
  

SUMMARY REPORT

Application Ref: 20140550

Site Address: Former Guru Nanak Darbar Gurdwara, Clarence Place, 
Gravesend, Kent, DA12 1LD.

Application 
Description:

Demolition of existing building and erection of a four/five storey 
building to accommodate 16 two bedroom and 3 one bedroom 
self-contained flats with 19 parking spaces, cycle storage 
provision and bin stores at basement level.

Applicant: Guru Nanak Darbar Gurdwara

Agent: BHD Architects LLP

Ward: Central

Parish: Non-Parish Area

Decision due date: 4 September 2014

Publicity expiry date: 21 April 2017

Decision level: Planning Regulatory Board – 12 April 2017

Reasons for referral: The discretion of interim Service Manager, Development 
Management taking into account the contentious nature of the site.

Recommendation: Delegated to the Interim Service Manager, Development 
Management for PERMISSION subject to planning 
conditions/informatives and completion of an s.106 
Agreement, with Heads of Terms as set out in section 6 of the 
report within 6 months of the date of the Regulatory Board 
resolution.  As the statutory consultation period expires on 21 
April 2017, if during that period any fresh material planning 
considerations arise the Chair and Vice Chair of the Board 
will be informed and determine if they wish to bring the 
application before the May Regulatory Board meeting for 
further consideration.

Summary of Reasons for Recommendation

This application for demolition of this existing building, the former Gurdwara, and its 
redevelopment by the erection of a four/five storey building to accommodate 16 two 
bedroom and 3 one bedroom self-contained flats with 19 parking spaces, cycle 
storage provision and bin stores at basement level was originally submitted to the 
Borough Council in June 2014.



The application was intended to be considered by the Board at its meeting on 8 
March 2017 but was withdrawn on the advice of the Interim Development Manager 
because of the time which had lapsed since the application was first submitted in 
2014 when local residents were first consulted on the application and to be sure that 
the Borough Council had all the relevant and right information on hand and that the 
public had been given full opportunity to comment on before the application is 
determined.

It is acknowledged that the scheme has been controversial with surrounding 
properties generating a number of objections to the scheme. The existing building 
has been vacant for a number of years and has been marketed for a period of time 
where no viable interest has come forward for a re-use of the building.

The heritage issues have been carefully considered by both the Council’s 
Conservation Architect and the applicant’s heritage consultant and both parties have 
concluded that the demolition of the existing building and replacement with the 19 
flats would result in less than substantial harm. Historic England have also raised no 
objection to the scheme and they have considered the building is not worthy of being 
listed.

The development is considered to be broadly policy compliant and therefore planning 
permission is recommended subject to planning conditions and there are no material 
considerations which would warrant the application to be refused or further 
amendments required.

Subject to a S.106 agreement to secure developer contributions and the imposition of 
appropriate planning conditions the application is supported.

MAIN REPORT

1. Site Description 

1.1 The application site is located on the north side of Clarence Place. The 
existing building is currently vacant but was used as a Sikh Temple and was 
the former Milton Congregational Church and is a landmark building within the 
Windmill Hill Conservation Area.  The site has a frontage of some 28 metres 
and a depth of 32 metres on the west side and a depth of 37 metres on the 
east side.

1.2 The building presents a façade towards Clarence Place in gothic revival style, 
displaying features in the design and overall composition that makes it 
identifiable as an early work of the architect Sir John Sulman.  Since its 
original construction in the 19th century the building has undergone a series of 
changes which have compromised the building to a degree.  These changes 
include rendering of the front of the building and some unsympathetic 
extensions to the side and rear. 

1.3 Topography of the site is one in which the site slopes on a steep gradient 
from Clarence Place down to the level of William Street to the north. Directly 
to the east of the site two storey semi-detached dwelling and directly to the 
west of the site are 3 storey semi-detached dwellings.



