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Regulatory Board (Planning)

Wednesday, 24 July 2019 7.00 pm

Present:

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

Councillors: Conrad Broadley
John Burden
Brian Francis
Gary Harding
Bob Lane
Brian Sangha
Frank Wardle

Note: Councillors: Baljit Hayre, Leslie Hoskins and Tony Rana were also in attendance

Vicky Nutley Assistant Head of Legal Services (Place)
Wendy Lane Assistant Director (Planning)
Richard McEllistrum Interim Planning Manager (Development Management)
Richard Hart Principal Planner (Major Sites)
Peter Price Principal Planner
Lauren Wallis Committee Services Officer (minutes)

68. Apologies for absence 

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

69. To sign the Minutes of the previous meeting 

The minutes of the meeting held on 12 June 2019 were signed by the Chair.

70. Declarations of Interest 

Cllr John Burden declared an other significant (not pecuniary) interest in relation to 
application 20190503 – Amenity Space, St Patrick’s Gardens, Gravesend as he was the 
Leader of the Council and that the Borough Council was the applicant. Cllr Burden advised 
he would not speak or vote on this item.

Cllr John Burden declared an other significant (not pecuniary) interest in relation to 
application 20190252 – Land behind Tesco Express, Whitehill Parade, Whitehill Road, 
Gravesend. This application had been submitted by the same applicant as application 
20190169 -  Cobham Lodge, Valley Drive.  20190169 had been deferred to enable 
negotiations with the applicant to address the Board’s concerns in regard to all five grounds 
of refusal. The fifth ground was the proposed development’s failure to make any provision for 
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affordable housing, or any other developer contributions. Cllr Burden’s interest was related 
to two of the identified developer contributions. The first element was for the elderly and Cllr 
Burden was Chairman and Director of Age UK North West Kent and the second was for the 
youth and he was a Director and the Council’s representative for The Gr@nd. Cllr Burden 
advised that he would leave the meeting during the discussion and voting on this application.

Cllr Harold Craske declared an other interest in relation to application 20190503 – Amenity 
Space, St Patrick’s Gardens, Gravesend as he had been made aware of the application 
when he was a member of the Cabinet. 

71. To consider whether any items in Part A of the Agenda should be considered in 
private or the items in Part B (if any) in Public 

None.

72. Planning applications for determination by the Board 

72.1 20190503 - Amenity Space, St Patrick's Gardens, Gravesend DA12 4AN 

Cllr John Burden remained in the Council Chamber but took no part in the discussions or 
voting on this application.

The Board considered application reference 20190503 which proposed the erection of a 
block of flats with ancillary spaces, associated car parking, landscaping and improvements 
to existing children’s playground in the amenity green space at St Patrick’s Gardens, 
Gravesend DA12 4AN. The flat block would contain a total of 23 affordable units including 7 
one bedroom rented flats and 16 two bedroom rented flats. The Principal Planner (Major 
Sites) advised that the building was 4 storeys in height which was considered to be in 
keeping with the character and appearance of the area. In addition, the loss of amenity 
greenspace which served the existing development known as St Patrick’s Gardens had been 
balanced with the proposed improvements to the remaining amenity greenspace 
(landscaping, redevelopment of the children’s play area and the planting of semi mature 
trees) and this was considered to offset the loss of part of the amenity greenspace including 
the loss of the mature trees.

The application had been referred for consideration by the Regulatory Board (Planning) as it 
was a major development proposal for 100% affordable housing and the Local Planning 
Authority was the applicant.

Members were advised that no objections to the proposal had been received from 
consultees. Four letters of objection had been received from neighbouring properties which 
have been carefully considered and none of the concerns raised in the objection letters raise 
any further issues which have not been already been considered during the planning 
application.

The following points were made during discussion on this application:

 A question was raised on the definition of low quality open space in the 2016 Open 
Space Assessment in that open spaces considered attractive for development might 
be in danger of always being considered to be low quality. 
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 The application was not considered to have any adverse impact on neighbouring 
properties as the proposal was a significant distance from them.

