
SUMMARY REPORT

Application Ref: 20190252

Site Address: Land Behind Tesco Express  Whitehill Parade Whitehill Lane 
Gravesend DA12 5LS and Whitehill amenity open space 

Application 
Description:

Erection of 3 storey building to the rear and side of existing Tesco 
Express (formerly Whitehill Tavern PH) to provide 12 flats comprising 10 
x two bedroom and 2 x three bedroom units; provision of play/amenity 
areas and private amenity space; provision of bin store/bike store 
including replacement bin store for Tesco Express and relocation of 
retail store plant to the rear flat roof of store; change of use of part of 
Whitehill Open Space to a car park for commercial and residential 
purposes involving the construction of 27 car parking spaces with 
vehicle turning area and with vehicular access from Whitehill Parade 
and including removal of existing layby parking

Applicant: Mr Ravi Shetra

Agent: Mrs Rebecca Pallett, db Architects

Ward: Whitehill

Parish: Non-Parish Area

Decision due date: 2nd July 2019; Extension of time agreed until 26th July 2019

Publicity expiry date: 3rd May 2019

Decision Level: Planning Regulatory Board - 24 July 2019 

Reasons for referral:

At the request of Cllr Brian Sangha (i) to allow Members to assess the 
scale and nature of the development and whether or not it is consistent 
with the character and appearance of the area; (ii) to allow Members to 
consider whether or not on balance the loss of amenity space is 
acceptable; and (iii) to consider the acceptability and layout of the 
design, including the adequacy of living and storage space standards for 
future occupants; and noting that the development scheme is finely 
balanced and somewhat complex
 

Recommendation:

REFUSED on grounds of loss of amenity greenspace contrary to local 
and national planning policy,  harm to the character of the area, 
overdevelopment and the height, mass and form of the development 
being inappropriate and due to the unneighbourly impact and potential 
overlooking particularly of/to properties adjoining the site at the rear in 
Ivy Close.
 

_______________________________________________________________________________________________



Summary of Reasons for Recommendations

This application is for the erection of a 3 storey building to the rear and side of the existing 
Tesco Express (formerly Whitehill Tavern PH) to provide 12 flats and for the change of use of 
part of the Whitehill amenity open space to a car park for commercial and residential purposes 
involving the construction of 27 car parking spaces.

The application site comprises two separate areas - the customer car park and servicing area 
on the west side of the existing Tesco Express supermarket (formerly the Whitehill Tavern 
Public House) and a grassed garden area at the rear; and the southern part of the existing 
Whitehill Lane open space, a grassed amenity space.

Planning permission was refused on 06 November 2018 under officer delegated powers
for an application (ref 20180867) submitted by the same applicants but just for the change of 
use of part of Whitehill Lane Open Space to a car park involving the construction of 27 car 
parking spaces with vehicle turning area and with vehicular access from Whitehill Parade and 
including removal of the existing lay by parking.  It did not include any associated residential 
development as part of the application. 

The current planning application for both a 3 storey building for 12 flats and for ‘off-site’ car 
parking was submitted in early April 2019 prior to the outcome of a planning appeal that had 
been lodged by the applicants against the decision by the Borough Council to refuse planning 
permission for the proposed car park on the Whitehill Open space.  

That appeal against the refusal of the car parking on the open space was DISMISSED by the 
Planning Inspectorate (PINS) on 22 May 2019, the appointed Planning Inspector agreeing with 
the Borough Council that the proposed loss of designated amenity greenspace would have a 
materially harmful impact on the supply and provision of greenspace in the locality in conflict 
with local planning policies CS12 & CS13 of the Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy (CS), 
policy DM21 of the Emerging Development Management Policies Document April 2018 (DMP) 
and the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), that the proposal would unacceptably 
harm the character and appearance of the locality, contrary to policy and that the proposal 
would likely have an adverse impact of pedestrian highway safety and was not justified having 
regard to the accessibility of the locality.

Part of the current planning application is effectively for the same proposal being for a car park 
on the same area of the Whitehill open space that has been turned down on appeal albeit that it 
is now clear that the intention of the proposed car park is not just for the commercial uses at the 
shopping parade (Tesco Express and the other retail units) but also for future occupants of the 
second element of the development, namely the three storey building cloaking the rear of the 
Tesco Express for 12 new flats.  The fact that such a development has been rejected by PINS 
as an independent adjudicator just two months ago is a very material consideration in the 
assessment and determination of this current planning application.

There is therefore a clear planning policy objection to the loss of open space at this site and 
refusal is also supported by the Council’s Leisure Manager and Horticultural Services Manager. 
Although this part of the Whitehill open space is private land and apparently no longer 
accessible to the public this does not affect its status as amenity greenspace, which does not 
need to be accessible to the public for it to provide visual amenity for local residents.  It is not 
surplus to requirements and performs a function of providing a visual break to the urban form.

It is considered that the residential proposal is overdevelopment of the site out of character with 
the local area and will result in an over-dominant mass and built form contrary to local and 
national policy and notably policy CS19 of the Core Strategy and section 12 of the NPPF.



Although the applicants have included design features such as angled windows and screening 
to balconies the height of the development and the proximity to the rear gardens of existing 
dwellings in Ivy Close are such that the proposal will be an unneighbourly development and 
contrary to policy CS19 of the Core Strategy. 

In response to the publicity given to the application there have been a considerable number of 
neighbour objections from local residents principally from properties at the rear on the south 
side of the site in Ivy Close and which are clearly the most affected by the development.  The 
objections are to impact on local amenity, significant traffic generation and congestion and 
inadequacy of parking, impact on the character of the area, the scale and design being 
inappropriate and to the loss of open space and ecology on the site.

There are also a significant number of letters of support for the development although it has to 
be recognised that these have been received from residents within the Borough that are not 
directly affected by the development proposals and thus carry very limited weight. 

Although the development would make a small contribution to the overall housing need for the 
Borough the positive aspects of the development in this case are outweighed by the various 
negative aspects.  It is therefore recommended to the Board that the application be REFUSED

____________________________________________________________________________

MAIN REPORT

1. Site Description and Surroundings

1.1 The site to which this planning application relates comprises two separate areas as shown 
in the red line plan below.  



1.2 Firstly the customer car park and servicing area on the west side of the existing Tesco 
Express supermarket (formerly the Whitehill Tavern Public House) and a grassed garden 
area at the rear at the western end of Whitehill Parade Gravesend, a parade of local 
shops.  The customer car park includes a total of 5 parking spaces including one space for 
the mobility impaired.  There is some plant and equipment for the retail store within a 
timber enclosure to the south of the customer car park.  The servicing area is also used for 
crate storage. The Tesco Express building is also included within the red line application 
site.

1.3 The red line site area to which this part of the application relates comprises an area of 
0.169 hectares, but if the area of the Tesco Express building is excluded the actual site 
area is 0.127 hectares.

1.4 The Tesco Express was granted planning permission in 2010, following the closure of the 
public house.  It is located within a two storey detached brick and tiled building in Mock 
Tudor style and with the retail supermarket on the ground floor and with a residential flat 
above.  The premises were extended at the same time as the change of use to a 
supermarket by a large single storey flat roofed rear extension.  

1.5 Secondly, and to the north of the Tesco Express and the other retail shops within Whitehill 
Parade, the southern part of the existing Whitehill Lane open space, a grassed amenity 
space that is overall a roughly triangular area of play space which is generally flat with a 
few trees but contains no play equipment.  

1.6 The site area to which this part of the application relates comprises an area of 0.081 
hectares.

1.7 The southern part was fenced off by a low timber picket fence over a year ago and is 
grassed but with no other vegetation.  Timber bollards that used to exist around the 
southern edge appear to have been removed.

1.8 A small part of the southern section of the open space was surfaced some years ago and 
is used as layby car parking for approx. 5-6 cars although there is no record of planning 
permission for this.  

1.9 Around the perimeter of the open space are some lighting and street signage and 
telecommunication equipment.  There is a kerb and concrete apron on the southern edge 
between the grassed open space and the carriageway and layby parking in Whitehill 
Parade but this is not a footway as such.   More recently and following a decision of the 
Borough Council to refuse an application for use of this part of the site for a car park 
(20180867) in November 2018 the applicants have placed a series of concrete barrier 
blocks all around the edge of the site to prevent any access including using them to cordon 
off the use of the lay by on the north side of the access road serving the Whitehill Parade 
shops.

1.10 Whitehill Parade is a one way road connecting Whitehill Lane to the east with Jellicoe 
Avenue to the west.  It is subject to a traffic regulation order (TRO).

1.11 Whitehill Parade comprises a terrace of 5no two storey buildings with ground floor local 
retail and with residential above and with forecourt parking at the front.  The shops 
comprise Costcutter (local supermarket) which occupies a double unit, Le Spice (Indian 
takeaway), Lucky Jade (Chinese takeaway) and Potters (Kitchens and Bathrooms).

1.12 To the south of the Tesco Express are two storey semi-detached dwellings of more 
modern age (1970’s) in Ivy Close.  To the west the Tesco Express adjoins the rear gardens 



of dwellings in Princes Road.  Opposite the Whitehill open space on the east side are 
1930’s two storey terraced dwellings in Whitehill Lane.

2. Planning History

2.1 The planning history relating to the application site is as follows:

Planning Applications 

Whitehill Open Space 

19850681: Use of land as a car park for 16 cars.  Withdrawn 18.03.1988

19880885: Formation of car park with 18 no spaces. Withdrawn 19.03.1990

20180867: Change of use of part of Whitehill Open Space to a car park involving the 
construction of 27 car parking spaces with vehicle turning area and with vehicular access 
from Whitehill Parade and including removal of existing lay by parking.  Refused 06 
November 2018; 

The reasons for the refusal were: 

 Loss of open space contrary to Policy CS13 (Green Space, Sport and Recreation) of 
the Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy September 2014, Policy CS12 (Green 
Infrastructure), emerging Policy DM 21 (Open Space, Playing Pitches and Sports 
Facilities Retention) of the Gravesham Local Plan Regulation 18 Stage 1 Consultation 
Part 2: Development Management Policies Document April 2018 and paragraph 97 of 
the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

 Material harm to the character and appearance of the locality resulting not just in the 
loss of the green space which clearly is a local amenity and asset to this part of the 
urban area but it would also add a greater urban appearance to the area with a 
significant increase in hard surfacing to the detriment of local amenity and contrary to 
policy CS19 (Development and Design Principles) of the Gravesham Local Plan Core 
Strategy September 2014 and section 127 of the NPPF 

 The proposal fails to justify the need for and impact of the additional car parking spaces 
on the surrounding local area and also fails to consider the impacts of the proposal on 
the local highway network and sustainability, thus the proposal also fails to comply with 
policies CS11 (Transport) and CS19 (Development and Design Principles) of the 
Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy September 2014

 The proposals provide inadequate or no information in relation to the fencing of the 
site, details of any lighting to the proposed car park, how an existing lighting column 
and street sign will be addressed, any surface drainage details and full details of 
proposed landscaping to the site; the design and layout of the car parking and vehicle 
turning area does not fully conform to the design requirements of the adopted Kent 
Vehicle Parking Standards (SPG 4)

Appeal Dismissed 22 May 2019. (Appeal ref: APP/K2330/W/19/3221819; GBC appeal ref: 
2019/00007/REF)

See Appendix 1: Appeal Decision 



Note: There are no planning records relating to the formation of the layby parking area to 
the north side of the access road serving the Whitehill Parade shops, the date of its 
construction is not known but based on Google earth images it would be sometime 
between 1990 and 2003.  It is considered that this was development for which planning 
permission would have been required.

Whitehall Tavern - Tesco Express

19490674: Extension to Whitehill Tavern.  Permitted 07.11.1949

19850612: Alterations to the front elevation.  Permitted 18.09.1985

20090985: Erection of single storey rear extension to provide retail floorspace within Use 
Class A1 (Shops) in connection with the use of the existing vacant public house for retail 
purposes; formation of car parking area on west side of the site and highway 
improvements to Whitehill Parade.  Permitted 11.05.2010

20100702: Application for non-material amendment to planning permission reference 
number 20090985 to move the cycle racks from eastern side of store entrance to western 
side of store entrance.  Approved 21.10.2010

20100703: Application for approval of conditions 3, 9, 10, 11 and 15 attached to planning 
permission reference number 20090985 relating to the materials, boundary treatments, 
external lighting, landscaping scheme and access ramp.  Approved 04.11.2010

20100729: Application for variation of condition 6 attached to planning permission 
reference number 20090985 to increase the on-site car parking provision to make full use 
of site including a disabled car parking space.  Permitted 21.10.2010

20101037: Installation of plant equipment enclosed by a timber fence. Permitted 
18.02.2011

20101040: Installation of new shopfront and window. Permitted 20.01.2011

20101041: Installation of ATM on front elevation. Permitted 25.01.2011

2011064: Application for approval of condition 14 attached to planning permission 
reference number 20090985 relating to the access to the first floor flat. Approved 
20.01.2011

20110183: Installation of automatic telling machine (ATM) on front elevation incorporating 
permission to vary conditions 3 and 4 of planning permission reference number 20101041. 
Approved 15.04.2011

20110478: Application for approval of condition 7 attached to planning permission 
reference number 20090985 relating to the Traffic Regulation Order. Approved 03.11.2011

Whitehill Open Space and Whitehall Tavern - Tesco Express

20190252: This Application 



Pre-Application Enquiries

PRE20180175: Residential development at side and rear of Tesco Express (formerly 
Whitehill Tavern) and construction of car parking on part of Whitehill open space opposite 
Whitehill Parade.  

The conclusions in the officer response to the pre-application enquiry dated 17 May 2018 
were:

It is however clear from the above analysis that there are overriding issues of principle at 
the impact of the development on the integrity of the neighbourhood shopping centre and 
the loss of a valued green space that would weigh against the proposals and any planning 
merit that they may have. There are issues relating to the design, bulk and form of the 
development and the development to the scale proposed is likely to have a material impact 
on local privacy and amenity which would conflict with adopted policy and guidance. 

There are numerous other issues that need to be addressed particularly in relation to the 
consultation responses. 

As it stands therefore if an application were to be submitted as currently proposed it is not 
likely to receive favourable officer support notwithstanding the contribution that the 
development might make to meeting housing need requirements but that would not in itself 
be a sufficient reason to set aside the considerable planning constraints and planning 
concerns that have been identified in this assessment.

3. Proposal

The Description of the Proposal 

3.1 This planning application was described by the applicants as being for: 

Residential development of 12 units at side and rear of Tesco Express (formerly Whitehill 
Tavern) and construction of 27 bay car park on private land (formerly part of the Whitehill 
Lane open space) opposite Whitehill Parade.  

3.2 This has been correctly re-described by the Borough Council as:

Erection of 3 storey building to the rear and side of existing Tesco Express (formerly 
Whitehill Tavern PH) to provide 12 flats comprising 10 x two bedroom and 2 x three 
bedroom units; provision of play/amenity areas and private amenity space; provision of bin 
store/bike store including replacement bin store for Tesco Express and relocation of retail 
store plant to the rear flat roof of store; change of use of part of Whitehill Open Space to a 
car park for commercial and residential purposes involving the construction of 27 car 
parking spaces with vehicle turning area and with vehicular access from Whitehill Parade 
and including removal of existing layby parking.