2. Site Background & Relevant Planning History

2.1 The Sikh Temple, the former Milton Congregational Church, is a landmark 
building within the Conservation Area in views along Clarence Place and in 
views from Windmill Hill towards the river Thames.  It is a large bulky building 
built to house 750 people and designed with ‘special consideration to the wants 
of Congregational worship, particularly so that the entire congregation could see 
and hear the minister’. The building was laid out in a way that two-thirds of the 
congregation were seated within 35 feet of the minister. 

2.2 Sulman (1849 – 1934), born in Greenwich, began his career as a professional 
architect in partnership with John W. Rhodes and gained recognition as a 
designer, mainly of Congregational churches.  At the age of 35, after having 
built 70 or so churches, he moved to Australia where he rose to become a 
distinguished architect, designer and town planner who played an outstanding 
and influential role in the country’s architectural scene and in the development 
of an Australian style of architecture.  His life and works have been fully 
appreciated in a recently written PhD thesis by Zenaida Edwards (The Life and 
Work of Sir John Sulman 1849 – 1934, University of Technology Sydney, 
2006).  In the chapter about Sulman’s early works in England she discusses the 
designs of seven churches, one of which is the Milton Congregational Church 
(p.107-109). 

2.3 Milton Congregational Church was founded following a split of the Gravesend 
and Milton congregation caused by the controversial then minister Wilhem 
Guest.  The Congregational Church was located in Princess Street but in 1872 
Guest and his followers moved into the newly built church at Clarence Place, 
which also served as chapel for Milton Mount College on Windmill Hill, a 
boarding school for the daughters of Congregational Ministers.  In the early 
1950s, following ever decreasing numbers in churchgoers, the two 
congregations re-united, as a consequence of which the building at Clarence 
Place became surplus to the requirements of the Congregational Church.  After 
a short spell of vacancy the building served first as a warehouse until it was 
acquired in 1967 by the Sikh community and it has since been in use as place 
of worship until 2008.  Since then the building has been vacant. 

2.4 The relevant planning history for the site is as follows:

20090487 - Demolition of existing building and erection of two, four storey 
linked buildings with undercroft parking and vehicular access on to William 
Street, to provide a total of 19 self-contained flats, comprising 16 two bedroom 
and three, one bedroom flats and erection of two, two storey three bedroom 
dwellings at the rear fronting William Street.  Withdrawn 10.07.2014

20090488 - Application for Conservation Area Consent for the demolition of the 
building.  Withdrawn 10.07.2014

3. Proposal 

3.1 The proposal is for the demolition of existing building and erection of a four/five 
storey building to accommodate 16 two bedroom and 3 one bedroom self-
contained flats with 19 parking spaces, cycle storage provision and bin stores at 
basement level. The applicant consists of the following documents/plans:

 Drawing No.3208-PD001 A – Site Plans



 Drawing No.3208-PD-002 A – Floor Plans
 Drawing No.3208-PD-003 A – Elevations
 Drawing No.3208-PD-004 A – Proposed Demolition Plan
 Drawing No.3208-PD-005 A – Site Section A-A & Site Section B-B
 Drawing No.3208-PD-006 A – Roof Plan

In addition the following supporting documents have been submitted

 Agent Covering letter (3 June 2014)
 Heritage Assessment (April 2015)
 Heritage Collective letter (1 September 2015)
 Bat Survey (June 2016)
 Bat Survey (September 2015)
 Design & Access Statement

3.2 The application was originally going to be reported to the board on 02 
December 2015 but due to insufficient marketing information the application 
was withdrawn from the agenda in order to allow the applicant to undertake a 
minimum six month marketing exercise. In addition a viability report was 
submitted with the application in July 2014 which took a number of months for 
the Council’s appointed surveyors to review and provide a conclusion on the 
viability of the scheme.

3.3 A report was then prepared for the Board meeting on 8 March 2017 but 
following a supplementary report from the Interim Development Manager the 
application was withdrawn from the Agenda and Deferred for consideration at 
the next available meeting of the Regulatory Board in order to allow a review 
of the neighbour concerns, an assessment to be made on whether there are 
any matters relating to marketing/viability that can/ought to be made publicly 
available and that a further period for public consultation is then undertaken.