 Concern was expressed that semi mature trees would not be as efficient as mature 
trees in absorbing carbon dioxide and other pollutants. Members were informed that 
6 mature trees would be lost and a higher number of semi mature trees would be 
planted in replacement.

 Following a question about the height of the building, it was confirmed that the 4 
storey proposal was an efficient use of the site and was in keeping with the 
surrounding area.

 The Board was advised that a “winter garden” was an enclosed balcony which 
provided ventilation when the windows were closed, but could be opened fully or 
partially using a slide and fold system on the top half of the balcony. This would 
enable residents to use their private amenity space in the winter as well as summer.

 Concern was raised regarding the proximity of the play area to the road and the car 
park. It was confirmed that no supervision was to be provided. However, the play 
area would be fenced, have seating for parents and childminders and would have 
leading to and from the car park. Officers intended to consult with existing residents 
as to their requirements for this area. For example, it might be built using natural 
materials and an outdoor gym incorporated.

 A landscape architect had been involved in the project since its inception.
 It was noted that the demand for affordable housing in the Borough was very high 

and there were currently 2,500 to 3,000 people on the waiting list the majority of 
which required a 2 bedroom unit.

 The Board was informed that it was proposed that the previously unused space in the 
corner of the site be used for car parking and a new waste collection area. 

 With regard to energy efficiency measures, the fabric of the building was considered 
to be very energy efficient and the units would be very economical to run.  The 
installation of ducting for car charging points was also proposed.  

Resolved that application 20190503 be DELEGATED to the Assistant Director 
(Planning) and/or the Interim Planning Manager (Development Management) to 
grant Planning Permission, subject to:

(a) Securing appropriate contributions in regard to requests
from Kent County Council; and 

(b) The imposition of appropriate planning conditions as 
detailed in Appendix 1 of the report.

Note: (a) Ms Sharon Donald (applicant)(a supporter) addressed the Board.
(b) Ms Anna Kadziolka (Architect)(a supporter) addressed the Board.

72.2 20190252 - Land behind Tesco Express, Whitehill Parade, Whitehill Lane, 
Gravesend DA12 5LS 

Cllr John Burden left the Council Chamber during discussion and voting on this application.

The Board considered an application reference 20190252 which proposed the construction 
of a 3 storey building to the rear and side of the existing Tesco Express (formerly Whitehill 
Tavern Public House) 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 
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store plant to the rear flat roof of the store; a change of use of part of the Whitehill Lane 
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 the removal of the existing layby parking.

The application was referred for consideration by the Regulatory Board (Planning) at the 
request to Cllr Brian Sangha to (i) allow the Board to assess the scale and nature of the 
development and whether or not it was 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 
was 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 was finely balance and somewhat complex.

The Principal Planner advised that the application site comprised two separate areas (i) the 
customer car park and servicing area on the west side of the existing Tesco Express 
supermarket, and a grassed garden area at the rear and (ii) the southern part of the existing 
Whitehill Lane open space, which had not been classed as surplus to requirements, and was 
a grassed amenity area. The Board noted that planning permission had been refused on 6 
November 2018 under officer delegated powers for an application (ref 20180867) submitted 
by the same applicant but was 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 including removal of the existing lay by 
parking. The application had not included any associated residential development. The 
officer further advised that an appeal against the decision of the Borough Council to refuse 
permission for a proposed car park on the Whitehill Lane open space had been dismissed by 
the Planning Inspectorate in May 2019 with the appointed Planning Inspector agreed 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 and national planning policies. The Board noted that the Whitehill Lane open 
space was part owned by the applicant and part owned by the Council who had, for a 
number of years, maintained the whole of the area. More recently a picket fence had been 
erected by the applicant on the ownership boundary and the layby had been closed for use 
with the aid of concrete blocks.