Submitted Plans and Documents

3.3 The following documents, as revised, have been submitted to accompany the application: 

Planning Application Form, including certificates;
Design and Access Statement (ref SHE-0381 Rev 3 dated 20th March 2019);



Drawing No SHE-0381-1 Rev P1: Site Location Plan;
Drawing No SHE-0381-2 Rev P: Existing Site Plan;
Drawing No SHE-0381-4 Rev P: Existing North and West Elevations; 
Drawing No SHE-0381-10 Rev P1: Site Plan - Roof Level;
Drawing No SHE-0381-11 Rev P1: Proposed Ground Floor and Landscaping Plan;
Drawing No SHE-0381-12 Rev P1: Proposed Ground Floor Plan;
Drawing No SHE-0381-13 Rev P1: Upper Floors and Roof Plan;
Drawing No SHE-0381-14 Rev P1: Proposed North and East Elevations (including Colour 
Version);
Drawing No SHE-0381-15 Rev P: Proposed South and West Elevations (including Colour 
Version);
Drawing No SHE-0381-16 Rev P: Proposed North Elevation with Existing Context 
(including Colour Version);
Drawing No SHE-0381-17 Rev P1: Car Park Plan - Proposed;

Flood Risk and Sustainable Drainage Assessment by Herington Consulting dated March 
2019; 
Noise Impact Assessment by Eden Green Environmental (Report EGE238 Rev C dated 
26.02.2019;
Analysis of Open Space Provision within the vicinity of Tesco Express prepared by LUC, 
March 2019;
Phase 1 Environmental Report by Contaminated Land Solutions (Report ref: 1540-P1E-1, 
dated 14 February 2018);
Whitehill Parade Lighting (ref 14391-1-A) by DW Windsor);
Transport and Servicing Statement by Eden Green Environmental (ref EGE-238 Rev B, 
dated 11.03.2019 
Existing Plant Photographs;
Air Conditioning Product Information Sheets;
 
Details of the Proposals

3.4 In respect of the site behind the Tesco Express the development would provide 12 flats 
in a three storey building each flat having private amenity space either through the use 
of balconies or private gardens.  The accommodation will be 10 no. 2 bed/4 person flats 
and 2 no. 3 bed/5 person flats.   

3.5 The density of the proposed development is stated to be 96 dwellings per hectare (12 
units in 0.125ha).  None of the units will be affordable as the number of units to be 
provided falls below the threshold in Policy CS16 (Affordable Housing) of the 
Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy which requires that for developments of 15 or 
more units in the urban area 30% of the units should be affordable housing.

3.6 In respect of the 27 car parking spaces which will be allocated for both residential and 
commercial use, 10 are for the Tesco Express customers/staff, 5 spaces for customers 
to the Whitehill Parade of shops and 12 are for future residents of the new flats.   In 
terms of the commercial spaces it is stated that these will replace the circa 6 parking 
spaces lost from the side of the Tesco Express and the 4-5 spaces from the lay-by to 
the green.  12no allocated cycle spaces for the residential units (1 per unit) will be 
provided using a Josta Vertical System in a building in front of the block of flats.

3.7 The proposed 3 storey building will have a red brick base with render upper floors and 
plain red tiled twin pitched roof with a small flat roofed central section. 

3.8 There will be communal amenity space for the flats being a communal courtyard, of 
circa 160m² that forms the entrance to the development on its north side and which will 



be formed by a mix of hard and soft landscaping and a second shared amenity space to 
be accessed from the entrance courtyard and secured with walls, railings and fencing 
providing amenity space with a mix of hard and soft landscaping, planted areas and 
integrated seating on the west side of the proposed flats. The area is circa 235m² and 
provides a children’s play area, benches for sitting out and for general leisure use.

3.9 The existing plant serving Tesco Express which is located beyond the rear car park 
within a timber enclosure of approx. 4m x 4m size is proposed to be relocated to the top 
of the flat roofed rear extension to the Tesco Express.

4. Planning Policy, Development Plan and other Material Considerations

4.1 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires the Borough 
Council to determine planning applications in accordance with the development plan 
unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  Where there are other material 
considerations, the development plan should be the starting point, and other material 
considerations should be taken into account in reaching a decision.  One such 
consideration will be whether the plan policies are relevant and up to date.  

4.2 The Development Plan for Gravesham currently comprises:

 Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy and Policies Map, September 2014; 
 Saved policies in the Gravesham Local Plan First Review, November1994;  and
 Kent Minerals and Waste Local Plan 2013 - 2030 (July 2016)

4.3 There are a number of other planning policy documents which are of some relevance to 
the consideration of planning applications and are material considerations, including 
national planning advice and guidance in the revised National Planning Policy Framework 
2019 (NPPF), the National Planning Practice Guidance 2014 (NPPG), and Supplementary 
Planning Guidance and other Documents adopted by the Council and, where they exist, 
relevant neighbourhood plans.  There are currently no relevant neighbourhood plans.

4.4 Previous decisions on planning applications and appeals relating to the site and relevant 
case law etc. are also capable of being material considerations.

4.5 In addition, the Council has recently published a Regulation 18 (stage 1) consultation on its 
proposed Site Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD, which will in due 
course form part of and update the Gravesham local plan.  Under paragraph 216 of the 
NPPF, policies in this document may be accorded weight in the decision making process 
with this varying according to its stage of preparation; the extent to which there are 
unresolved objections; and the degree of consistency of policy with those in the 
Framework.

4.6 As the Site Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD is at a very early 
stage the policies therein can only be given very limited weight.  It should be noted, in any 
event, that many of the relevant policies reflect those set out in the National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF).

Local Planning Guidance

Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy, September 2014

4.7 The Core Strategy sets out the Council's spatial vision and strategic objectives for the 
Borough to 2028 and the policies which will deliver them. It identifies the main areas where 



major change is likely to take place and allocates sites which are key to achieving the 
strategy.

4.8 The application site is shown as being within an urban area and Whitehill Parade itself is a 
local centre in the Gravesham Local Plan Policies Map.  Whitehill Lane is a local distributor 
route on the highway network. 

4.9 The following development plan policies in the Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy are of 
relevance to the consideration of this planning application:

Core Strategy Policy CS01: Sustainable Development
Core Strategy Policy CS02: Scale and Distribution of Development
Core Strategy Policy CS08: Retail, Leisure and the Hierarchy of Centres
Core Strategy Policy CS10: Physical and Social Infrastructure
Core Strategy Policy CS11: Transport
Core Strategy Policy CS12: Green Infrastructure
Core Strategy Policy CS13: Green Space, Sport and Recreation
Core Strategy Policy CS14: Housing Type and Size
Core Strategy Policy CS15: Housing Density 
Core Strategy Policy CS18: Climate Change
Core Strategy Policy CS19: Development and Design Principles

Policy CS01 (Sustainable Development) states that planning applications that accord with 
the policies in the development plan will be approved without delay unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise and embeds the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development contained in section 2 of the NPPF in the Local Plan.  

Policy CS02 (Scale and Distribution of Development) makes a commitment to meeting the 
Borough’s objectively assessed need for 6,170 new dwellings over the plan period and 
outlines where new development will take place prioritising development in the urban area 
at suitable locations and promoting regeneration by prioritising the redevelopment and 
recycling of previously developed land.

Policy CS08 (Retail, Leisure and the Hierarchy of Centres) seeks to protect and enhance 
local centres. In support of this the Council will: support development of a scale and type 
appropriate to the position of the centres in the hierarchy and their character; and 
safeguard the retail character and function of existing centres by resisting development 
that would adversely affect their vitality and viability.

Policy CS10 (Physical and Social Infrastructure) supports proposals and activities that 
protect, retain or enhance existing social infrastructure.  Where there is the threat of loss of 
existing infrastructure, consideration will be given to viability and whether sufficient 
alternative provision is available.

Policy CS11 (Transport) sets out that new development should mitigate their impact on the 
highway and public transport networks as required and seeks to ensure sufficient car 
parking is provided in accordance with adopted car parking standards. 

 
Policy CS12 (Green Infrastructure) indicates that all green spaces contribute to the green 
infrastructure network and that the multifunctional network of green spaces will be created, 
protected, enhanced and maintained. 

Policy CS13 (Green Space, Sport and Recreation) indicates that the Council will seek to 
make adequate provision for and protect and enhance the quantity, quality and 



accessibility of green space in accordance with an adequate up to date and relevant 
evidence base.

Policy CS14 (Housing Type and Size) expects new housing development to provide a 
range of dwelling types and sizes, taking into account the existing character of the area 
and evidence of local need to create sustainable and balanced communities.

Policy CS15: (Housing Density) states that sites will be delivered at a variety of densities, 
depending on their location and accessibility to public transport. It states that all new 
housing will be developed at a density that is consistent with achieving good design and 
does not compromise the distinctive character of the area in which it is situated. Subject to 
this overriding consideration, within the urban area, new residential development will be 
expected to achieve a minimum density of 40 dwellings per hectare.

Policy CS18 (Climate Change) requires new development to reduce the causes and 
impacts of flooding, minimise impacts on waste water systems, reduce impact on the 
supply of potable water and reduce the overall carbon footprint of the Borough.

Policy CS19 (Development and Design Principles) sets out detailed criteria against which 
the acceptability or otherwise of proposed development will be evaluated.  In particular it 
requires new development to be visually attractive, fit for purpose and locally distinctive.  It 
should conserve and enhance the character of the local built, historic and natural 
environment, integrate well with the surrounding local area and meet anti-crime standards. 
The design, layout and form of new development will be derived from a robust analysis of 
local context and character and make a positive contribution to the street scene and to the 
character of the area.

It requires account to be taken of the scale, height, building lines, layout, materials and 
other architectural features of adjoining buildings and of the wider context including 
features of townscape and landscape value, which contribute to local character and sense 
of place.

It requires new development to be located, designed and constructed to safeguard the 
amenity, including privacy, daylight and sunlight, of its occupants and those of 
neighbouring properties and land and avoid adverse environmental impacts from pollution. 

New residential development is required to accord with the adopted Residential Layout 
Guidelines and will be required to provide appropriate levels of private and public amenity 
space.

Proposals should include details of appropriate hard and soft landscaping, protect and 
where opportunities arise enhance biodiversity and provide appropriate facilities for the 
storage and disposal of waste. 

Gravesham Local Plan First Review 1994

4.10 The Gravesham Local Plan First Review was originally adopted in November 1994.

4.11 A substantial number of policies of the Gravesham Local Plan First Review were saved by 
a Direction dated 25 September 2007 of the Secretary of State under paragraph 1 (3) of 
Schedule 8 to the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 as transitional 
arrangements pending adoption of the Core Strategy.

4.12 Those Local Plan First Review policies that remain in force are listed in Appendix 1 of the 
Local Plan Core Strategy.  The remaining saved policies will be replaced following the 



adoption of the Site Allocations and Development Management Policies Development Plan 
Document.

4.13 The following remaining saved policies are relevant to the consideration of this proposal:

Policy T1: Impact of Development on the Highway Network
Policy T5: New Accesses onto Highway Network
Policy P3: Vehicle Parking Standards
Policy LT6: Additional Open Space in New Housing Development 

Saved Policy T1 requires that all proposed developments are adequately served by the 
highway network identified on the Proposals Map.

Saved Policy T5 requires that the formation of new accesses or the intensification of use of 
existing accesses to the roads forming the highway network shown on the Proposals Map, 
will not normally be permitted, except where no danger would arise and where a properly 
formed access can be created in a location and to a standard acceptable to the Local 
Planning and Highway Authorities.

Saved Policy P3 requires development to make provision for vehicle parking, in 
accordance with the Kent County Council Vehicle Parking Standards, as interpreted by 
Gravesham Borough Council, unless justified as an exception. All vehicle parking provision 
should normally be made on the development site.

Saved Policy LT6 requires new housing development to make provision for open space 
and play space, having regard to the proximity of the development to open space in the 
vicinity.

Gravesham Local Plan Regulation 18 Stage 1 Consultation Part 2: Development 
Management Policies Document April 2018

4.15 The following draft policies are relevant to the consideration of this application: 

Proposed Policy DM 21: Open Space, Playing Pitches and Sports Facilities Retention
Proposed Policy DM 26: Residential Space Standards
Proposed Policy DM 34: Contaminated Land
Proposed Policy DM 35: Light Pollution
Proposed Policy DM 37: Noise and Vibration

Policy DM 21: Open Space, Playing Pitches and Sports Facilities Retention states:

Change of use or redevelopment of existing open spaces, indoor sports facilities or playing 
pitches and disused/lapsed school or college playing fields will only be allowed if the 
applicant demonstrates that:

a. the loss will be mitigated by equivalent replacement provision (in terms of quality, 
quantity and accessibility); or

b.  the development is for alternative sports/recreational use for which there is a greater 
need; or

c. the current use will be retained and enhanced through the provision of limited enabling 
development.

In addition to the above, the redevelopment of private or public open space will not be 
permitted where there would be a significant individual or cumulative loss of open space or 



where there would be a negative impact on amenity, character and appearance, ecological 
connectivity or biodiversity of an area.

Other Material Considerations

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

4.16 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) March 2012, and revised July 2018 and 
February 2019, has replaced all the national planning policy guidance (PPG’s) and 
statements (PPS’s) and is a material consideration.

4.17 At the heart of the NPPF is a presumption in favour of sustainable development (NPPF 
2018 -  paragraph 11) which means approving development proposals that accord with the 
development plan without delay and where there are no relevant development plan policies 
or where the policies are out of date planning permission should be granted unless policies 
of the Framework provide a clear reason for refusing the development such as where land 
is designated as Green Belt or any adverse impacts would so significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh the benefits or specific policies in the NPPF taken as a whole.

4.18 The NPPF includes (in paragraph 8) three overarching objectives to achieving sustainable 
development:

 an economic objective; 
 a social objective; and
 an environmental objective. 

4.19 Numerous sections of the NPPF are directly relevant to the consideration of this 
development.  The following paragraphs are specifically highlighted as being of importance 
to the consideration of the proposals, but it should not be taken that these are the only 
parts of the NPPF that need to be considered.

Section 2, Paragraphs 7 - 14: Achieving sustainable development

Paragraph 8, advises that achieving sustainable development means that the planning   
system has three overarching objectives, which are interdependent and need to be 
pursued in mutually supportive ways. The social objective is to support strong, vibrant and 
healthy communities, by ensuring that a sufficient number and range of homes can be 
provided to meet the needs of present and future generations; and by fostering a well-
designed and safe built environment, with accessible services and open spaces that reflect 
current and future needs and support communities’ health, social and cultural well-being.

Section 4, Paragraphs 38 - 58: Decision Making 

Paragraph 47 indicates that applications for planning permission must be determined in 
accordance with the development plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

Paragraphs 54-57 of the NPPF contain advice on planning conditions and obligations. 
Paragraph 55 indicates that conditions should be kept to a minimum and only be imposed 
where they are necessary, relevant to planning and to the development to be permitted, 
enforceable, precise and reasonable in all other respects.

Section 5, Paragraphs 59 - 79: Delivering a sufficient supply of homes

Paragraph 59 indicates that to support the Government’s objective of significantly boosting 
the supply of homes, it is important that a sufficient amount and variety of land can come 



forward where it is needed, that the needs of groups with specific housing requirements 
are addressed and that land with permission is developed without unnecessary delay.

Paragraph 68 (c) requires local planning authorities to support the development of windfall 
sites.

Section 8, Paragraphs 91 - 101: Promoting healthy and safe communities

Paragraph 91 advises that planning decisions should aim to achieve healthy, inclusive and 
safe places which:

(a) promote social interaction, including opportunities for meetings between people who 
might not otherwise come into contact with each other – for example through mixed-use 
developments, strong neighbourhood centres, street layouts that allow for easy pedestrian 
and cycle connections within and between neighbourhoods, and active street frontages;

(b) are safe and accessible, so that crime and disorder, and the fear of crime, do not 
undermine the quality of life or community cohesion – for example through the use of clear 
and legible pedestrian routes, and high quality public space, which encourage the active 
and continual use of public areas; and

(c) enable and support healthy lifestyles, especially where this would address identified 
local health and well-being needs – for example through the provision of safe and 
accessible green infrastructure, sports facilities, local shops, access to healthier food, 
allotments and layouts that encourage walking and cycling.