4. Development Plan and other Relevant Planning Policies and Guidance

4.1 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires 
planning applications to be determined 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 therefore now comprises:-

• The Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy (September 2014)
• Remaining Saved Policies of the Local Plan First Review (1994)
• 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 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), the National Planning Practice 
Guidance (NPPG), and supplementary planning guidance, and, where they 
exist, neighbourhood plans.  There are currently no relevant adopted 
neighbourhood plans.



Local Planning Guidance

Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy, September 2014

4.4 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.

4.5 The most relevant policies from the adopted Core Strategy in relation to this 
development are as follows:

Core Strategy Policy CS01: Sustainable Development
Core Strategy Policy CS02: Scale and Distribution of Development
Core Strategy Policy CS11: Transport
Core Strategy Policy CS12: Green Infrastructure
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
Core Strategy Policy CS20 – Heritage and the Historic Environment 

4.6 A Site Allocations and Development Management Policies Development Plan 
Document is being prepared following the adoption of the Core Strategy.

Gravesham Local Plan First Review 1994

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

4.8 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.

4.9 Saved policies contained in the Gravesham Local Plan First Review should 
still be accorded significant weight, albeit that the weight accorded should be 
greater where policies are consistent with the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF, paragraph 215).

4.10 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.

4.11 The following remaining saved policies are relevant to the consideration of 
this application:

Policy T1: Impact of Development on the Highway Network
Policy T5: New Accesses onto Highway Network
Policy TC2: Listed Buildings
Policy TC3: Development Affecting 
Policy P3: Vehicle Parking Standards



4.12 Section 16 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 
1990 states that when making a decision on listed building consent 
applications, a Local Planning Authority must have special regard to the 
desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special 
architectural or historic interest which it possesses.  Section 72 requires that 
Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) pay special attention in the exercise of 
planning functions to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character 
or appearance of a Conservation Area.

National Planning Policy Guidance

4.13 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is a material consideration in 
the determination of planning applications.  The Gravesham Local Plan Core 
Strategy has been found to be sound and consistent with the NPPF.  The 
weight to be given to the saved policies in the Gravesham Local Plan First 
Review and the Kent Minerals and Waste Local Plans will depend on their 
consistency with the NPPF.  Planning Practice Guidance supports and clarifies 
areas in the NPPF.

4.14 At the heart of the NPPF is a presumption in favour of sustainable development 
(paragraph 14) which means approving development proposals that accord with 
the development plan and where the development plan is absent, silent or 
relevant policies are out of date planning permission should be granted unless 
any adverse impacts would so significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 
benefits or specific policies in the NPPF indicate development should be 
restricted.

Supplementary Planning Guidance

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

 Residential Layout Guidelines (July 1996)
 SPG 4: Kent Vehicle Parking Standards (July 2006).

Conservation Area & Management Plans

 Windmill Conservation Area

5. Consultations, Publicity and Representations

Consultations

Internal 

GBC – Conservation Architect

The conservation area appraisal describes the building as a “feature building 
in views along the street” On the maps it is indicated as a building of local 



interest making a positive contribution to the conservation area and views of it 
from the Windmill Hill Gardens. 

There are two issues to consider - the loss of the building of local interest and 
the impact on the conservation area.

The following questions need to be answered in order to determine this 
proposal.

1. Is there no other beneficial use for the existing building and has this 
been established by the applicant?  This requires financial appraisal of 
the site, conversion costs and end value to establish/prove viability or 
non-viability.  Assuming this has been undertaken then the question 
has been answered.

2. Is partial retention of the front of the building possible within any 
proposal for the site?  This is part of the first question in respect of 
options for re-use of the existing building.  Assuming this has been 
undertaken then the question has been answered.

3. Has the building been marketed and redundancy of the heritage asset 
been demonstrated?

Once the above have been established then the proposal can be given due 
consideration. 