Members were advised that in response to the publicity given to the application there had 
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 were clearly the 
most affected by the development. The objections were in relation to impact on local 
amenity, significant traffic generation, 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. A number of letters of support for the application had also 
been received.

The following points were made during discussion on this application:

 The Principal Planner confirmed that nothing had changed in relation to the open 
space since the decision of the Planning Inspectorate had been made.

 Following a question from the Board, the officer outlined the reasons for the 
difference between the Whitehill open space and the one detailed in the St Patrick’s 
Gardens application. The reasons included that the proposal would impact living 
conditions of neighbouring properties, the design was not complimentary to the 
character of the site or the area and no mitigation had been proposed to balance the 
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loss of the open space. Also, there were very few other alternative open spaces in 
the locality and the development at St Patrick’s Gardens resulted in fully affordable 
housing and not affordable housing provision was being made in respect of the 
Tesco Express development as it fell under the threshold.

 Concern was voiced with regard to the height and bulk of the proposed building and 
that it would dwarf the parade of shops it would be built around making the design 
overbearing. 

 The increase in traffic in the area as a result of the proposed residences was also 
considered to be an issue together with increased pressure on parking.

 Following a question about the Appeal decision, Members were advised that they 
must consider each application on its merits. However, the Appeal decision was a 
material consideration.

 The Board was advised that the distance between the amenity space balconies at 
the rear of the proposed development, facing Ivy Close, measured 5 metres. It was 
noted that the applicant had sought to mitigate the impact on the amenity of 
neighbouring properties by introducing angled windows and screening on the 
balconies. However, whilst the scheme complied with the 25 degree rule but would 
still overshadow neighbouring properties.

 Following a question from a Member, the Principal Planner confirmed that the letters 
of objections had all been received from local residents and that some of the letters 
of support had been received from people who did not live in the local area. The 
officer advised that this was not unusual and could work both ways.

 Cllr Leslie Hoskins, a Ward Member, highlighted residents’ concerns that the 
proposal would increase the existing parking issues in Whitehill Road which the 
closure of the layby had already made worse and the construction of the building 
would cause further chaos. The Member politely requested that the open space be 
returned to its previous condition and placed into the ownership of the Council.

 Cllr Rana, another Ward Member, stated that he felt the size of the proposed building 
to be overbearing and coupled with the loss of amenity made the proposal 
unacceptable.

 The agent made the point that he considered that the ‘Open Space’ use had 
effectively ceased when the land had been taken back into private ownership. He 
further explained that as the general public no longer had the right to use it and as 
such the issue over it being public open space was academic, he considered that it 
was now private land and not for use by the general public.

 The Board noted that there was no objection to the principle of the development of 
this site but considered this application to be unacceptable for the reasons set out in 
the report. 

 The possibility of a decision for deferral was raised to allow possibility for the 
applicant to address the Board’s concerns.

Resolved that application 20190252 be REFUSED on the 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 properties adjoining the site at the rear of 
Ivy Close. 

Note: (a) Mr Darren Bland (Agent)(a supporter) addressed the Board.
(b) Mr Singh (a supporter) addressed the Board.
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(c) Cllr Leslie Hoskins spoke with the permission of the Chair.
(d) Cllr Tony Rana spoke with the permission of the Chair.

72.3 20190451 - 74 Parrock Street, Gravesend DA12 1HF - report herewith 

The Board considered an application reference 20190451 which proposed the change of use 
to Sui Generis House from an existing single family dwelling into Housing in Multiple 
Occupation (HMO) at 74 Parrock Street, Gravesend DA12 1HF.