Paragraph 92, requires planning decisions to plan positively for the provision and use of 
community facilities such as open space, to enhance the sustainability of communities and 
residential environments.  The policy also seeks to: ensure that established shops are able 
to develop and modernise and are retained for the benefit of the community; and to ensure 
an integrated approach to considering the location of houses, economic uses and 
community facilities and services.

Paragraph 96 recognises the importance of high quality open space for the health and 
well-being of communities and requires planning policies to be based on robust and up-to-
date assessments of the need for open space. Information gained from the assessments 
should be used to determine which open space is needed, which plans should then seek to 
accommodate.

Paragraph 97 advises that existing open space, sports and recreational buildings and land, 
including playing fields, should not be built on unless:

(a) an assessment has been undertaken which has clearly shown the open space, 
buildings or land to be surplus to requirements; or

(b) the loss resulting from the proposed development would be replaced by equivalent or 
better provision in terms of quantity and quality in a suitable location; or

(c) the development is for alternative sports and recreational provision, the benefits of 
which clearly outweigh the loss of the current or former use.

Section 9, Paragraphs 102-111: Promoting Sustainable Transport

Paragraph 108 indicates that in assessing specific applications for development, it should 
be ensured that:



a) appropriate opportunities to promote sustainable transport modes can be – or have 
been – taken up, given the type of development and its location;
b) safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all users; and
c) any significant impacts from the development on the transport network (in terms of 
capacity and congestion), or on highway safety, can be cost effectively mitigated to an 
acceptable degree.

Paragraph 109 advises that development should only be prevented or refused on highways 
grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual 
cumulative impacts on the road network would be severe.

Paragraph 110, requires applications to be designed to enable charging of plug-in and 
other ultra-low emission vehicles in safe, accessible and convenient locations.

Section 11, Paragraphs 117 - 123: Making effective use of land

Paragraph 117, requires planning decisions to promote an effective use of land in meeting 
the need for homes and other uses, whilst safeguarding and approving the environment 
and ensuring safe and healthy living conditions.

Paragraph 122, requires planning decisions to support development that makes efficient 
use of land, taking into account the desirability of maintaining an area’s prevailing 
character and setting, or of promoting regeneration and change.

Paragraph 123, requires applications to make efficient use of land. In this context, a flexible 
approach is required in applying policies or guidance relating to daylight and sunlight as 
long as the resulting scheme would provide acceptable living standards.

Section 12, Paragraphs 124 - 132: Achieving well-designed places

Paragraph 124 advises that good design is a key aspect of sustainable development, 
creates better places in which to live and work and helps make development acceptable to 
communities.  It regards the effective engagement between applicants, communities, local 
planning authorities and other interested parties as essential for achieving good design and 
the creation of high quality buildings and places.

Paragraph 127 indicates that, amongst other things, planning policies and decisions should 
ensure that developments are visually attractive as a result of good architecture, layout and 
appropriate and effective landscaping, and are sympathetic to local character and history, 
including the surrounding built environment and landscape setting, while not preventing or 
discouraging appropriate innovation or change

Paragraph 128, requires applicants to work closely with those affected by their proposals to 
evolve designs that take account of the views of the community. It states that applications 
that can demonstrate early, proactive and effective engagement with the community should 
be looked on more favourably than those that cannot.

Paragraph 129, requires local authorities to ensure that they have access to and make 
appropriate use of tools and processes for assessing and approving the design of 
development. They should have regard to the outcome of these processes, including any 
recommendations made by design review panels.



Paragraph 130, states that permission should be refused for development of poor design 
that fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character and quality of an 
area

Section 14, Paragraphs 148 - 169: Meeting the Challenge of Climate Change, Flooding 
and Coastal Change 

This sets out (amongst other things) national policy in relation to flood risk.  This should be 
read in conjunction with the relevant sections of National Planning Practice Guidance 
(NPPG 2014) and the Environment Agency Flood Risk Standing Advice available on line 
via https://www.gov.uk/flood-risk-standing-advice-frsa-for-local-planning-authorities

The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG)

4.20 On the 6th of March 2014 a new web-based resource for Planning Practice Guidance was 
launched (http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/). It supports and clarifies areas in 
the NPPF and replaces a substantial list of guidance documents published from 1978-
2013.

4.21 It contains guidance on assessing housing need; design; public consultation; open space 
provision in new development; travel plans, transport assessments and statements in 
decision-taking; health and wellbeing; water supply, wastewater and water quality; light 
pollution; determining a planning application; the use of planning conditions and viability, 
amongst other things.

4.22 The NPPG gives guidance on what is a material planning consideration in determining a 
planning application indicating that the impact of a development on the value of a 
neighbouring property or loss of private rights to light could not be material considerations.

4.23 The NPPG includes more detailed advice on the use of planning conditions (replacing the 
cancelled Circular 11/95).  

Supplementary Planning Guidance and other Documents
     
4.24 The Council has adopted a number of Supplementary Planning Guidance documents, 

Development Briefs and Conservation Area Appraisals.  These elaborate on saved policies 
in the Gravesham Local Plan First Review and policies in the Gravesham Local Plan Core 
Strategy and are material considerations in determining planning applications.  

4.25 In addition the Council has adopted a number of documents that have been produced by 
Kent County Council also as Supplementary Guidance.

4.26 The following documents are relevant to the consideration of this application:

 Kent Design Guide published as SPG5 and adopted in July, 2006;
 Kent Vehicle Parking Standards (SPG 4 published in 2003 and adopted in 2006);
 GBC Residential Layout Guidelines, SPG2, February 1996;
 Housing Standards Policy Statement, 1st October, 2015;
 Technical Housing Standards: Nationally Described Space Standards.

https://www.gov.uk/flood-risk-standing-advice-frsa-for-local-planning-authorities
http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/


Other Relevant Council Documents

4.27 Also of relevance are the published Gravesham Open Space, Sport & Recreation 
Assessment, Strategy & Action Plan which has two components being the technical based 
assessments and the Strategy/Standards.  

Of particular relevance are:

 Knight, Kavanagh & Page GBC Open Space Assessment Report, April 2016
 Knight, Kavanagh & Page GBC Open Space Standards Paper, August 2016

The above documents provide strategic evidence on what open space, sports and 
recreational provision is needed within Gravesham and will be used to inform the 
development of planning policies, including the need for supplementary planning 
documents. This is carried out in order to inform future planning application decisions and 
future corporate/strategic development opportunities as and when they arise.

5. Consultations Publicity and Representations 

Consultations 

GBC Planning Policy

5.1 The three principal issues (from a planning policy viewpoint) to be considered in the 
determination of this planning application are:

 Principle of the Development;
 Design; and
 Open Space.

Principle of the Development
 
5.2 The application site lies within the urban area, within a local retail centre and in a wider 

residential area. Policy CS02 of the Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy, 2014, 
prioritises development in the urban area as a sustainable location for development. It 
seeks to achieve this by promoting regeneration by prioritising redevelopment and 
recycling of previously developed land. The Tesco site is previously developed land and 
the principle of residential development thus conforms with policy CS02 in relation to 
that part of the application. The open space site is not previously developed land and 
the proposed car park therefore fails to conform with policy CS02 of the Core Strategy.

 
5.3 Paragraph 85 of the NPPF allows for a suitable mix of uses in centres and for 

residential development on appropriate sites. Paragraph 92, seeks an integrated 
approach to the location of housing, economic uses and community facilities and 
services in support of the promotion of healthy and safe communities. Again, the 
principle of locating housing development in a local retail centre is in conformity with 
paragraphs 85 and 92 of the NPPF.

 
5.4 However, it should be noted that paragraph 85 is qualified by requiring residential 

development to be located on appropriate sites. Whilst some form of residential 
development may be appropriate on this site, is this particular proposal appropriate?

 



5.5 The answer to this question will depend on the scale of development, its impact on the 
vitality and viability of the retail units, particularly Tesco Express, its impact on the 
amenity of surrounding residents, its impact on the character of the surrounding area 
and its impact on existing open space. All these issues are addressed in the following 
paragraphs.

Design
 
5.6 Paragraph 129 of the NPPF, requires local authorities to ensure that they have regard 

to the processes for assessing the design of development. In Gravesham, the 
appropriate process is undertaken by the Design South East Design Surgery. A pre-
application scheme was considered by the Design Surgery and its views can be 
regarded as applicable to the current proposal. The comments can be summarised as 
follows:
 Some efforts have been made to mitigate the impact on neighbouring homes  but 

we are not convinced by them;
 We support the Council’s view that the area proposed for car parking should remain 

as open space and public access should be restored. The triangular space provides 
a “village green” for the neighbourhood and for the shops and houses surrounding it. 
Its partial loss for a car park would undermine this quality;

 The layby parking spaces opposite the shop should be sufficient to meet the parking 
needs of the shop;

 Unusually shaped east-facing balconies which are “fenced” where they face 
neighbouring properties is not the best solution to the privacy/overlooking problem. 
More generous balconies, facing west to catch the evening sun would be better;

 The arrival into the communal garden is good but the journey to the front door for 
the ground floor flats is poor;

 The constrained site means that some ground floor flats have a view of a slope and 
fencing;

 Fewer flats (say 6 or 7) and one less storey, would make delivery of a quality 
scheme much easier and could accommodate all of its parking on site.

 
5.7 Consideration will need to be given to determine whether the problems of overlooking 

and overshadowing have been overcome by the introduction of angled windows and 
balconies and balcony screening and whether the resulting design changes are 
acceptable. Likewise, a Servicing and Delivery Report has been submitted with the 
application and it will need to be determined whether this will help to offset the loss of 
the servicing area for the supermarket.

5.8 In the light of the design objections of Design South East, it is considered that the 
proposal fails to meet the requirements of policy CS19 of the Core Strategy for 
development:
 to be visually attractive;
 to make a positive contribution to the street scene;
 to conserve and enhance the character of the area;
 to integrate well with the surrounding local area;
 to take into account the design characteristics of adjoining buildings ;
 to avoid adverse environmental impacts from pollution, including noise, air and 

odour and light pollution
 to provide the appropriate levels of private and public amenity space; and
 to safeguard the amenity, including privacy, daylight and sunlight, of its  occupants 

and those of neighbouring properties.



5.9 Furthermore, the bulk and massing of the proposed development and its overall design 
conflict with policy CS19, insofar as it is not apparent how the design, layout and form 
has been derived from a robust analysis of local context and character.

 
5.10 At the national level, the Design Panel comments suggest that the proposal does not 

meet the requirements of paragraphs 92, 97, 117, 122 and 127 of the NPPF insofar as 
it;
 fails to plan positively for the provision and use of community facilities such as open 

space;
 proposes to build on existing open space; fails to safeguard and improve the 

environment;
 fails to maintain the area’s prevailing character and setting; and
 is not sympathetic to local character, fails to maintain a strong sense of place and 

does not optimise the potential to accommodate an appropriate amount and mix of 
development including green spaces.

 
5.11 No evidence has been put forward in the submitted Design Statement that the applicant 

has engaged the local community at the pre-application stage or taken into account 
their views in the evolution of the design, contrary to the requirements of paragraph 128 
of the NPPF.

Open Space
 
5.12 Both national and local policies recognise the value of open space for the contribution it 

makes towards the amenity and health of the population. Consequently, planning 
policies and decisions are required to make provision for open space and to protect 
existing open space.

 
5.13 The application proposes to develop on the existing open space at Whitehill Lane in 

order to provide a car park to meet the needs of the proposed housing, replace lost 
parking and to serve the local shops. Any decision regarding this proposal will need to 
be made in the context of policy CS13 of the Core Strategy, paragraphs 96 and 97 of 
the NPPF and the findings of the Gravesham Open Space, Sport and Recreation Study, 
2016.

 
5.14 Policy CS13, seeks to protect and enhance the quantity, quality and accessibility of 

open space in accordance with an adequate, up-to-date and relevant evidence base. 
The 2016 Study provides that evidence.

 
5.15 Paragraph 96 of the NPPF requires planning policies to be based on robust and up-to-

date assessments of the need for open space. Again, the 2016 Study provides that 
assessment.

 
5.16 Paragraph 97 sets out the circumstances in which development of open space may be 

permitted, namely that:
 an assessment has been undertaken which has clearly shown the open space to be 

surplus to requirements; or
 the loss resulting from the proposed development would be replaced by equivalent 

or better provision in terms of quantity and quality in a suitable location; or
 the development is for alternative sports and recreation provision, the benefits of 

which clearly outweigh the loss of the current or former use.
 



5.17 Given that the proposal is not for alternative sports and recreation provision and no 
replacement open space is proposed, the main issue, in relation to paragraph 97, is 
whether the open space is surplus to requirements.

 
5.18 The Council’s Open Space Assessment Report, 2016, identified Whitehill Lane as an 

amenity greenspace. It identified the primary purpose of amenity greenspaces as 
providing opportunities for informal activities close to home or work or enhancement of 
the appearance of residential or other areas.

 
5.19 Although Whitehill Lane was categorised as good quality amenity open space but of 

poor value, the Council’s Open Space Standards Paper recommended that all open 
space should be protected as a starting point due to current deficiencies and the 
identification of additional future needs. It did not identify the Whitehill Lane site as 
being surplus to requirements.

 
5.20 The submitted Design and Access Statement states that there is an existing restriction 

on the land proposed for the car park for it to be used only for open space or car 
parking. This may be a legal restriction imposed by the land owner, but it is not a result 
of a planning policy or a condition attached to a planning permission. It should be 
disregarded in the consideration of the current planning application.

 
5.21 The Design Statement claims that the open space was designated as public amenity 

greenspace in the Open Space Standards Paper. The site was not identified as “public 
amenity greenspace”, simply “amenity greenspace” in the Assessment Report. No 
distinction between public and private open space was made in the documents.

 
5.22 The Design Statement points out that the land for the proposed car park is now private 

land and no longer accessible to the public. This does not affect its status as amenity 
greenspace, which does not need to be accessible to the public for it to provide visual 
amenity for local residents. It should be pointed out that neither the NPPF nor the Core 
Strategy refer to “public” open space. No distinction is drawn between the two. The 
glossary to the NPPF defines open space as all open space of public value. Open 
space can be valued by the public without public ownership.

 
5.23 The applicant has commissioned consultants, LUC, to provide evidence that the site is 

surplus to requirements. LUC concluded that the loss of the open space will not result in 
the amount of amenity greenspace in the Wards of Whitehill and Singlewell falling below 
the standard set out in the Open Space Assessment and will not have any detrimental 
impact on local residents’ accessibility to amenity greenspace.

 
5.24 As pointed out above, accessibility is not a factor when the open space provides a 

visual amenity. Furthermore, the Council’s Open Space documents make no 
recommendations for the disposal of amenity greenspace in areas where the provision 
is above the standards set out. Their studies are based on two large study areas, urban 
and rural, rather than on a much smaller ward basis.

 
5.25 The LUC report draws attention to the fact that the Open Space Assessment Report 

found that the open space had a lower than the average value threshold. The 
Assessment Report states that amenity greenspaces have a slightly higher proportion of 
low value provision. It found that this reflects a lack of ancillary features at some sites, 
leading to a comparative lack of recreational use. However, the value that these open 
spaces provides in offering a visual and recreational amenity, as well as a break in the 
built form, can still be important. It should be concluded that such importance should be 
attributed to the Whitehill Lane amenity greenspace.

 



5.26 Taking both the housing and car parking sites together, the proposed development 
would result in a net deficit of open space on the application site, contrary to policy 
CS13, which seeks to enhance the quantity of green space, policy CS19, which requires 
the provision of the appropriate levels of private and public amenity space, and 
paragraph 127 of the NPPF, which requires development to optimise the potential to 
accommodate an appropriate amount and mix of development, including green and 
other public space.