Section 72 (1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 
1990 states that:
“…with respect to any buildings or other land in a conservation area,…, 
special attention shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing 
the character or appearance of that area.”

NPPF Para 18 states:

An unlisted building that makes a positive contribution to a conservation area 
is individually of lesser importance than a listed building (paragraph 132 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework). If the building is important or integral to 
the character or appearance of the conservation area then its demolition is 
more likely to amount to substantial harm to the conservation area, engaging 
the tests in paragraph 133 the National Planning Policy Framework. However, 
the justification for its demolition will still be proportionate to the relative 
significance of the building and its contribution to the significance of the 
conservation area as a whole.

I do not disagree with the agent’s heritage consultant that the harm caused to 
the conservation area is less than substantial (NPPF Para 34). The decision 
maker must then give great weight to the less than substantial harm caused 
by the demolition of the heritage asset within the conservation area and in 
accordance with the NPPF must balance the harm caused against the public 
benefits.  It is considered that on balance the replacement building will have a 
neutral impact on the conservation area, this being subject to detailed 
conditions for the external envelope of the proposed building, along with 
boundary railings, walls and landscaping.



Once the above questions have been answered in respect of the building of 
local interest, then I raise no adverse comments.

GBC – Highway Engineer 

I have checked the layout of the development, access, sightlines and 
parking and find all to be acceptable.The applicant should contact the 
Council about parking restrictions and a disabled parking bay along 
William Street which may have to be amended in the context of the 
proposed entrance.  The 19 parking spaces in the basement should remain 
unallocated to residents of the development.

GBC Housing Strategy Manager 

The borough has a significant need for affordable housing and has therefore set 
a target of 30% affordable housing delivery on all new private housing 
developments of 15 dwellings or more in the urban area, therefore equating to 
an affordable housing obligation on the above site of 6 units.

GBC Regulatory Services

There is no objection to the proposed application, subject to the following 
comments:

Contaminated land

No development approved by this permission shall be commenced prior to a 
contaminated land assessment (in accordance with the CLEA guidelines and 
CLR 11 methodology) and if necessary an associated remedial strategy, 
together with a timetable of works, being submitted to the Local Planning 
Authority for approval.

Domestic Refuse Arrangements - Multiple Occupation 

Each dwelling should have sufficient storage capacity to cope with the waste 
generated in between collections (1 week).  A large internal/external storage 
area should be considered where there is more than one dwelling contained in 
a domestic block.  The distance between the storage area and the collection 
point shall not be more than 30 metres.

Works of Construction.

The commencement of the development shall not take place until a 
comprehensive Code of Construction Practice covering all environmental 
impacts including pest control from the clearance/construction phase of this 
development is provided by the applicant and submitted for approval to the 
LPA. No works shall commence until approval of this report has been given by 
the LPA 

External

Kent Highways and Transportation Services

The proposals in question comply with KCC's IGN3 guidance in respect of off-
street parking provision for residential units.  However, I would advise that you 
also seek a view from your engineer regarding parking provision as a result of 



Gravesham's retention of the SPG4 parking standards for residential 
development.

Furthermore, it is noted that the proposed arrangement differs from the 
previous 2009 proposal in that the proposed structure fronts directly onto the 
back edge of the footway in William Street on either side of the proposed 
access rather than being slightly set back as it was previously.  This would 
appear to potentially have an adverse impact on sight line visibility at the 
proposed access and I would therefore recommend that available sight line 
splays be projected onto appropriate scale plan of the access from a 2m set 
back from the channel line at the centre of the proposed access in order to 
better assess available sight line visibility.  It would be acceptable for splays 
to be projected laterally to a point measured 1m out from the kerb face in 
either direction.

Kent County Council

Awaiting revised comments

Kent Police

No contact has been made by the developer in relation to crime prevention 
and if permission is to be granted Kent Police would require a condition 
requiring details of how the development will meet the physical security 
requirements of crime prevention through environmental design (CPTED).

