However, it was 
considered important to preserve the heritage of the town and the river frontage. 

 The height of the proposed development was commented on in that height could add 
variety and enhance a skyline or a riverside and could guard against a bland outlook. 

 With regard to the S106 Agreement it was requested that arts, culture and the 
performing arts in the town centre be considered.

 A question was raised on the whether the projects funded by the S106 Agreement 
contributions could be conditioned to be located within 2km of the development. The 
Committee was advised that that the report set out the requirements for S106 
Agreement proposed projects to meet relevant tests and that some suggestions did 
not fall within the criteria. For example, some of the requests from Kent County 
Council and the Port of London Authority. With regard to the arts etc, schemes 
directly related to the proposal might be considered and this could be dealt with 
within the recommendation.

 A concern was raised about the ability of facilities such as medical, dental and 
schools to be able to cope with the influx of people caused by this development. The 
Committee was informed that the Dartford, Gravesham and Swanley Clinical 
Commissioning Group had requested £155k towards the Gravesend Medical Centre 
and the Ebbsfleet Campus. It was intended to hold the monies at the Borough 
Council for release when details of a specific scheme were submitted to the Borough 
Council. 

 It was noted that a Kent County Council Youth Services S106 contribution relevant to 
the site would be requested.
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Resolved that application 20200343 be DELEGATED to the Service Manager 
(Development Management) in consultation with the Chair of the Planning 
Committee, for the issue of planning PERMISSION subject to planning 
conditions as set out in the report and the completion of a Section 106 Legal 
Agreement.

Note: (a) Mr Pete Langly-Smith (Agent)(a supporter) addressed the Committee.
(b) Mr Cos Constantinou (Architect)(a supporter) addressed the Committee.
(c) Mr Nick Diment (Planning Agent)(a supporter) addressed the Committee.
(d) Mr Les Wollends (an objector) addressed the Committee.
(e) Mr Martin McKay (an objector) addressed the Committee.
(f) Mr Daniel Currant (an objector) addressed the Committee.

11.5 20191122  - Clifton Slipways, West Street, Gravesend DA11 OBW 

The Committee considered an application reference 20191122 and noted the revised 
description which included the erection of two buildings to provide a total of 227 dwellings 
with associated vehicle parking, cycle storage, highway works, and landscaping. Building 1 
to comprise the  erection of a 23 storey tower on the north side of West Street to provide 121  
dwellings with one business unit (B1a) comprising 90m² of floor space at ground floor level; 
and Building 2 from four storeys to twelve storeys on the south side of West Street which will 
provide 106 dwellings. The proposal to include the restoration and adaptation of the existing 
pier structure to provide public and private amenity space to include the erection of 16 
business units (B1a) comprising a total of 510 m² of floor space and a cafe (A1/A3) 
comprising up to 60 m² of floor space.

The Principal Planner (Major Sites) introduced the application and went through the key 
points of the revised description. One late objection had been received with regard to the 
overshadowing of a garden and the officer confirmed neither the extant scheme nor the 
current scheme would cause any material harm to that property.  It was noted that the 
principle of development had been accepted and the planning permission granted in 2016 
would be extant until April 2021.  

There were two parcels of land included in this application the first being the Victorian pier 
which had been built in the later part of the 19th century. The pier, which was classed as a 
non-designated heritage asset, had been built to serve the railway terminus which closed in 
the late 1960’s.

The proposed architecture of the extant scheme had been improved upon as it had been 
considered blocky and consultations had been undertaken with the public and other 
stakeholders prior to the application being submitted. The southern end of the site was 
overgrown and the viaduct linking both sites had been demolished in 2006. The external 
finish to the development would be dealt with by condition and neighbours would be 
consulted on the relevant discharge of condition applications. The caste-iron pier would be 
restored and would be carefully managed in relation to the safety of children and the 
avoidance of anti-social behaviour and it was intended that a management plan be 
introduced. The management plan would be secured through the S106 Agreement. 

The building to the south of West Street would have no greater impact on the surrounding 
properties in regard to overshadowing.  Following the submission of a viability report which 
was independently reviewed through negotiations with the applicant, they had agreed £160k 
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towards S106 contributions and 22 x one bedroom apartments for Discounted Market Rent. 
This would result in 10% of the scheme being delivered as affordable housing.

In conclusion, the officer stated that the application was broadly policy compliant and moved 
the recommendation as set out in the report.

The application had been referred for consideration as a major development proposal.

The Committee heard the views of the public speakers in support and against this 
application who answered questions from Members.

The Committee heard the views of the Ward Member, Councillor Baljit Hayre.

The following points were made during discussion on this application:

 The Committee was advised that the applicant was a proven developer who had 
delivered good quality builds across the County. The main obstacle had been the 
refurbishment of the pier which currently had no income stream. The proposed 
design had sought to ensure this income stream to protect the future of the pier.

The Pier

 It was confirmed that TonyGee & Partners was the marine consultant and the 
structural company was Manfire Associates.

 A question was raised on the possibility of the addition of a floating pontoon to the 
pier at a later date. The Committee was advised that the applicant had discussed the 
matter with the Port of London Authority who had been against the inclusion on a 
pontoon. It was noted that the pier had been designed for use by trains and therefore 
the gradient from pier to water level would be too steep for the addition of a pontoon. 
The applicant also had no legal right to provide a pontoon and it would provoke a 
competition issue with the Port of London Authority. 