Additional Comments
 
5.27 The proposal fails to meet the requirements of paragraph 110 of the NPPF because no 

provision has been made to enable charging of plug-in vehicles in safe, accessible and 
convenient locations.

 
5.28 Paragraph 12 of the NPPF, states that where a planning application conflicts with an up-

to-date development plan, permission should not usually be granted. The development 
plan is up-to-date and evidence shows that the proposal conflicts with its policies.

 
5.29 Paragraph 130 of the NPPF states that permission should be refused for development 

of poor design that fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character 
and quality of an area and the way it functions. In the light of the foregoing paragraphs 
and other evidence, consideration will need to be given as to whether there are any 
opportunities available to improve the character and quality of the area and if so, 
whether those opportunities have been taken.

GBC Leisure Manager

5.30 The main issue from a leisure perspective relates to the actual loss of amenity 
greenspace. Paragraph 97 of the NPPF states that existing open space, sports and 
recreational buildings and land, including playing fields, should not be built on unless:

(a) an assessment has been undertaken which has clearly shown the open space, 
buildings or land to be surplus to requirements; or, 
(b) the loss resulting from the proposed development would be replaced by equivalent 
or better provision in terms of quantity and quality in a suitable location; or 
(c) the development is for alternative sports and recreational provision, the benefits of 
which clearly outweigh the loss of the current or former use. 

5.31 The 2016 Open Space Assessment, undertaken by consultants Knight, Kavanagh & 
Page (KKP), does not highlight that the site or part of the site is surplus to requirements.  
Although labelled as high quality, these types of open spaces are generally highway 
verge style sites which are small in size but lacking noticeable features thus their low 
value rating. These types of site are still recognised as providing some visual amenity to 
their locality and it is important to note that the main role of certain sites is to simply act 
as a grassed area, providing breaks in the urban form. The preferred policy approach to 
a space in this category should be to enhance its value in terms of its present primary 
purpose. 

5.32 It is noted that the applicant has provided an open space assessment with the 
application produced by LUC. However, this document makes reference to sites that it 
believes should have been included within the original 2016 KKP Open Space 
Assessment. These sites were originally calculated to have been under the threshold of 
0.20 HA as individual parcels of land and so were not included in the calculations of 
amenity greenspace provision e.g. Christian Fields Avenue and Mungo Park.  The LUC 



assessment also highlights Truro Road Amenity Greenspace as not being included 
within the original Open Space Assessment, of which we believe it is. Therefore, there 
is little evidence to suggest that this particular site at Whitehill Lane is surplus to 
requirements when set against the overall availability of green space within the area. It 
is also this team’s view that by locating a car park on part of the grassed site for 
residential and commercial parking will not improve the primary purpose, or improve the 
quality or value of the open space, no matter whether it is privately or publicly owned.

GBC - Horticultural Services Manager

5.33 I have reviewed the application and have the following comments:

 With regards to the suitability of the application I agree with the comments made by 
the Leisure Team - Communities Directorate; I don’t believe that the site is surplus 
to requirements when set against the overall availability of green space within the 
area.

 However and with regards to the landscape plan submitted, the trees chosen for the 
scheme; Prunus fruticosa Globosa and Corylus colurna are an excellent choice 
based on their shape, form and ultimate size.  They will soften the scheme whilst not 
impacting the new buildings / parking area.

 Whilst there will be a loss of amenity grass to accommodate the parking area, the 
scheme does introduce 5 new trees and a small yew hedge to this area which will 
be beneficial to wildlife.

 Ideally, it would have been nice to see some native planting as part of the scheme.

Sport England (SE Region)

5.34 The proposed development does not fall within either our statutory remit (Statutory 
Instrument 2015/595), or non-statutory remit (National Planning Policy Guidance (PPG) 
Par. 003 Ref. ID: 37-003-20140306), therefore Sport England has not provided a 
detailed response in this case, but would wish to give the following advice to aid the 
assessment of this application. General guidance and advice can however be found on 
our website: www.sportengland.org/planningapplications 

5.35 If the proposal involves the loss of any sports facility then full consideration should be 
given to whether the proposal meets Par. 97 of National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF), link below, is in accordance with local policies to protect social infrastructure 
and any approved Playing Pitch Strategy or Built Sports Facility Strategy that the local 
authority has in place.

5.36 If the proposal involves the provision of a new sports facility, then consideration should 
be given to the recommendations and priorities set out in any approved Playing Pitch 
Strategy or Built Sports Facility Strategy that the local authority may have in place. In 
addition, to ensure they are fit for purpose, such facilities should be designed in 
accordance with Sport England, or the relevant National Governing Body, design 
guidance notes:
http://sportengland.org/facilities-planning/tools-guidance/design-and-cost-guidance/ 

5.37 If the proposal involves the provision of additional housing (then it will generate 
additional demand for sport. If existing sports facilities do not have the capacity to 

http://www.sportengland.org/planningapplications
http://sportengland.org/facilities-planning/tools-guidance/design-and-cost-guidance/


absorb the additional demand, then new and/or improved sports facilities should be 
secured and delivered in accordance with any approved local policy for social 
infrastructure, and priorities set out in any Playing Pitch Strategy or Built Sports Facility 
Strategy that the local authority has in place.

5.38 In line with the Government’s NPPF (including Section 8) and PPG (Health and 
wellbeing section), consideration should also be given to how any new development, 
especially for new housing, will provide opportunities for people to lead healthy lifestyles 
and create healthy communities. Sport England’s Active Design guidance can be used 
to help with this when developing or assessing a proposal. Active Design provides ten 
principles to help ensure the design and layout of development encourages and 
promotes participation in sport and physical activity.

NPPF Section 8: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/8-
promoting-healthy-communities 
PPG Health and wellbeing section: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/health-and-wellbeing
Sport England’s Active Design Guidance: https://www.sportengland.org/activedesign

Kent Police Crime Prevention Design Advisor

5.39 We have considered this application in regard to Crime Prevention Through 
Environmental Design (CPTED) in accordance with the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF). Design and Access Statements should demonstrate the design 
helps create an accessible and safe environment while minimising crime and disorder 
and fear of crime. The Kent Design for Crime Prevention, CPTED and Secured by 
Design (SBD) - www.kent.police.uk/advice/businesses/planners-and-developers/ are all 
available on line. SBD is the official UK Police flagship initiative combining the principles 
of designing out crime with physical security. 

5.40 Applicants/agents should consult a local Designing out Crime Officer (DOCO) or 
suitably qualified security specialist to help design out the opportunity for crime, fear of 
crime, Anti-Social Behaviour (ASB), nuisance and conflict.  

5.41 Having reviewed the on line plans and documents for this revised scheme, previously 
under planning application number 20180175, we note the applicant/agent has 
addressed many of our previous concerns detailed in my letter dated 13th April 2018 
under planning application number 20180175, within section 8.0 Security and Crime 
prevention included within the Design and Access Statement (DAS) for this application 
20190252.  

5.42 The Physical Protection section states: 

“All accessible windows to be certified to BS 7950 or PAS 24 (2012) – all including 
window restrictors. The double glazed units will have the outer 6.4mm pane laminated.” 

5.43 The applicant/agent may wish to note that these specifications have been superseded 
and all main entrance/exit doorsets and vulnerable windows should be certified to 
PAS24:2016 as detailed in the newly released Secured By Design (SBD) Homes 2019.  
The Surveillance section states:  

“Communal entrances will incorporate audio entry panels as an additional layer of 
security.” 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/8-promoting-healthy-communities
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/national-planning-policy-framework/8-promoting-healthy-communities
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/health-and-wellbeing
https://www.sportengland.org/activedesign
http://www.kent.police.uk/advice/businesses/planners-and-developers/


5.44 A full audio visual access control system will be required, as detailed in SBD Homes 
2019. 

5.45 It is also important that postal delivery is carefully considered. As per my previous 
response: 

“Mail delivery: A through the wall mail system into the lobby is strongly recommended if 
space allows, as they do not require access for anyone delivering mail. If there is 
insufficient space and mailboxes are to be installed inside the lobby area, then an 
access controlled air lock should be incorporated in to the design, to prevent non-
residents from accessing the stair core. External mailboxes are discouraged as they are 
more vulnerable, however if they are to be specified, they should ideally be TS009 
security rated as an additional layer of security.” 

5.46 We welcome a meeting or discussion with the applicant/agent about site specific 
designing out crime.  If this application is to be approved we request that a Condition or 
Informative be included to show a clear audit trail for Design for Crime Prevention and 
Community Safety and meet our and Local Authority statutory duties under Section 17 
of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998. 

5.47 A development that achieves SBD accreditation, demonstrates that security has been 
addressed. If the applicant/agent intends to apply for SBD they are strongly advised to 
contact us before completing the application form.  

5.48 To meet SBD requirements, doorsets and windows must be tested and certified by an 
SBD recognised third party certification authority. Approved Document Q building 
regulations for doorset and window specifications only require testing to PAS 24 2016.  

Kent Fire and Rescue Service

5.49 The means of access is considered satisfactory 

KCC - Sustainable Drainage Engineer

5.50 In principle, we have no objection to the proposed drainage design. However, in order to 
confirm the viability of permeable surfacing, we would emphasize that ground 
investigation will be required to support the use of infiltration.  It is recommended that 
soakage tests be compliant with BRE 365, notably the requirement to fill the test pit 
several times.  Detailed design should utilise a modified infiltrate rate and demonstrate 
that any permeable surfacing will have an appropriate half drain time.

5.51 Drainage calculations show minimal flooding at the 100 year critical event +40% climate 
change. Where there is any exceedance of the drainage network above the 30 year 
event, an exceedance plan should be provided illustrating where exceedance occurs 
and the extent and depth of flooding. Exceedance must be controlled within the site 
boundary.

5.52 At detailed design, we would request details and drawings regarding the pond design, 
including cross sections and freeboard.

5.53 Should your local authority be minded to grant permission for this development, we 
would recommend the following conditions:



Condition:

Development shall not begin in any phase until a detailed sustainable surface water 
drainage scheme for the site has been submitted to (and approved in writing by) the 
local planning authority. The detailed drainage scheme shall be based upon the Flood
Risk Assessment, (Herrington Consulting Ltd, March 2019) and shall demonstrate that 
the surface water generated by this development (for all rainfall durations and intensities 
up to and including the climate change adjusted critical 100 year storm) can be 
accommodated and disposed of within the curtilage of the site without increase to flood 
risk on or off-site.

The drainage scheme shall also demonstrate (with reference to published guidance):
• That silt and pollutants resulting from the site use can be adequately managed to 
ensure there is no pollution risk to receiving waters.
• Appropriate operational, maintenance and access requirements for each drainage 
feature or SuDS component are adequately considered, including any proposed 
arrangements for future adoption by any public body or statutory undertaker.

The drainage scheme shall be implemented in accordance with the approved details.

Reason: To ensure the development is served by satisfactory arrangements for the 
disposal of surface water and to ensure that the development does not exacerbate the 
risk of on/off site flooding. These details and accompanying calculations are required 
prior to the commencement of the development as they form an intrinsic part of the 
proposal, the approval of which cannot be disaggregated from the carrying out of the 
rest of the development.

Condition:

No building on any phase (or within an agreed implementation schedule) of the 
development hereby permitted shall be occupied until a Verification Report pertaining to 
the surface water drainage system, carried out by a suitably qualified professional, has 
been submitted to the Local Planning Authority which demonstrates the suitable 
modelled operation of the drainage system such that flood risk is appropriately 
managed, as approved by the Lead Local Flood Authority. The Report shall contain 
information and evidence (including photographs) of earthworks; details and locations of 
inlets, outlets and control structures; extent of planting; details of materials utilised in 
construction including subsoil, topsoil, aggregate and membrane liners; full as built 
drawings; topographical survey of ‘as constructed’ features; and an operation and 
maintenance manual for the sustainable drainage scheme as constructed.

Reason: To ensure that flood risks from development to the future users of the land and 
neighbouring land are minimised, together with those risks to controlled waters, property 
and ecological systems, and to ensure that the development as constructed is compliant 
with and subsequently maintained pursuant to the requirements of paragraph 165 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework.

Southern Water

5.54 The exact position of the public sewers must be determined on site by the applicant 
before the layout of the proposed development is finalised. No development or new tree 
planting should be located within 3 metres either side of the external edge of the public 
sewer and all existing infrastructure should be protected during the course of 



construction works.  No new soakaways should be located within 5 metres of a public 
sewer. 

5.55 Furthermore, due to changes in legislation that came in to force on 1st October 2011 
regarding the future ownership of sewers it is possible that a sewer now deemed to be  
public could be crossing the above property. Therefore, should any sewer be found 
during construction works, an investigation of the sewer will be required to ascertain its 
condition, the number of properties served, and potential means of access before any 
further works commence on site. The applicant is advised to discuss the matter further 
with Southern Water, Sparrowgrove House Sparrowgrove, Otterbourne, Hampshire 
SO21 2SW (Tel: 0330 303 0119) or www.southernwater.co.uk”

 
5.56 Southern Water requires a formal application for a connection to the public foul sewer to 

be made by the applicant or developer. We request that should this application receive 
planning approval, the following informative is attached to the consent: 

A formal application for connection to the public sewerage system is required in order to 
service this development, please contact Southern Water, Sparrowgrove House, 
Sparrowgrove, Otterbourne, Hampshire SO21 2SW (Tel: 0330 303 0119) or 
www.southernwater.co.uk.  Please read our New Connections Services Charging 
Arrangements documents which has now been published and is available to read on 
our website via the following link https://beta.southernwater.co.uk/infrastructure-charges

 
5.57 The planning application form makes reference to drainage using Sustainable Urban 

Drainage Systems (SUDS).   Under current legislation and guidance SUDS rely upon 
facilities which are not adoptable by sewerage undertakers. Therefore, the applicant will 
need to ensure that arrangements exist for the long term maintenance of the SUDS 
facilities. It is critical that the effectiveness of these systems is maintained in perpetuity. 
Good management will avoid flooding from the proposed surface water system, which 
may result in the inundation of the foul sewerage system.  

5.58 Thus, where a SUDS scheme is to be implemented, the drainage details submitted to 
the Local Planning Authority should: 
- Specify the responsibilities of each party for the implementation of the SUDS scheme 
- Specify a timetable for implementation 
- Provide a management and maintenance plan for the lifetime of the development.  

5.59 This should include the arrangements for adoption by any public authority or statutory 
undertaker and any other arrangements to secure the operation of the scheme 
throughout its lifetime.

5.60 It is the responsibility of the developer to make suitable provision for the disposal of 
surface water. Part H3 of the Building Regulations prioritises the means of surface 
water disposal in the order 
a       Adequate soakaway or infiltration system 
b       Water course 
c        Where neither of the above is practicable sewer 

5.61 Southern Water supports this stance and seeks through appropriate Planning 
Conditions to ensure that appropriate means of surface water disposal are proposed for 
each development. It is important that discharge to sewer occurs only where this is 
necessary and where adequate capacity exists to serve the development. When it is 
proposed to connect to a public sewer the prior approval of Southern Water is required. 

http://www.southernwater.co.uk/
http://www.southernwater.co.uk/
https://beta.southernwater.co.uk/infrastructure-charges


5.62 The proposed development would lie within a Source Protection Zone around one of 
Southern Water's public water supply sources as defined under the Environment 
Agency’s Groundwater Protection Policy. Southern Water will rely on your consultations 
with the Environment Agency to ensure the protection of the public water supply source.

GBC - Waste & Recycling Manager

5.63 I can confirm that I cannot see any problems with accessing the bin store as it is located 
close to the public highway.