English Heritage

English Heritage set out that any application should be determined in 
accordance with local and national planning policy and brings to attention the 
relevant paragraphs of the NPPF.

Urban Gravesham

Urban Gravesham object to the proposal on 5 grounds which are as follows:

1. The assessment of the significance of the building has not been carried out 
in accordance with accepted guidance and does not reflect the importance of 
the building.
2. Demolition of the building will harm the unique character of the 
Conservation Area.
3. It has not been demonstrated that the retention of the building is unviable.
4. The replacement building is inappropriate in scale and character.
5. The proposal is contrary to local and national planning policies. 

KCC Fire Safety

Awaiting Comments 

Publicity

Original Publicity 



5.1 Publicity letters were sent to the owners/occupiers of 122 adjoining dwellings, a 
site notice displayed on site and a press notice. A total of 25 comments were 
received raising the following concerns.

5.2 23 of the comments received were objections to the scheme raising the 
following concerns:-

 Proposed development is out of keeping with the character of the street.
 The Design & Access Statement incorrectly refers to surrounding buildings 

being 4 storey in height.
 It would adversely impact on the street in terms of traffic generation.
 The building is a central feature within the Conservation area and should be 

kept and is identified as providing positive views from Windmill Hill.
 The building is of some historical importance and questions if the 

development is in keeping.
 Objects to 19 flats and would rather see 8 larger flats to minimise the impact 

on the highway network.
 Would rather see alternatives to demolition such as conversion.
 The block of flats would increase noise on the street.
 Overdevelopment of the site and three or four high quality houses would sit 

better on the site.
 The replacement building would not preserve or enhance the conservation 

area
 No 3d massing study or artists impression of the replacement building have 

been submitted.
 The neglect of the building in recent years is not a valid reason to allow the 

demolition of the building.
 The proposed scheme is an unconvincing pastiche building.
 The site building could be converted to a community used such as an 

independent cinema or low key leisure use. 
 No serious attempts to mark the building for alternative uses.
 The development would cause clear and demonstrable harm which 

outweighs the benefits of providing new homes.
 Would prefer to see a number of houses on site which would be more in 

keeping with the street scene.

General Comments
 Bats have been seen in the building
 Would wish to ensure that it’s a car free development and new occupiers 

could not have CPZ permit.
 Would wish to see all construction vehicles parked in public car parks and 

not in the surrounding streets

5.3 2 comments have been received in support stating:

 No objection to proposed development but has concern that the impact 
the demolition will have on the existing surrounding properties and there 
should be no on street parking.

Revised Publicity 

5.4 Due to the long period the application has been in revised consultation to all 
neighbours has been undertaken on 20 March 2017 and to date 4 
representations have been received.



5.5 The following material planning considerations have been raised.

 Bats may be living in the property
 Flats on the site will not be in keeping with the surrounding properties
 It will block out light to properties at the back.
 Concerns raised regarding the consultation period in relation to the 

Regulatory Board meeting date.
 Raises concern on viability report and review of this report undertaken by 

the Local Planning Authority appointed surveyors. 

5.6 The following additional issues are raised which are not material planning 
considerations

 Impact of the development on the structural integrity of surrounding 
properties

 A neighbour indicates they will be commissioning their own conservation 
report

 Requires access to the building to allow a firm of architects to draw up plans 
to develop the building.

5.7 With regard to the concerns raised from a neighbour that the consultation 
period is to short all neighbours were consulted on 20 March 2017 and the 21 
day period for comments expires on 10 April 2017 with the meeting being held 
on 12 April 2017. Any comments which are received after the publication of this 
report will be summarised in a supplementary report to Members. 

5.8 In addition a site notice has been displayed on site along with a press notice 
published which has an overall expiry date of 21 April 2017. As it is possible 
that comments may be received after the application has been before the board 
and the recommendation adequately deals with this situation.