The Principal Planner (Major Sites) advised that the application site comprised a four storey 
dwelling which was located on the west side of Parrock Street to the south of its junction with 
Homemead Close. The area lay within the most northern part of the Windmill Hill 
Conservation Area. The proposal was for the change of use of an existing single family 
dwelling into a HMO for 8 people. The conversion would provide 8 bedrooms with dedicated 
shower facilities for each room and a shared kitchen/diner and utility room. The rear garden 
would provide space for 2 vehicles to park, a bin store and cycle storage plus amenity space 
for future occupiers. Alterations that were proposed to the exterior of the building included 
the front boundary wall, piers and railings being re-instated along with the site frontage with 
new windows and doors being installed. The rear garden would be resurfaced in accordance 
with details to be controlled via a planning condition. The application was located on a busy 
arterial route into the town centre where most properties had already been converted into 
flats and maisonettes. Given the high levels of flatted development, this was considered to 
be an appropriate location for conversion in an accessible and sustainable location. The size 
and internal arrangement of the building would qualify as being appropriate for conversion 
pursuant to criteria set out in saved policy H5 of the Gravesham local Plan First Review and 
the emerging Development Management Policy DM29. The applicant had submitted a 
signed SAMMS Agreement form and payment towards the provision of appropriate 
mitigation. As such the proposal accords with Core Strategy policy CS12 (Green 
Infrastructure) which affords internationally important areas such as Ramsar sites and SPA’s 
the highest protection and addresses the comments raised by Natural England. 

The application was before the Board on the request of Cllr Steve Thompson who 
considered that:

 The number of HMOs on Parrock Street and surrounding streets was over saturation.
 There was insufficient on-street parking for current residents.
 The accumulation of refuse on the stretch of Parrock Street, due in part to the lack of 

refuse storage space in the HMOs and No 74 appeared to have no such storage 
space either.

 There was a lack of space for the storage of bicycles.

Members were advised that in response to the publicity given to the application no 
representations had been received from members of the public.

The following points were made during discussion on this application:

 Following a question in relation to the size of the shared kitchen/diner, the officer 
confirmed it would be 20 sqm and the national space standard was 27 sqm. 
However, the bedrooms would be slightly over the minimum  size which would 
compensate to a degree.

 It was intended that 8 adults would live in the HMO and concern was raised about the 
lack of parking. The Board was advised that the site was close to the town centre, 
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there was a public car park in close proximity and parking was subject to parking 
permits.

 The Board noted that the bathrooms, which comprised a toilet, a sink and a shower 
cubicle, were very small and a question was raised as to their usability for future 
occupants.

 Members were advised that refuse storage would be located in the rear garden which 
would be accessed by the refuse collection services. This could be controlled by 
condition and could also include a refuse management plan.

 The Assistant Head of Legal Services (Place) advised that, in this instance, there 
were a number of regulatory schemes that had to run alongside each other and it 
was possible that an HMO licensing decision might contradict a planning decision. If 
the conversion to an HMO was given planning permission, the applicant would have 
to apply for a HMO licence and living space would be a consideration of this process 
as would include details such as fire safety features. 

 In relation to the possible saturation of the area with regard to numbers of HMOs, the 
Principal Planner (Major Sites) advised that research had shown no. 84 Parrock 
Street had 14 bedrooms and there were 2 others. However, conversion to HMOs up 
to a maximum of 6 bedrooms could take place under Permitted Development Rights 
and would therefore not have come to the attention of the Council. Anything over 5 
bedrooms had to be licensed as an HMO.

 The lack of scale in the layout drawings was commented on and how this made it 
difficult to consider whether the rooms would be usable by future occupiers.

Resolved:

(a) that application 20190451 be DEFERRED to enable negotiations with the 
applicant and/or the applicant’s agent to address the Board’s concerns in 
regard to the small size of the bathrooms and to confirm that they would be 
fit for purpose, and to provide further information regarding the adequacy 
of the kitchen/diner and the utility room; and

(b) that the application be reported back to the Regulatory Board (Planning) 
for determination of the application.

73. Planning applications determined under delegated powers by the Director 
(Housing & Regeneration) 

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

Close of meeting 

The meeting ended at 9.00 pm