 
5.64 The following provision is required for the domestic properties

• Refuse - 1 x 1100ltr bin per 6 flats
• Recycling – 1 x 1100ltr bin per 6 flats with special recycling lid
• Food Waste – 1 x 140ltr bin per 10 flats with an individual 5ltr caddy per flat

5.65 The immediate area outside the bin store should be level with the road, should not 
include an incline and the installation of a drop kerb where necessary is mandatory.  
Car parking spaces should not be allocated immediately in front of the access to the bin 
store.  It is recommended that bin stores are fitted with a lock which is accessed via a 
key or a key code pad.

5.66 Developers are welcome to purchase their own 1100ltr bins however the bins must be 
metal and comply with European Standard EN840.

5.67 Collections from sites will not occur until containers are in place.  It is the responsibility 
of the developer to collect and remove any waste at their cost until the Council is 
satisfied that all waste requirements have been met.  All complaints in regard to non-
collection due to the fault of the developer will be passed onto to the developer for 
response.

5.68 The Council should be informed at least two weeks prior to collections taking place.

Kent County Council Highways and Transportation Services 

5.69 The site is located on Whitehill Parade which is a one way road connecting Whitehill 
Lane to Jellicoe Avenue. The Parade comprises a terrace of two storey buildings of 
ground floor retail with residential units above. Parking is available at the front of the 
properties and a layby for approximately 6 cars is available opposite the Parade on the 
southern side of the open space. Tesco Express has customer parking to the west of 
the site.

5.70 The proposal seeks residential development to the side and rear of Tesco Express, and 
the construction of a car park on part of Whitehill open space.  I note that the car park 
area was subject to a planning application (reference 20180867) in September 2018, 
which was refused due to four reasons which included failure to justify the need for the 
additional car parking spaces, the impact on the local highway network, and lack of 
information relating to details of design and layout failing to comply with Supplementary 
Planning Guidance 4 (SPG4) parking standards.

5.71 The proposal involves the provision of 12 (10 x 2 bed and 2 x 3 bed) residential units to 
the west and rear of the Tesco Express resulting in the removal of the parking area. 
Therefore, 27 parking spaces are proposed on the southern part of Whitehill open 



space (15 retail unallocated and 12 residential allocated).  Access to the parking area is 
approximately 25 metres from Whitehill Lane. Visibility splays of 2.4 metres x 18 metres 
will need to be illustrated at the access.  It appears that parking spaces encroach on the 
splays.

5.72 The highway boundary will need to be checked to ascertain whether the parking area to 
the east encroaches on public highway. In addition, the status of the existing layby will 
need to be established. This will need to be ascertained from KCC Highway Definitions 
Team.

5.73 Entry and egress of parking space 1 (residential) and 15 (retail) would be hindered by 
the curvature of the site boundary. Vehicle tracking indicates that vehicles would be 
able to enter the spaces, but there is not sufficient space to be able to perform a 
manoeuvre to turn within the site. Parking space 9 (residential) has limited 
manoeuvrability, and I am unsure how vehicles would be able to access the space.

5.74 An electric charging point is proposed for space 9 (residential), but again, I am unsure 
how this would be sufficiently accessed.  An electric charging point is proposed adjacent 
to space 1 (residential). I question the merit of providing electric charging points for the 
retail parking element, as these are likely to be utilised for a short duration. 
Consideration should be given to providing accessible provision for the residential 
parking spaces.

5.75 The main access barriers are approximately 3 metres from the highway. This would not 
be sufficient space for a vehicle to exit the highway while the barriers open. The 
southern boundary of the car park fronting Whitehill Lane contains a streetlight that 
appears to have been replaced by a tree.  A distance of 4 metres is usually required 
between a column and a new tree.

5.76 A pedestrian gate is proposed on the western side of the car park, to provide access to 
the residential units.  There is no footway in this location, meaning that pedestrians 
would step directly into the highway.  When entering the gate, pedestrians would have 
to operate the gate from the highway.  As this is located on a bend, I am concerned 
about the safety of pedestrians in this location.

5.77 In line with the above, I require further details and amendments to be made to the layout 
of the parking before I can deem it to be acceptable.  Further details / amendments are 
required as follows:

 Disabled space 9 encroaches on the visibility splay;
 Clarification of the Highway boundary required
 Insufficient manoeuvrability for space 1, 9 (residential) and 15 (retail)
 Electric charging points should be reconsidered
 Distance between access barriers and highway is not sufficient
 Streetlight column has not been identified on the southern boundary
 Pedestrian footway should be considered at the gates

GBC Highways Development Management Officer 

5.78 The pre-application and application car park layouts are different and raise some issues 
that have not previously been considered: 



1. The parking aisle extends further towards Whitehill Lane and now encroaches on 
what appears to be public footway, which forms part of the public highway.  
2. The revised cul-de-sac ends of the parking layout would make access/egress spaces 
1 (residential), 14 and 15 (Tesco) difficult if not impossible without a lengthy reverse and 
then there is no turning area for the Tesco element of the car parking except an empty 
space. 
3. Residential spaces 9 to 11 may encroach on highway margin. 
4. Parking space 9 has limited manoeuvring space and no turning space 
5. The parking spaces closest to Whitehill Parade appear to have moved slightly and 
now encroach in the visibility splay for the access. 
6. The pedestrian gate to the car park would benefit from a footway being provided so 
pedestrians do not step out directly onto the carriageway and this would also improve 
visibility of approach vehicles. 
7. The car park must be adequately drained so no surface water discharges onto the 
highway. 
8. The status of the existing layby needs to be established and if it is highway, it will 
need to be stopped up; this would also apply to any other areas of highway.     

                           
 
                     Pre-app Layout                                                                 Application Layout

9. Consideration should be given to the passive provision of electrical charging for the 
resident’s vehicles. (Provision of ducts and cable, but not actual charging points).  It is 
accepted that given the short stay nature of parking for the visitors to the retail element 



of the parking, electrical charging points would have minimal benefit, unless they were 
capable of rapid charging.

GBC - Head of Regulatory Services

5.79 Based on the review of:
 Phase 1 Environmental Report (Go Contaminated Land Solutions, 14 February 

2018)

5.80 The report presents the findings of a desk study and site walkover.  It adequately 
reviews the history and environmental setting of the site.  No significant sources of 
contamination have been identified, however it is recommended a watching brief is 
maintained during groundworks.  I therefore recommend the following condition:

5.81 The applicant shall undertake a watching brief during construction in case any 
contamination issue is encountered.  If during development any contamination is found, 
the local planning authority should be informed as soon as practical and the work shall 
not continue until written agreement is provided by the LPA as to the appropriate 
measures to be taken to resolve the matter and they are satisfied that those measures 
have been carried out. 

Natural England

5.82 Since this application will result in a net increase in residential accommodation, impacts 
to the coastal Special Protection Area(s) and Ramsar Site(s) may result from increased 
recreational disturbance.   Your authority has measures in place to manage these 
potential impacts through the agreed strategic solution which we consider to be 
ecologically sound.  Subject to the appropriate financial contribution being secured, 
Natural England is satisfied that the proposal will mitigate against the potential 
recreational impacts of the development on the site(s). 

5.83 Notwithstanding this, Natural England’s advice is that this proposed development, and 
the application of these measures to avoid or reduce the likely harmful effects from it, 
may need to be formally checked and confirmed by your Authority, as the competent 
authority, via an appropriate assessment in view of the European Site’s conservation 
objectives and in accordance with the Conservation of Habitats & Species Regulations 
2017 (as amended).  This is because Natural England notes that the recent People 
Over Wind Ruling by the Court of Justice of the European Union concluded that, when 
interpreting article 6(3) of the Habitats Directive, it is not appropriate when determining 
whether or not a plan or project is likely to have a significant effect on a site and 
requires an appropriate assessment, to take account of measures intended to avoid or 
reduce the harmful effects of the plan or project on that site. The ruling also concluded 
that such measures can, however, be considered during an appropriate assessment to 
determine whether a plan or project will have an adverse effect on the integrity of the 
European site.  Your Authority should have regard to this and may wish to seek its own 
legal advice to fully understand the implications of this ruling in this context. 

5.84 Natural England advises that it is a matter for your Authority to decide whether an 
appropriate assessment of this proposal is necessary in light of this ruling. In 
accordance with the Conservation of Habitats & Species Regulations 2017 (as 
amended), Natural England must be consulted on any appropriate assessment your 
Authority may decide to make.



Sites of Special Scientific Interest Impact Risk Zones 

5.85 The Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 
2015 requires local planning authorities to consult Natural England on “Development in or 
likely to affect a Site of Special Scientific Interest” (Schedule 4, w).  Our SSSI Impact Risk 
Zones are a GIS dataset designed to be used during the planning application validation 
process to help local planning authorities decide when to consult Natural England on 
developments likely to affect a SSSI.  The dataset and user guidance can be accessed 
from the data.gov.uk website

 
Dartford Gravesham and Swanley NHS Clinical Commissioning Group (CCG)

5.86 The CCG area is subject to high levels of growth and our local health services especially 
GP services are already at capacity.  This new development will place additional pressure 
on those services.  We are therefore flagging up to you that in relation to this development 
we would require a S.106 financial contribution towards expanding existing facilities within 
the vicinity of the development.  The CCG has developed a model for calculating 
Developer’s Contributions with the Health Urban Development Unit (HUDU).  We calculate 
that a financial contribution of £10,368 is applicable.

5.87 The CCG has reviewed the ability of GP Practices within a mile of the proposed 
development and can advise that the current capacity in terms of space is as set out 
below:

Practice Address List 
Size¹

GIA (m²)² Size (GIA m²) 
Required for List³

Oakfield 
Health 
Centre, 
Practice 2

Off Windsor Road 
Gravesend Kent 
DA12 5BW

8,801 612m² 733m²
(Requires additional 
121m² space than 
existing)

Dr Moran 
S G & 
Partners

116 St Gregory’s 
Crescent 
Gravesend
Kent DA12 4JW

13,208 Branch 172m² 
+ 434m² = 
606m²

1101m²
(Requires additional 
495m² space than 
existing)

Riverview 
Park 
Surgery

1 Whinfell Way 
Gravesend
Kent da12 4RX

15,660 Branch N/A + 
204m²

1305m²

Old Road 
West 
Surgery

30 Old Road West 
Gravesend
Kent DA11 0LL

9,538 307m² branch 
74m² = 381m²

745m²
(Requires additional 
413m² space than 
existing)

Rochester 
Road 
Surgery

115 Rochester 
Road Gravesend
Kent DA12 2HU

3,539m² 93m² + 
branch 136m² 
=229m²

295m² (Requires 
additional 66m² space 
than existing)

Old Road 
West 
Surgery – 
Mackenzie 
Way

264 Mackenzie Way 
Gravesend Kent 
DA12 5TY

N/A Branch 74m² 
+ 307m² = 
381m²

N/A

Lower 
Higham 
Road 
Surgery

48 Lower Higham 
Road Gravesend 
Kent DA12 2NG

3,272m² 101m² 273m² (Requires 
additional 172m² 
space than existing)



Notes:

1. From NHS Choices November 2017.  Note practices with more than 1 site operate a 
combined list across all sites.

2. Gross Internal Area (GIA) taken from SHAPE (Strategic Health Asset Planning and 
Evaluation) tool.

3. Calculation based on 1,800 patients per WTE GP and 150 m2 per WTE GP.  Taken 
from NHS England business case requirements and based on Health Building Note 
(HBN) 11-01 Facilities for Primary and Community Services.  Note Practices with more 
than 1 site will require additional space overall.

5.88 This development will impact on these practices by requiring additional GP and other staff 
which will need to be accommodated in the current facilities.  We calculate the impact of 
the development as:

Practice Additional GPs 
Required

Additional Space 
Required

Comments

Oakfield Health 
Centre, Practice 2

0.016 2.4

5.89 It is important to recognise the issue of revenue funding (funding to pay for services and 
staff rather than infrastructure) and that this is equally very important due to the way 
healthcare is funded.  CCGs receive funding to commission local health services from the 
department of health.  This crudely equates to circa £1,700 per head of population, 
excluding GP funding.  CCG funding is based on registered GP population which is a 
pressure in itself.  Funding for any (non-demographic) increase in population usually takes 
two to three years (and can take up to five years) to filter through and is not retrospectively 
funded.  As such, for every increase in 1,000 people, the CCG is currently likely to lose 
between £2.2million and £3.3million in additional income.

5.90 The DGS potential growth is likely to be 57,000 people over 15 years equating to a 
revenue funding gap of between £50million and £150million because of the delay. 
(£30million to £100million of this is linked to Ebbsfleet growth).

5.91 The impact of this is that with no additional funding, already stretched services are unlikely 
to be able to cope, as there will be no funding for additional staff, community services, 
health transport, etc.  We acknowledge that the council has no responsibility or significant 
influence over this, apart from lobbying.  However it does need to be understood when 
planning increases in populations over a long period of time, because it will have a major 
impact on existing and future health services.

5.92 Health inequalities issues are attached.  Obesity is one of the critical health issues for our 
population and we would strongly recommend that as part of the development that 
sufficient green space and access to community facilities such as leisure 
facilities/swimming pool etc., are provided to support the tackling of obesity and making the 
new environment suitable for physical and mental well-being.

5.93 Considering existing capacity limitations, the CCG has no objection in principle to the 
development proposal subject to an appropriate level of S106 monies being awarded.  This 
is in recognition of the need to develop existing infrastructure as a direct consequence of 
the development proposal.  However, if the CCG is not successful in accessing S106 
contributions, we would object to this development proposal.  For the avoidance of doubt 
our acceptance of this development proposal is contingent on being able to access S106 
funding at the level requested, to deliver the health facilities required for the new additional 



population because of this development proposal.

Publicity and Representations

5.94 The application was advertised on site and in a local newspaper as a major 
development proposal, and under Article 15.  In addition the owners/occupiers of 117 
dwellings and premises were notified of the proposal.  The expiry date for comments 
was 3 May 2019.

5.95 A total of 44 representations have been received in response to the publicity of which 19 
are objections to the development and 25 are in support.

Objections 

5.96 The objections may be summarised as follows:

Impact on local amenity 

 Significant loss of light & overshadowing to the rear of property in Ivy Close;
 Loss of privacy & overlooking;
 Loss of privacy from balconies despite being angled;
 Overall quality of life will be affected significantly;
 Visual amenity affected;
 Additional noise levels from balconies and from traffic; 
 Additional light pollution;
 Planting of trees would take time to mature and are not suitable as privacy screens;

Traffic and Parking

 Significant traffic generation and congestion; 
 Impact on Highway safety;
 Adequacy of parking/loading/turning – only 14 space for the proposed residents, 

thus only one space per flats with two for visitors;
 Area is congested already and new buildings would only add to already mounting 

problems in that area;

Character of the Area

 Density of development is out of character for the area;
 Overdevelopment;

Scale and Design

 Buildings are too high and unneighbourly;
 Visually an eyesore; 
 It will tower over the Tesco Express and look ridiculous; it looks like a block of flats 

that should be built by the River not here

Loss of Open Space/Ecology 

 Existing open space is beneficial to the environment;
 Green Space is important for surrounding houses;
 Impact on ecology from loss of green area at the rear of the Tesco Express;



 Need to protect the small amount of grass in the area and not make it unsafe for 
young children;

Other Issues 

 Anti-Social Behaviour 
 Local Authority objections made for a previous & recent planning application made 

for part of this site
 Smells
 Potential impact on local businesses
 Hazardous materials

Non Material planning issues 

 Impact from Building Works
 Devaluation of Property
 No indication as to whether the flats are for sale or rent
 The applicant may have rallied a few friends/acquaintances to support this 

application.