 

6. Planning Analysis and Interim Development Manager Comments 

Principle of Development

6.1 The site is within the urban boundary of Gravesend which is covered by Policy 
CS02 of Gravesham Core Strategy (2014) which supports the principle of 
residential development within the urban area of Gravesend and rural 
settlements inset from the Green Belt.

6.2 The proposed development will achieve a density of 190 dwelling per hectare 
(DPH) which meets the target of Policy CS15 of Gravesham Core Strategy 
which expects development to achieve a minimum density of 40 dwellings per 
hectare within the urban area 

6.3 Policy CS14 at 5.10.9 states that the Council will expect new housing to provide 
a range of dwelling types and sizes which take into account the existing 
character of the area and Policy CS15 at paragraph 5.11.7 states that the 
development should have regard to the character and location of the area.

6.4 In conclusion it is considered that the principle of residential development here 
is acceptable subject to residential redevelopment of the site complying with the 



relevant policies relating to design, heritage, amenity, sustainability (Economic, 
Social and Environmental), parking provision and any other material planning 
considerations

Heritage Assessment 

6.5 The application site is within the Windmill Hill Conservation Area and the 
proposal needs to be considered against Section 72 of the Planning (Listed 
Buildings & Conservation Areas) Act 1990 and paragraph 131 -138 of the 
NPPF.

6.6 The applicant has provided an in depth Heritage Assessment dated April 2015 
and following a meeting between the agent and Council a further letter (dated 1 
September 2015) from the applicant’s Conservation Consultant was submitted 
to the Local Planning Authority clarifying a number of issues.  It is now 
considered that sufficient information been submitted in order to undertake a 
heritage assessment of the proposal.

6.7 The Gurdwara is identified as a positive building within the Windmill Hill 
Conservation area appraisal and lists the building in section 5.3 as principal 
landmark in Windmill Hill and states in 9.9 of the appraisal that the renovation 
and reuse of the Siri Guru Nanak Darbar Gurdwara on Clarence Place, when it 
is vacated in due course, is one of the most pressing issues in the Conservation 
Area.

6.8 It is therefore a non-designated heritage asset for the purposes of the NPPF 
and this is a material planning consideration when determining this application.  
The Windmill Hill Conservation Area is a designated heritage asset along with 
the Grade II listed buildings of 29, 30 and 31 Clarence Place.

6.9 Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 
requires that Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) pay special attention in the 
exercise of planning functions to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the 
character or appearance of a Conservation Area.  The high court judgement 
known widely as the Barnwell Manor judgement confirms in effect that 
Parliament intended that the desirability of preserving the special architectural 
or historic interest of the listed building, or its setting and for that matter the 
character or appearance of a conservation should not simply be given careful 
consideration by the decision-maker for the purpose of deciding whether there 
would be some harm, but that "considerable importance and weight" should be 
given to the desirability of preservation when the decision- maker carries out 
the balancing exercise (i.e. the balancing exercise described in paragraphs 133 
and 134 of the NPPF).

6.10 A development that merely maintains the status quo, perhaps by replacing a 
building that detracts from the character and appearance of the conservation 
area with a similarly detrimental building, would satisfy the statutory 
consideration. This is notwithstanding that the existing detrimental building 
presents an opportunity, when it is being redeveloped, to improve the 
environment.

6.11 However, in a number of ways the policies in the NPPF seek positive 
improvement in conservation areas. Most explicitly paragraphs 126 and 131 
require that local planning authorities should take into account "the desirability 
of new development making a positive contribution to local character and 
distinctiveness". Paragraph 9 says that pursing "sustainable development 



involves seeking positive improvements in the quality of the...historic 
environment...". The design policies further reinforce the objective of 
enhancement of an area's character and local distinctiveness, concluding that 
"Permission should be refused for development of poor design that fails to 
take opportunities available for improving the character and quality of an 
area..." (paragraph 64). 

6.12 It should be noted that all grades of harm, including total destruction, minor 
physical harm and harm through change to the setting, can be justified on the 
grounds of public benefits that outweigh that harm taking account of the ‘great 
weight’ to be given to conservation and provided the justification is clear and 
convincing (paragraphs 133 and 134).