 The Committee was informed that the top level of the pier had been used for trains 
however the Victorian landing stages on the levels below the pier had been used to 
dock boats. The agent advised that the landing stage had been considered for 
restoration but had found not to be DDA compliant. An informative to look at possible 
future renovation of the lower levels was suggested.

 The Committee was advised that investment in the pier would be significant and had 
impacted the viability of the project. However, its renovation it would have a positive 
impact in relation to the waterfront in the area. 

 There was some concern expressed that the seven page feasibility study on the 
restoration and future viability of the pier was not detailed enough and did not contain 
what was and was not achievable given the financial constraints. The following 
issues and questions were raised in respect of the pier:
-. A question was raised on the foundation of the new properties on the pier and the 

land purchase cost which equated to £3m causing the pier to be considered a 
liability. 

- Reference was made to the Port of London Authority being against a floating 
pontoon being attached to the pier. However, boating on the river and the ability of 
the boats to tie up at the pier, including historic vessels, had not been addressed 
in the report. 

-   It was asked if a Compulsory Purchase Order had been considered with regard to 
the ‘ransom strip’.
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-   Concern was expressed that the whole pier was not being utilised i.e. the lower 
levels for boating access. It was explained that the ability to moor at the pier was 
historic with two levels to enable access when the tide was both in and out 
therefore negating the need for a pontoon.

-   There was a very rare brick wharf around the base of the pier and it was felt that 
the viability report should have covered all of these aspects.

 In response to the above questions, Members were reminded that the agent had 
agreed to an informative on the subject of the pier. The applicant as part of the 
planning application, had submitted a viability assessment by Strutt & Parker which 
had been independently reviewed on behalf of the Council by BPS. The 
acknowledged the restoration of the pier  together with the wharf wall and the cost 
associated with it which would seriously affect the viability of the application and the 
potential for Affordable Housing

The Development

 The possibility of a 23 storey tower was considered to be an exciting landmark but a 
good quality finish would be required to ensure longevity. The applicant's architect 
confirmed that he understood the need for the development to look exceptional from 
the start but it would be problematic to keep it looking good in a marine environment 
and brick had been chosen as a high performing robust finish. The agent agreed to 
an additional condition with regard to the external finish of the building and its long 
term management.

 Some concern was expressed that the proposed tower would be out of keeping with 
the character of the properties opposite. Members were advised that the current 
proposal had taken into account concerns such as sunlight, design, the character and 
appearance of the area and the current proposal had taken shape from these 
findings hence the choice of a brick finish and the sloped roof design to reduce bulk.

 A feasibility study was suggested for the addition of another floor that could become 
a destination for visitors to the town. The additional floor could include a viewing 
point, perhaps a lounge bar or a restaurant. The Committee was advised of the 
possible issues with the access for a restaurant and the effect of the plant space in 
the building and therefore it would have to more bar than kitchen. However, the agent 
agreed to undertake a feasibility study in relation to a viewing point and a lounge bar 
as this might impact the design of the sloping roofline.

 In response to disappointment expressed at the application’s lack of social housing, 
the Committee was advised that the pier presented a huge, abnormal cost which 
would be difficult to deliver. A further explanation was given with regard to the viability 
of the scheme and the resulting lack of social housing and therefore a S106 
contribution had been offered. It was also noted that the proposed development 
would provide 20% of residential units as Discount Market Rent, with these units 
offered at 20% below local market rents (including service charges where applicable)  
in accordance with the NPPF.

 A consideration of a S106 contribution for arts and culture projects in Gravesend and 
Northfleet was requested. 

 It was noted that there had been a decline in the area and recent years had seen an 
increase in antisocial behaviour. It was hoped that the proposals might assist with the 
regeneration of the area including the opening of the riverside walk.

 The Ward Councillor requested that there be a robust review of the conditions and a 
strengthening of the Landscape Plan as it was felt that the application lacked green 
credentials.
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 The creation of 16 business units on the pier was welcomed. However, it was 
requested that the 20% rent discount be reconsidered starting at 30% to aid start-up 
businesses.

 The benefit of increased engagement with local people was highlighted and it was 
suggested that this could be achieved through consulting the residents of 
surrounding properties on applicable discharge of conditions applications. 

 An opinion was expressed that something needed to be done with the site, the 
landmark building was a good way forward and this was an opportunity to create an 
asset for the area. 

 Following a comment on the successful management of a locality that had riverside 
areas and heritage and landmark buildings, the officer advised that the condition with 
regard of the public realm and heritage strategy could include consultation with 
neighbours.

Resolved that application 20191122 be DELEGATED to the Service Manager 
(Development Management) in consultation with the Chair of the Planning 
Committee, for the issue of planning PERMISSION subject to planning 
conditions and informatives and the completion of a Section 106 Legal 
Agreement.

Note: (a) Mr Ben Geering (Agent)(a supporter) addressed the Committee.
(b) Mr Alex Richards (Architect)(a supporter) was present and answered 

questions.
(c) Ms Deborah Charles (an objector) addressed the Committee.
(d) Cllr Baljit Hayre spoke with the leave of the Chair.

12. Planning applications determined under delegated powers by the 
Director (Planning & Development) 

A schedule showing applications determined by the Director (Planning & Development) 
under delegated powers had been [published on the Council’s website.

Close of meeting 

The meeting ended at 11.05 pm