5.98 The letters of support may be summarised as follows:

 This will be a great boost to local economy and ensure that we have residents who 
are able to invest in local services;

 Great addition to the local area;
 Gravesham needs more properties;
 The extra parking is needed;
 This project would breathe new life into this area;
 Will attract young professionals; 
 The plans look attractive and it will be good to have two/three bedroom flats in this 

local area with parking for residents and shoppers which is often overlooked;
 Given the shortage of housing around Gravesham this will put less pressure on the 

council to provide this and this will make perfect use of unused space;

Note: The letters of support are all from residents that are not directly affected by or 
adjoining the application site

6. Planning Analysis and Development Manager Comments

Introduction 

6.1 This current planning application is for the erection of a 3 storey building to the rear and 
side of the existing Tesco Express (formerly Whitehill Tavern PH) to provide 12 flats 
comprising 10 x two bedroom and 2 x three bedroom units; provision of play/amenity areas 
and private amenity space; provision of bin store/bike store including replacement bin store 
for Tesco Express and relocation of retail store plant to the rear flat roof of the store; and 
for change of use of part of Whitehill Open Space to a car park for commercial and 
residential purposes involving the construction of 27 car parking spaces with vehicle 
turning area and with vehicular access from Whitehill Parade and including removal of 
existing layby parking.

6.2 This latest application was submitted in March 2019 following an earlier application made 
to the Borough Council in September 2018 (20180867) and submitted by the same 



applicant and which was refused planning permission in November 2018 but which was 
just for the change of use of part of Whitehill Open Space to a car park involving the 
construction of 27 car parking space with vehicle turning area and with vehicular access 
from Whitehill Parade and including removal of existing lay by parking.  That earlier 
application did not include the proposals for residential development associated with it 
although it was clear that the applicant’s intention was that the car park proposed on part of 
the Whitehill Open Space should be in part provided in connection with other development 
proposals and bearing in mind that that that the applicants agents had submitted a pre-
application enquiry for residential development at the rear of the Tesco Express in March 
2018.

6.3 The current application was submitted prior to the outcome of a planning appeal lodged by 
the applicants against the decision to refuse planning permission for the car park on the 
Whitehill Open space.  The Planning Inspectorates decision was received on 22 May 2019 
and the appeal was DISMISSED the Inspector concluding that the: 

 Proposed loss of designated amenity greenspace would have a materially harmful 
impact on the supply and provision of greenspace in the locality.  It would directly 
conflict with policies CS12 & CS13 of the Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy (CS), 
policy DM21 of the Emerging DMP and the National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF);

 The proposal would unacceptably harm the character and appearance of the locality, 
contrary to policy CS19 of the CS;

 The proposal would likely have an adverse impact of pedestrian highway safety and is 
not justified having regard to the accessibility of the locality.  The scheme would be 
contrary to policies CS11 & CS19 of the CS and the SPD4.

6.4 It was only on the impact of living conditions of local residents that the Inspector did not 
consider that there would be a materially harmful impact from noise and disturbance.

6.5 A copy of the Inspectors decision (Appeal Ref: APP/K2230/W/19/32218190 is appended to 
this report (Appendix 1)

The Issues

6.6 The main planning issues to consider in the determination of this application are:

• The principle of residential development in this location and compliance with 
local and national policy;

• The loss of green open space and whether this is in conformity with local and 
national policy;

• The impact on the character and appearance of the locality and the 
appropriateness of the design and layout of the proposed development; 

• The impact on the living conditions for the future occupants of the flats; 
• The impact of the development on local residential amenity; 
• Highway and Parking Impacts including the appropriateness of the design and 

layout of the car parking; 
• Any Other Material Planning Issues; 

Principle of the Development 

6.7 In respect of the residential element of the development this would involve building next 
to the existing Tesco Express building which is in retail use on the ground floor with a 
residential flat on the first floor.  The site is not an allocated site for housing.



6.8 The current Tesco Express site is within an urban area and a local retail neighbourhood 
centre.  The boundary of the neighbourhood centre is shown in the Town Centre Retail 
Frontages and Neighbourhood and Village Centres Retail Centres Background Paper 
April 2018, which has been the subject of a public consultation into the Local Plan 
Review including detailed policies in the Development Management Policies Document.  
The boundary is as shown below:

Plan of Proposed Centre Boundaries
Whitehill Parade, Gravesend

6.9 Fundamentally there would be a planning concern at development proposals that would 
not be consistent with or contrary to the role of Whitehill Parade as a Neighbourhood 
Centre. 

6.10 Policy CS08 (Retail, Leisure and the Hierarchy of Centres) safeguards the retail character 
and function of existing and new centres by resisting development that would adversely 
affect their vitality and viability.

6.11 The proposed residential scheme as submitted does not result in the loss of existing retail 
floorspace within the local centre or result in the loss of any of the existing retail units.  
What the scheme does is remove some of the current servicing arrangements for the 
existing Tesco Express store and the re-location of the customer parking would potentially 
be less advantageous.  The provision of housing within local centres can be an appropriate 
use providing a mix of uses and can assist in supporting the retail function but this would 
not be the case if it impacted on the viability of the retail offer or led to the loss of retail 
floorspace.  Locating housing development in a local retail centre is in conformity with 
paragraphs 85 and 92 of the NPPF.  Paragraph 85 of the NPPF allows for a suitable mix of 
uses in centres and for residential development although this is qualified by requiring 
residential development to be located on appropriate sites. Paragraph 92, seeks an 



integrated approach to the location of housing, economic uses and community facilities 
and services in support of the promotion of healthy and safe communities.

6.12 Overall it is not considered that the development is contrary to Gravesham Local Plan Core 
Strategy Policy CS08 (Retail, Leisure and the Hierarchy of Centres).

6.13 In respect of housing need Policy CS02 (LPCS) sets out the Borough’s objectively 
assessed need for housing over the Plan period (up to the year 2028) and finds that there 
is a need for at least 6,170 new dwellings during the period. Evidence now available shows 
that the Council is not able to currently demonstrate a five-year housing supply. This 
engages the first part of footnote 7 of the NPPF and this means for decision-taking that 
planning permission for applications involving the provision of housing should be granted in 
line with the requirements of the NPPF Para 11(d) unless:

i. The application of policies in the Framework (the NPPF) that protect areas or 
assets of particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the 
development proposed. 

ii. Any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 
benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole.

6.14 Policy CS02 of the Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy (LPCS) prioritises development in 
the urban area as a sustainable location for development.  It seeks to achieve this by 
promoting regeneration by prioritising redevelopment and recycling of previously 
developed land. The site is within a highly sustainable location and on a direct bus route 
close to existing bus stops adjacent to local shops and close to a local primary school.

6.15 The residential development of the site also supports the Governments greater emphasis 
on delivering and prioritising housing land as set out in the current version of the NPPF 
(section 5 - delivering a sufficient supply of homes).

6.16 The redevelopment of sites within the urban area can help reduce the pressures for the 
release of fresh land in rural locations, which is of particular importance in a Local Authority 
constrained by Green Belt policy.  This would be in conformity with paragraphs 118 and 
137 of the NPPF.  Evidence of land scarcity can be found in paragraph 2.14 of the Site 
Allocations: Issues and Options consultation document, which identifies a shortfall in the 
supply of housing sites of 2,000 dwellings.

6.17 The proposed development for a net increase of 12 no. dwelling units would therefore offer 
a modest contribution towards meeting this local need and, accordingly, gives some weight 
in support of the application.  

6.18 However, this has to be balanced against other requirements of the NPPF and in particular 
paragraphs 127 and 130 of the NPPF which requires, amongst other things, development 
to add to the overall quality of the area, be visually attractive, sympathetic to local 
character and create an acceptable standard of amenity for future occupiers.

6.19 In addition while paragraph 122 of the NPPF supports development that makes an efficient 
use of land this has to be considered against the desirability of maintaining an area’s 
prevailing character and setting.



Loss of Green Open Space

6.20 In terms of the proposed car parking element of this application this would be located on an 
existing green space, being part of the Whitehill Lane open space.

6.21 Although this part of the application site is also not specifically notated on the adopted 
Local Plan it is land currently designated as amenity greenspace within the Borough’s 
‘Open Space Assessment’, April 2016.

6.22 Both national and local policies recognise the value of open space for the contribution it 
makes towards the amenity and health of the population. Consequently, planning policies 
and decisions are required to make provision for open space and to protect existing open 
space.

6.23 At a local level Policy CS12 of the Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy indicates that all 
green spaces contribute to the green infrastructure network and that the multifunctional 
network of green spaces will be created, protected, enhanced and maintained, while Policy 
CS13, seeks to protect and enhance the quantity, quality and accessibility of open space in 
accordance with an adequate, up-to-date and relevant evidence base. The 2016 Open 
Spaces Study provides that evidence and is clearly an up to date and relevant evidence 
base on which to assess the application proposals.

6.24 Emerging Policy DM 21 (Open Space, Playing Pitches and Sports Facilities Retention) of 
the Gravesham Local Plan Regulation 18 Stage 1 Consultation Part 2: Development 
Management Policies Document April 2018 sets out a number of criteria to be met when 
considering proposals for the change of use or redevelopment of existing open spaces, 
indoor sports facilities or playing pitches.

6.25 At a national level paragraph 96 of the NPPF requires planning policies to be based on 
robust and up-to-date assessments of the need for open space while paragraph 97 of the 
NPPF 2019 indicates that existing open space, sports and recreational buildings and land, 
including playing fields, should not be built on unless:

(a) an assessment has been undertaken which has clearly shown the open space, 
buildings or land to be surplus to requirements; or
(b) the loss resulting from the proposed development would be replaced by equivalent or 
better provision in terms of quantity and quality in a suitable location; or
(c) the development is for alternative sports and recreational provision, the benefits of 
which clearly outweigh the loss of the current or former use.

6.26 The Open Spaces Study and the associated Standard Paper 2016, produced by Knight, 
Kavanagh & Page, highlighted that the open space at Whitehill Lane was classed as 
amenity greenspace. These spaces fulfil a multi-functional role that make a positive 
contribution to the area that they are located within, as well as enhancing the overall visual 
aesthetics for communities.

6.27 The Open Space Assessment states:

“Amenity greenspace should also be recognised for its multi-purpose function, offering 
opportunities for a variety of leisure and recreational activities. It can often accommodate 
informal recreational activity such as casual play and dog walking. Many sites in 
Gravesham offer a dual function and are amenity resources for residents as well as being 
visually pleasing. These attributes add to the quality, accessibility and visibility of amenity 
greenspace. Combined with the presence of ancillary facilities (e.g. benches, landscaping 



and trees), it is therefore more likely that the better quality sites are more respected and 
valued by the local community.”

6.28 Although Whitehill Lane was categorised as good quality amenity open space but of poor 
value, the Council’s Open Space Standards Paper recommended that all open space 
should be protected as a starting point due to current deficiencies and the identification of 
additional future needs. It did not identify the Whitehill Lane site as being surplus to 
requirements.

6.29 The applicant’s submission to justify the loss of the open space is set out in the Design and 
Access Statement and in an open space analysis produced by their consultants LUC dated 
March 2019.  The former suggests that the land for the proposed car park is now private 
land and no longer accessible to the public. This does not affect its status as amenity 
greenspace, which does not need to be accessible to the public for it to provide visual 
amenity for local residents. It should be pointed out that neither the NPPF nor the Core 
Strategy refer to “public” open space. No distinction is drawn between the two. The 
glossary to the NPPF defines open space as all open space of public value. Open space 
can be valued by the public without public ownership.

6.30 The LUC report concludes that the loss of the open space will not result in the amount of 
amenity greenspace in the Wards of Whitehill and Singlewell falling below the standard set 
out in the Open Space Assessment and will not have any detrimental impact on local 
residents’ accessibility to amenity greenspace.

6.31 However accessibility is not a factor when the open space provides a visual amenity. 
Furthermore, the Council’s Open Space documents make no recommendations for the 
disposal of amenity greenspace in areas where the provision is above the standards set 
out. The importance that open spaces like the Whitehill Open Space provides in offering a 
visual and recreational amenity, as well as a break in the built form, can still be important 
notwithstanding the low value. 

6.32 There is a planning policy objection to the proposals on the basis that the proposed 
development would result in a net deficit of open space on the application site, contrary to 
policy CS13, which seeks to enhance the quantity of green space, policy CS19, which 
requires the provision of the appropriate levels of private and public amenity space, and 
paragraph 127 of the NPPF, which requires development to optimise the potential to 
accommodate an appropriate amount and mix of development, including green and other 
public space. 

6.33 The development would also be contrary to Policy CS12 (Green Infrastructure) which 
indicates that all green spaces contribute to the green infrastructure network and that the 
network of green spaces will be protected, enhanced and maintained.  It is also contrary to 
emerging Policy DM 21 (Open Space, Playing Pitches and Sports Facilities Retention) of 
the Gravesham Local Plan Regulation 18 Stage 1 Consultation Part 2: Development 
Management Policies Document April 2018.

6.34 There are also objections to the loss of open space from the consultation responses 
received from both the Council’s Leisure Manager and Horticultural Services Manager.  
The Leisure Manager points out that open space sites of this type are still recognised as 
providing some visual amenity to their locality and it is important to note that the main role 
of certain sites is to simply act as a grassed area, providing breaks in the urban form.  The 
Leisure Manager considers that there is little evidence to suggest that this particular site at 
Whitehill Lane is surplus to requirements when set against the overall availability of green 
space within the area and that by locating a car park on part of the grassed site for 



residential and commercial parking will not improve the primary purpose, or improve the 
quality or value of the open space, no matter whether it is privately or publicly owned.

6.35 Also having regard to the above it is not considered that any of the criteria in paragraph 96 
of the NPPF would be met to set aside the loss of open space in this case.

6.36 It is particularly pertinent to the assessment of this application that the application to 
provide a car park with 27 bays on part of the Whitehill Open Space was rejected by a 
Planning Inspector at a planning appeal as recently as 22 May 2019 with the Inspector 
concluding that the loss of the Appeal site as part of an amenity greenspace would have a 
negative impact on the quality and value of the overall greenspace and would reduce the 
supply of amenity greenspace within the area and the Borough as a whole and the 
Inspector gave little weight to the stated benefits that would result from the provision of the 
proposed car park and the availability of other green spaces in the locality.

6.37 Therefore the recommendation to the Board in respect of the car park on the open space is 
for refusal as being contrary to both local and national policy.

Impact on the Character and Appearance of the Locality and the appropriateness of the 
Design and Layout

6.38 Turning to the residential element of the scheme and its impact on the character and 
appearance of the area the proposal need to be considered in relation to the form and type 
of development in relation to the existing grain of development locally, the density and form 
of development in the local area as well as assessing its overall built form and intrinsic 
design.

6.39 Development on this site should meet the requirements of Policy CS14 (LPCS), where the 
Council expects new housing development to provide a range of dwelling types and sizes, 
taking into account the existing character of the area.  The area is within a mixed area with 
flats above the shops and with some flatted development nearby in Whitehill Road (Turner 
House) although the preponderance is for single family dwellings.  It is considered that the 
provision of a flatted scheme per se in this location would not be contrary to Policy CS14 
(LPCS), and as such would add to the overall housing stock and offer locally.

6.40 In respect of the density of the development Policy CS15 (LPCS) requires that all new 
housing will be developed at a density which is consistent with achieving good design and 
does not compromise the distinctive character of the area in which it is situated. Subject to 
this overriding consideration, new residential development within the urban area will be 
expected to achieve a minimum density of 40 dwellings per hectare. It is clear that whilst 
Policy CS15 (LPCS) seeks to achieve this minimum density, this should not be at the 
expense of compromising the character of the surrounding area.

6.41 Based on the applicant’s site area (which excludes the Tesco Express building but which is 
included within the red line site area) the density of the development would be 96 dwellings 
per hectare thus almost twice the target minimum density above.  This suggests perhaps 
an overdevelopment of the site not in character with the surrounding area but there are 
other issues that also need to be considered including the design, layout and provision of 
an appropriate level of amenity space.

6.42 Similar to the consideration of the issue of the impact on the character and appearance of 
the locality, the design and built form of the proposals need to be considered against the 
Council’s Core Strategy Policy CS19 (Development and Design Principles) that sets out 
detailed criteria.  Policy CS19 (LPCS) states that the design, layout and form of new 



development will be derived from a robust analysis of local context and character and will 
make a positive contribution to the street scene, the quality of the public realm and the 
character of the area. 

6.43 The NPPF sets out that the creation of high quality buildings and places is fundamental to 
what the planning and development process should achieve and add to the overall quality 
of the area, not just for the short term but over the lifetime of the development (paragraphs 
124 and 127 of Part 12 - Achieving well designed places) 

6.44 Paragraph 127 of the NPPF also indicates that developments need to respond to local 
character and history, and reflect the identity of local surroundings and materials or 
establish a strong sense of place, using streetscapes and buildings to create attractive and 
comfortable places to live.

6.45 Paragraph 130 of the NPPF advises that permission should be refused for development of 
poor design that fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character and 
quality of an area and the way it functions, taking into account any local design standards 
or style guides in plans or supplementary planning documents.

6.46 Design advice on the whole issue of the impact on the character and appearance of the 
locality and quality of the design and layout of the development has been considered in the 
context of the Design South East (DSE) Gravesham Design Surgery Review.  This 
approach would accord with paragraph 129 of the NPPF that advises that local planning 
authorities should ensure that they have access to, and make appropriate use of, tools and 
processes for assessing and improving the design of development. These include 
workshops to engage the local community, design advice and review arrangements, and 
assessment frameworks.

6.47 DSE had already provided comments on the residential scheme at the pre-application 
stage in May 2018 commenting that the scheme was unacceptable on a number of levels, 
namely that the proposed parking area on the existing green, the impact of a building of 
this bulk and mass on its immediate surroundings, and the loss of the servicing area for the 
supermarket were fundamental problems that they did not feel can be resolved.

6.48 The DSE assessment on the current planning application was made on 18th April 2019.  
DSE commented:

• We have seen a previous iteration of this scheme and expressed concern about the 
impact on neighbouring homes.  Some efforts have been made to mitigate this, but 
we are not convinced by them.

• The proposal is that car parking for the flats is accommodated in the land (currently 
enclosed with concrete bollards) owned by the applicant which forms part of the 
adjacent open space.  We support the Council’s view that this should remain as 
open space and public access should be restored.  The triangular space provides a 
‘village green’ focus for the neighbourhood and particularly for the shops and 
houses surrounding it. Its partial loss for a car park would undermine this quality. 

• The layby parking spaces opposite the shop should be sufficient to meet the 
parking needs of the shop. 

• The response to the privacy/overlooking problem; unusually shaped east-facing 
balconies which are ‘fenced’ where they face neighbouring properties is not the 
best solution.  More generous balconies, facing west to receive evening sun would 
be better. 

• The arrival into the communal garden is good, but the journey to the front door for 
the ground floor flats is poor.  



• The constrained site means that some ground floor flats have an immediate view of 
a slope and fencing. 

• We must conclude that the quantity of flats proposed makes a quality design on this 
backland site difficult. Fewer flats (say 6-7) and one less storey, would make 
delivery of a quality scheme much easier.  A scheme of that size could 
accommodate all of its parking on site.

6.49 What is proposed in this scheme is a building of some significant height, bulk and massing 
that appears to be at odd with its surroundings.  Visually it will somewhat dwarf the existing 
Tesco Express building sitting in front of it.  It will be 3.5m higher than the ridge of the roof 
of the Tesco Express and over 6m higher than the principal height of the parade of shops 
in Whitehill Parade to the east.  The visual impact of the development is best shown in the 
visual illustration below.

             

6.50 There are a number of neighbour objections to the design and impact on the character of 
the area pointing out that the density of development is out of character for the area; that is 
overdevelopment; that the buildings are too high and unneighbourly; it is visually an 
eyesore and it will tower over the Tesco Express and look ridiculous

6.51 Having regard to this and the DSE it is therefore apparent that these proposals as they 
stand are not in compliance with the Council’s Core Strategy Policy CS19 (Development 
and Design Principles) that sets out detailed criteria against which the acceptability or 
otherwise of proposed development will be evaluated.  In particular it requires new 
development to be visually attractive, fit for purpose and locally distinctive…and integrate 
well with the surrounding area. The bulk and massing of the proposed residential 
development and its overall design does not meet the design criteria in the Local Plan as it 
is not apparent as to how the design, layout and form of development has been derived 
from a robust analysis of local context and character or that it necessarily makes a positive 
contribution to the street scene.

6.52 At a national level the DSE comments would suggest that the development does not 
respond to the requirements of Paragraph 127 of the NPPF, namely the need to respond to 
local character and history, and reflect the identity of local surroundings and materials or 
establish a strong sense of place, using streetscapes and buildings to create attractive and 
comfortable places to live.  No evidence has been put forward in the applicants submitted 
Design Statement that the applicant has engaged the local community at the pre-
application stage or taken into account their views in the evolution of the design, contrary 
to the requirements of paragraph 128 of the NPPF.



The impact on living conditions and amenity for the future occupants of the flats

6.53 Policy CS19 (LPCS) requires that all development should be ‘fit for purpose’ and be 
‘adaptable to allow changes to meet the need of users’ and that ‘the design and layout 
of new residential development, including conversion, will accord with the adopted GBC 
Residential Layout Guidelines’.

6.54 The Supplementary Planning Guidance Note 2 Residential Layout Guidelines sets out 
the Council’s standards in relation to internal space standards and to private garden 
areas. The introduction of new nationally described housing technical standards on 1 
October 2015 means that the Borough Council now interpret Tables 1 and 3 of the 
Residential Layout Guidelines July 1996 in accordance with the new standards.

6.55 The national technical standards are prescribed standards, which set an overall unit 
area (which includes built in storage) and bedroom size and effectively supersede the 
room sizes set out in Council’s Residential Layout Guidelines and referred to in Core 
Strategy policy CS19, although it should be noted that the national technical standards 
are not Council adopted standards and the Council’s Residential Layout Guidelines for 
the time being and to some extent will still apply.

6.56 The National Technical Standards require bedroom sizes of 7.5m² for a single bedroom 
and 11.5m² for a double bedroom and minimum overall areas of 70m² for a 2 bedroom 
(4 person) unit and 86m² for a 3 bedroom (5 person) unit.

6.57 The proposed units would comprise internal areas of 71.4m²/76.8m² for the 2 bed units, 
4 person (Type A - 10 units) and 87.7m² for the 3 bed units, 5 person (Type B - 2 units).

6.58 The layout of the proposed flats would appear to reasonably generous and include 
storage space and thus meet the GBC Residential Layout Guidelines and the National 
Technical Housing Standards.

6.59 All of flats proposed could be occupied by families and significant weight is attached to 
the need to provide amenity space to meet the needs of future residents as required 
through LPCS Policy CS13. The NPPF recognises that access to high quality open 
spaces and opportunities for sport and recreation can make an important contribution to 
the health and well-being of communities.  

6.60 Saved Policy LT6 of the Gravesham Local Plan First Review requires proposals for new 
housing development to make provision for open space and play space appropriate to 
the scale of development and type of housing, having regard to the provision and 
proximity to existing open space in the locality. The explanatory text states that as a 
guide, open space should be provided in accordance with the National Playing Fields 
Association recommended minimum standard for outdoor play space. This has now 
been updated in “Guidance for Outdoor Sport and Play: Beyond the Six Acre Standard” 
published by Fields in Trust (FIT).

6.61 The Borough Council’s residential layout guidelines sets out a minimum of 10m² per 
self-contained unit with 2 or more bedrooms and with specific requirements as providing 
children’s play space, drying area, outside storage, sitting out and general use.

6.62 The proposed flats will include reasonable areas of private amenity space for the 4 
ground floor units although the sloping aspect of the site will mean that this will inhibit 
the full use of the amenity areas.  The 4 flats each on the first and second floors will 
each have balconies and there is also a playground area of 235m² on the east side of 
the development for communal use and a general amenity area of 160m² at the front of 



the development.  Overall it is considered that the layout of the development provides 
sufficient amenity space for the future occupants of the development.

6.63 There might potentially be some impact on the future occupants of the flats arising from 
the relocation of the existing plant serving Tesco Express is located in the rear car park 
within a timber enclosure of approx. 4m x 4m which is proposed to be relocated to the 
Tesco’s flat roof top, set back in a position where it cannot be seen from ground level, or 
habitable windows.  However no objections have been received to this arrangement 
from the Council’s environmental health officers.  Acoustic screening could be used to 
attenuate the noise to the required level and this would have to be conditioned if the 
current proposals were to be positively supported.

6.64 Overall it is considered that the form and layout of development would provide 
acceptable living conditions for the future occupants of the development in conformity 
with Policy CS19 (LPCS) 2014 and Section 12 of the NPPF.

The impact of the development on local amenity

6.65 In considering any proposals for development it is important to ensure that it does not 
cause demonstrable harm to the amenity of any existing residents or property such that it 
will materially harm their living conditions.  It is also important to assess the quality of any 
residential environments that are proposed as part of the scheme.  Policies seeking to 
protect amenity and ensure acceptable future living conditions are included in the Local 
Plan Core Strategy.  Policy CS19 (LPCS) requires new development to safeguard the 
amenity, including privacy, daylight and sunlight, of its occupants and those of 
neighbouring properties and land.

6.66 The NPPF (paragraph 127) also assists and seeks to ensure developments will function 
well, do not undermine quality of life and create attractive and comfortable places to live, 
work and visit and seeks to “secure high quality design and a good standard of amenity for 
all existing and future occupants of land and buildings”.

6.67 The application site does sit down by about 1.4m from the nearest affected dwellings in Ivy 
Close to the south whose gardens are therefore at an elevated level thus reducing to some 
extent the fact that a three storey building is being proposed in close proximity to two 
storey dwellings.  Nevertheless the distance between the facing windows is just 16.2m, 
thus significantly lower than the GBC Residential Layout Guidelines that require a 
separation of a minimum of 21m where facing windows of habitable rooms face each other 
(habitable rooms are defined as bedrooms and living rooms, but not bathrooms).  The 
proximity between the proposed development and the properties adjoining in Ivy Close is 
best illustrated in the images taken from the submitted floor plans and elevations as below.



                  

            

6.68 In this scheme there are living rooms and bedroom windows in the rear elevation of the 
adjoining dwellings in Ivy Close and bedrooms and living rooms in the proposed block of 
flats facing due south.  In addition there is also a requirement for a minimum of 21m to be 
provided between the windows of habitable rooms and the private garden adjacent to the 
rear of a dwelling thus making the actual separation distance required as being 26m.

6.69 Some design changes have been introduced since the pre-application submission where 
impact on neighbouring property and overlooking and overshowing was identified by 
officers as a significant concern.  These include angled windows with opaque glazing and 
1.8m high timber screens to the window balconies.  These are shown in the images below 
taken from the applicants Design and Access Statement. 



            

6.70 Nevertheless there is still likely to be some overlooking of adjoining properties and the fact 
that the balconies will be just 5m from the foot of the neighbouring gardens lead to the 
overall conclusion that the development will be particularly unneighbourly and result in 
material harm to the living conditions of neighbouring property  

6.71 In respect of overshadowing the illustration below shows compliance with the 25º rule as 
set out in the Council’s adopted residential layout guidelines although there would be some 
overshadowing of neighbours gardens 

          

6.72 The Board will note that there been a considerable number of neighbour responses and 
objections pointing to significant loss of light and overshadowing to the rear of properties in 
Ivy Close; loss of privacy and overlooking; and loss of privacy from balconies despite being 
angled, amongst other things.



6.73 Overall it is considered that the proposed development by virtue of its siting, size, bulk, 
massing and design would create an overly dominant addition and unneighbourly form 
of development that would adversely affect the living conditions and privacy and 
amenity of the occupants of adjoining dwellings particularly those in Ivy Close. As such, 
it would be contrary to Policy CS19 (Development and Design Principles) of the 
Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy (September 2014), which amongst other criteria 
requires new development safeguard the amenity of neighbouring properties and to 
integrate well with the surrounding area.  It would also be contrary to paragraph 127 of 
the NPPF.

Parking and Highway Issues

6.74 The proposed development needs to be considered against Gravesham Local Plan Core 
Strategy Policy CS11 which states that new development should mitigate their impact on 
the public highway and that transport assessments should be provided and implemented to 
ensure delivery of travel choice and sustainable opportunities for travel. Furthermore, it 
states that sufficient car parking in new developments will be provided in accordance with 
adopted standards which will reflect the availability of alternative means of transport 
accessibility to services and facilities. 

6.75 This stance is reflected in the NPPF (section 9) which indicates that all development that 
generates significant amounts of movement should be supported by a Transport Statement 
or Transport Assessment and development should only be prevented or refused on 
transport grounds where there is an unacceptable impact on highway safety or the residual 
cumulative impact of development is severe. In this instance the nature and scale of the 
development does not require a full transport statement or transport assessment but the 
application is nevertheless accompanied by a fairly comprehensive transport and servicing 
statement 

6.76 In respect of traffic generation the transport assessment indicates that the residential 
development is likely to generate only 8 trips during the AM peak and 7 trips during the 
PM peak hours. Therefore, the applicants suggest that the predicted development traffic 
would not have a significant impact on the existing roads and junctions, given the low 
levels of traffic generation. 

6.77 There are some neighbour objections from local residents to traffic generation and 
congestion and the impact on highway safety and some residents point to the area 
being congested already.

6.78 The proposed parking layout on the Whitehill open space is shown below.



6.79 The development proposals have been considered and assessed in highway and 
parking terms by both Kent County Council Highways and Transportation and the GBC 
Highways Development Management Officer and notwithstanding the local resident 
concerns they do not raise objections to the principle of the development or of potential 
traffic congestion.  They do have very detailed comments and concerns relating to 
access visibility and the layout of the proposed car park which would need to be 
resolved if planning permission were to be granted or the scheme as submitted.  

6.80 In respect of the parking provision, as indicated earlier, this will include a total of 27 
parking spaces to be provided on part of the Whitehill open space and comprise 12 
allocated secured parking spaces for the residents of the flatted development, 10 
unallocated spaces for the Tesco Express and 5 spaces for the other shops. The 
parking spaces are minimum 2.5m x 5m deep.

6.81 In respect of the overall residential provision it is noted that one vehicle parking space 
per unit is proposed. The Council’s approach to parking requirements is in accordance 
with the adopted Kent Vehicle Parking Standards (SPG 4 published in 2003 and 



adopted in 2006) and endorsed as supplementary guidance by GBC on 6 July 2009.  
These are set out as maximum standards although it should be noted that the 
government abolished national maximum parking standards in 2011 and the ministerial 
statement in March 2015 indicated that the imposition of maximum parking standards 
lead to blocked and congested streets and pavement parking and arbitrarily restricting 
new off-street parking spaces does not reduce car use.  The adopted standards 
therefore would normally seek to be met in full.

6.82 The residential (Class C3) parking standards are:

Car Parking
1 bedroom 1 space per dwelling
2 and 3 bedrooms 2 spaces per dwelling
Mixed Development of 1,2 & 3 
bedroom

Average of 1.5 spaces across development

4 or more bedrooms 3 spaces per dwelling
Sheltered Accommodation 1 space per resident warden + 1 space per 2 units
Notes: 1. Flats and Apartment Blocks consisting of 2 and 3 bedroom units will be regarded as 

Mixed Developments.
2. For 1-bedroom dwellings the parking will usually be provided as a communal space.  
For other size dwellings part or all of the parking can be provided on a communal basis.
3. The level of car parking provision includes any garages, provided as an integral part of 
the dwelling or within its curtilage, and/or driveways, provided within the curtilage, subject to 
the preferred sizes set out in Appendix B.
4. In Controlled Parking Zones the parking provision should result in no net loss of on-
street parking.

Generally car parking spaces should be 5m by 2.5m increasing to 2.7m where the 
spaces are at the end of on aisle or 2.9m next to walls etc. of buildings.

6.83 There are also neighbour objections relating to the level of car parking although there 
are no highway objections raised by Kent County Council Highways and Transportation 
or the GBC Highways Development Management Officer to the level of parking 
provision, albeit that the development falls below the standards above.

6.84 On site cycle parking will be provided to promote more sustainable transport options. 
These spaces will be situated in a secure, covered and weatherproof area within the 
development. Cycle parking (using a Josta Vertical system) will be provided at ground 
floor level for the new residential units adjacent to the refuse store at the front

6.85 There remain a number of detailed design issues relating to the parking layout, visibility 
and access that need to be resolved if the application were to be supported but subject 
to these matters there is no overall highway objection to the development and the 
development would not therefore be contrary to Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy 
CS11, the NPPF (section 9) or saved policies in the Gravesham Local Plan First 
Review.

Other Material Considerations

Ecology and Biodiversity

6.86 The application site falls within 6km of the Thames Estuary and Marshes Special 
Protection Area (SPA) classified in accordance with the European Birds Directive which 



requires Member States to classify sites that are important for bird species listed on Annex 
1 of the European Directive, which are rare and/or vulnerable in a European context, and 
also sites that form a critically important network for birds on migration.  It is also listed as a 
Wetland of International Importance under the Ramsar Convention (Ramsar Site).  Studies 
have shown marked declines in key bird species, particularly in areas that are busiest with 
recreational activity.  Research conducted in 2011 found that additional dwellings were 
likely to result in additional recreational activity, causing disturbance to protected bird 
species that over-winter or breed on the SPA and Ramsar Site.  The studies found that 
75% of recreational visitors to the North Kent coast originate from within 6 km of the SPA 
boundary and Ramsar Site.  The impacts of recreational disturbance can be such that they 
affect the status and distribution of key bird species and therefore act against the stated 
conservation objectives of the European Sites.  

6.87 The Borough Council has mitigated out the impacts of this on each and every planning 
application for a new residential development of one or more units within the 6km zone 
since September 2015 by accepting a Strategic Access Mitigation and Monitoring Strategy 
(SAMMS) (tariff) payment (currently £245.56 per dwelling).  This approach is approved by 
Natural England for all new residential developments.

6.88 For every planning application for a new dwelling (including new flats) which does not 
require any other contributions to be secured through a s106 legal agreement or unilateral 
undertaking the tariff has been secured through a contribution agreement.  The tariff has 
been accepted effectively in lieu of an Appropriate Assessment (AA) under the Habitat 
Regulations and thus avoiding the need to progress into a full AA.

6.89 However a more recent Court of Justice European Union (CJEU) ruling means that this 
approach is now no longer valid and although the mitigation measures (in the form of a 
tariff payment) will still need to be made the first stage will be a screening assessment as 
to whether the development either alone or in combination, is likely to have significant 
effects on a designated site without mitigation.  The CJEU sees a distinction between “the 
plan or project” itself and “measures intended to avoid or reduce the harmful effects of a 
plan or project on a European site”. This means that mitigation measures, which are 
intended to avoid or reduce effects, should be assessed within the framework of an AA and 
cannot be taken into account at the screening stage.  

6.90 A Habitat Regulation Assessment (HRA) has not been submitted or undertaken and 
therefore it is not possible to satisfactorily conclude that adequate measures could be put 
in place to mitigate the significant adverse effects of permitting the development on the 
designated site of the North Kent Marshes SPA/Ramsar.  At this stage the applicant has 
not indicated whether they are in agreement to the Strategic Access Mitigation and 
Monitoring Strategy (SAMMS) (tariff) payment as mitigation.

6.91 If planning permission were to be recommended for the scheme this issue would need to 
be resolved or otherwise the proposal would have to be considered as being contrary to 
Paragraphs 175 and 176 of the NPPF and Policy CS12 (LPCS).

6.92 No specific ecological assessment has been submitted by the applicants to evaluate the 
ecological importance of the existing grassed area (and formerly what was the public 
house garden when the building was in use as the Whitehill Tavern) and any survey of the 
vegetation or trees undertaken at the rear of the Tesco Express.   There are neighbour 
objections relating to the impact on the ecology at the ear of the Tesco Express although 
there are no significant trees on the site and the ecological value is likely to be low. 



Drainage/Flood Risk

6.93 The application is supported by a Flood Risk and Sustainable Drainage Assessment that 
concludes that the development is at low risk of flooding and a sustainable solution for 
managing both the surface water runoff and foul effluent discharged from the proposed 
development at Whitehill Lane is available and that the proposal will meet the requirements 
of the NPPF and local planning policy.

6.94 There are no drainage objections to the proposals from Southern Water or KCC - 
Sustainable Drainage Engineer subject to conditions and informatives. 

Waste & Recycling

6.95 The proposals include provision for waste storage and recycling within the entrance area to 
the flatted development and which will include a residential bin store and a separate 
commercial bin store for the Tesco Express.  The refuse storage calculation is based on 
British Standard BS5906 ‘Waste Management in Buildings’.

6.96 The GBC Waste & Recycling Manager does not raise an objection to the refuse 
arrangements.  The refuse arrangements for the development comply with Policy CS19 
(LPCS).

6.97 Refuse storage provision and servicing has been assessed in the applicants submitted 
Transport and Servicing Assessment.  There is some existing crate storage within the 
existing Tesco Express service yard and it is unclear how this will be accommodated within 
the scheme.

Developer Contributions 

6.98 Dartford and Swanley Commissioning Group have requested a contribution of £10,368 
towards Oakfield Health Centre Practice Surgery.  This would have to be secured through 
an s106 legal agreement if the scheme is permitted. 

6.99 The quantum of development proposed is below the threshold at which contributions are 
sought from Kent County Council towards education and other social and community 
provision.

 

Financial Benefits

6.100 In terms of other financial benefits, it is noted that these will accrue to the area as and 
when permissions are granted. The Government wishes to ensure that the decision making 
process for planning applications is a transparent as possible, so that local communities 
are more aware of the financial benefits that development can bring to their area. In this 
instance the proposed new residential units would generate the New Homes Bonus and 
Council Tax receipts.

7. Conclusions and Balancing Exercise 

7.1 Planning permission was refused on 06 November 2018 under officer delegated powers
for an application (ref 20180867) submitted by the same applicants but just for the 
change of use of part of Whitehill Lane Open Space to a car park involving the 



construction of 27 car parking spaces with vehicle turning area and with vehicular 
access from Whitehill Parade and including removal of the existing lay by parking.  It did 
not include any associated residential development as part of the application. 

7.2 The current planning application for both a 3 storey building for 12 flats and for ‘off-site’ 
car parking was submitted in early April 2019 prior to the outcome of a planning appeal 
that had been lodged by the applicants against the decision by the Borough Council to 
refuse planning permission for the proposed car park on the Whitehill Open space.  

7.3 That appeal against the refusal of the car parking on the open space was DISMISSED 
by the Planning Inspectorate (PINS) on 22 May 2019, the appointed Planning Inspector 
agreeing with the Borough Council that the proposed loss of designated amenity 
greenspace would have a materially harmful impact on the supply and provision of 
greenspace in the locality in conflict with local planning policies CS12 & CS13 of the 
Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy (CS), policy DM21 of the Emerging Development 
Management Policies Document April 2018 (DMP) and the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF), that the proposal would unacceptably harm the character and 
appearance of the locality, contrary to policy and that the proposal would likely have an 
adverse impact of pedestrian highway safety and was not justified having regard to the 
accessibility of the locality.

7.4 Part of the current planning application is effectively for the same proposal being for a 
car park on the same area of the Whitehill open space that has been turned down on 
appeal albeit that it is now clear that the intention of the proposed car park is not just for 
the commercial uses at the shopping parade (Tesco Express and the other retail units) 
but also for future occupants of the second element of the development, namely the 
three storey building cloaking the rear of the Tesco Express for 12 new flats.  The fact 
that such a development has been rejected by PINS as an independent adjudicator just 
two months ago is a very material consideration in the assessment and determination of 
this current planning application.

7.5 There is therefore a clear planning policy objection to the loss of open space at this site 
and refusal is also supported by the Council’s Leisure Manager and Horticultural 
Services Manager. Although this part of the Whitehill open space is private land and 
apparently no longer accessible to the public this does not affect its status as amenity 
greenspace, which does not need to be accessible to the public for it to provide visual 
amenity for local residents.  It is not surplus to requirements and performs a function of 
providing a visual break to the urban form.

7.6 It is considered that the residential proposal is overdevelopment of the site out of 
character with the local area and will result in an over-dominant mass and built form 
contrary to local and national policy and notably policy CS19 of the Core Strategy and 
section 12 of the NPPF.

7.7 Although the applicants have included design features such as angled windows and 
screening to balconies the height of the development and the proximity to the rear 
gardens of existing dwellings in Ivy Close are such that the proposal will be an 
unneighbourly development and contrary to policy CS19 of the Core Strategy. 

7.8 In response to the publicity given to the application there have been a considerable 
number of neighbour objections from local residents principally from properties at the 
rear on the south side of the site in Ivy Close and which are clearly the most affected by 
the development.  The objections are to impact on local amenity, significant traffic 
generation and congestion and inadequacy of parking, impact on the character of the 



area, the scale and design being inappropriate and to the loss of open space and 
ecology on the site.

7.9 There are also a significant number of letters of support for the development although it 
has to be recognised that these have been received from local residents within the 
Borough that are not directly affected by the development proposals and thus carry very 
limited weight.

7.10 Although the development would make a small contribution to the overall housing need 
for the Borough the positive aspects of the development in this case are clearly 
outweighed by the various negative aspects.  

7.11 It is therefore recommended to the Board that the application be REFUSED

______________________________________________________________________________

RECOMMENDATION 

REFUSED on the following grounds:

1. That part of the application site shown as proposed commercial and residential car parking is 
designated as amenity greenspace within the Borough Council's ‘Open Space Assessment', April 
2016.  Insufficient evidence has been submitted to justify the loss of the amenity greenspace and 
as such the proposal fails to comply with Policy CS13 (Green Space, Sport and Recreation) of the 
Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy September 2014 which indicates that the Council will seek 
to make adequate provision for and protect and enhance the quantity, quality and accessibility of 
green space in accordance with an adequate up to date and relevant evidence base.  The 
development is also contrary to Core Strategy Policy CS12 (Green Infrastructure) which indicates 
that all green spaces contribute to the green infrastructure network and that the network of green 
spaces will be protected, enhanced and maintained.  It is also contrary to emerging Policy DM 21 
(Open Space, Playing Pitches and Sports Facilities Retention) of the Gravesham Local Plan 
Regulation 18 Stage 1 Consultation Part 2: Development Management Policies Document April 
2018.  At a national planning policy level paragraph 97 of the National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF) 2019 indicates that existing open space, sports and recreational buildings and land, 
including playing fields, should not be built on unless certain criteria are met.  It is not considered 
that any of the criteria in paragraph 97 of the NPPF 2019 would be met to set aside the loss of 
open space in this case.

2. It is considered that visually that part of the proposed development for commercial and 
residential car parking on the Whitehill amenity greenspace would cause material harm to the 
character and appearance of the locality resulting not just in the loss of the green space which 
clearly is a local amenity and asset to this part of the urban area but it would also add a greater 
urban appearance to the area with a significant increase in hard surfacing to the detriment of local 
amenity and contrary to policy CS19 (Development and Design Principles) of the Gravesham 
Local Plan Core Strategy September 2014 which  requires new development to be visually 
attractive, fit for purpose and locally distinctive and conserve and enhance the character of the 
local built and natural environment and integrate well with the surrounding area.  

3. The proposal by virtue of its siting, height, bulk, massing and design would create an overly 
dominant development that would not relate well to the character of the street scene and would 
not integrate well with the surrounding local area. As such the proposed development would, if 
permitted, fail to maintain the prevailing character of the area contrary to the objectives of 



Policies CS15 and CS19 of the Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy (2014) and sections 11 
and 12 of the NPPF.

4. The proposed development by virtue of its siting, height, bulk, massing and design would 
create an overly dominant addition and unneighbourly form of development that would 
adversely affect the living conditions and privacy and amenity of the occupants of adjoining 
dwellings particularly those in Ivy Close. As such, it would be contrary to Policy CS19 
(Development and Design Principles) of the Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy (September 
2014), which amongst other criteria requires new development safeguard the amenity of 
neighbouring properties and to integrate well with the surrounding area.  It would also be 
contrary to paragraph 127 of the NPPF that indicates that development should create places 
that are safe, inclusive and accessible and which promote health and well-being, with a high 
standard of amenity for existing and future users.

INFORMATIVES

1. DRAWINGS AND DOCUMENTS

For the avoidance of doubt the decision to refuse this application was taken in relation to the 
following plans and documents:

Planning Application Form, including certificates;
Design and Access Statement (ref SHE-0381 Rev 3 dated 20th March 2019);

Drawing No SHE-0381-1 Rev P1: Site Location Plan;
Drawing No SHE-0381-2 Rev P: Existing Site Plan;
Drawing No SHE-0381-4 Rev P: Existing North and West Elevations; 
Drawing No SHE-0381-10 Rev P1: Site Plan - Roof Level;
Drawing No SHE-0381-11 Rev P1: Proposed Ground Floor and Landscaping Plan;
Drawing No SHE-0381-12 Rev P1: Proposed Ground Floor Plan;
Drawing No SHE-0381-13 Rev P1: Upper Floors and Roof Plan;
Drawing No SHE-0381-14 Rev P1: Proposed North and East Elevations (including Colour 
Version);
Drawing No SHE-0381-15 Rev P: Proposed South and West Elevations (including Colour 
Version);
Drawing No SHE-0381-16 Rev P: Proposed North Elevation with Existing Context (including 
Colour Version);
Drawing No SHE-0381-17 Rev P1: Car Park Plan - Proposed;

Flood Risk and Sustainable Drainage Assessment by Herington Consulting dated March 2019; 
Noise Impact Assessment by Eden Green Environmental (Report EGE238 Rev C dated 
26.02.2019;

Analysis of Open Space Provision within the vicinity of Tesco Express prepared by LUC, March 
2019;
Phase 1 Environmental Report by Contaminated Land Solutions (Report ref: 1540-P1E-1, dated 
14 February 2018);
Whitehill Parade Lighting (ref 14391-1-A) by DW Windsor);
Transport and Servicing Statement by Eden Green Environmental (ref EGE-238 Rev B, dated 
11.03.2019 
Existing Plant Photographs;
Air Conditioning Product Information Sheets;



 

2 STATEMENT OF POSITIVE AND PROACTIVE APPROACH TO DECISION TAKING

In accordance with Article 35 (2) of the Town and Country Planning (Development Management 
Procedure) (England) Order 2015 (as amended), and paragraph 38 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) 2019, the Local Planning Authority has approached the assessment 
and determination of this application in a positive and creative way and, where appropriate, has 
worked pro-actively with the applicant to secure a development that is sustainable and that 
improves the economic, social and environmental conditions of the area, and that is in accordance 
with the Development Plan for the area.

In this instance, the application is contrary to local and national planning policy and the planning 
objections could not be overcome by amendments to the scheme or through the imposition of 
acceptable and appropriate planning conditions. 