6.13 Public benefits in this sense will most likely be the fulfilment of one or more of 
the objectives of sustainable development as set out in the NPPF, provided the 
benefits will ensure for the wider community and not just for private individuals 
or corporations. It is very important to consider if conflict between the provision 
of such public benefits and heritage conservation is necessary.

6.14 The NPPF seeks economic, social and environmental (including historic 
environmental) gains jointly and simultaneously. The planning system should 
actively guide development to sustainable solutions. Pursuing sustainable 
development involves seeking positive improvement in the quality of the built 
environment. Substantial harm or loss should be refused unless it is 
demonstrated that it is necessary to deliver substantial public benefits that 
outweigh that harm (paragraphs 8, 9 and 133). The public benefits may be 
achieved with less or no harm by alternative design or location.

6.15 Paragraph 132 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that 
when considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of 
a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s 
conservation and as heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should 
require clear and convincing justification.  

6.16 Paragraph 138 of the NPPF states not all elements of a World Heritage Site or 
Conservation Area will necessarily contribute to its significance.  Loss of a 
building (or other element) which makes a positive contribution to the 
significance of the Conservation Area or World Heritage Site should be treated 
either as substantial harm under paragraph 133 or less than substantial harm 
under paragraph 134.

6.17 Paragraph 135 of the NPPF states that a non-designated heritage asset (in this 
case the former Gurdwara) is a material consideration when making planning 
decisions, but it should be noted that there is no automatic presumption in 
favour of preservation and paragraph 135 is balance between the loss of the 
locally historic building the wider public benefits of redeveloping the site.

6.18 Paragraph 134 states that where a proposal will lead to less than substantial 
harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, such harm should be 
weighed against the public benefits of the proposal.  Policy CS20 (Heritage and 
the Historic Environment) of the Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy states 
that proposals will be supported which preserve and, where appropriate, 
enhance the significance of the Borough’s heritage assets, their setting and 
their interpretation and enjoyment.  Saved Policy TC3 (Development Affecting 
Conservation Areas) of the Gravesham Local Plan First Review 1994 expects 
proposals to make a positive contribution to the Conservation Area.  In general 



design terms the NPPF places great importance on good design stating that it is 
a key aspect of sustainable development, is indivisible from good planning, and 
should contribute positively to making places better for people.  Policy CS19 
(Development and Design Principles) expects development to be visually 
attractive and conserve and enhance the character of the local built historic and 
natural environment.  

6.19 It is considered that the loss of the existing building will be less than substantial 
for the following reasons:

1. The existing building on the site has been altered and extended in a 
unsympathetic manner which results in much of the original character 
being lost;

2. Historic England has carefully considered the historic merit of the 
existing building and rejected an application to have the building listed;

3. The proposed development  will be visually and functionally more in 
keeping with the surrounding properties; 

4. The replacement building will be an attractive building which will be a 
positive feature within the Windmill Hill Conservation Area; and

5. A further public benefit to this scheme will be that the residential
development on site will increasing the housing supply by 19 units within 
a sustainable urban location.  This approach has been supported by the 
Inspectorate (APP/Q3305/E/12/2188180 – Mendip District Council ) 
where the Inspector stated “Applying paragraph 134 of the Framework, 
the demolition would lead to less than substantial harm to the
significance of the designated heritage asset, the CA.  The public 
benefits of the comprehensive development of the site and, more 
generally, the increase in housing supply in a sustainable urban location 
outweigh the less than substantial harm that I have identified to the CA. 
for these reasons the proposal would, at a minimum, preserve the 
character and appearance of the CA”.

Marketing 

6.20 The applicant’s Design & Access Statement provides evidence that all 
reasonable uses of the building have been considered.  The applicant states 
that due to the existing S106 agreement (20000264) prohibiting the use of the 
former Gurdwara for any religious uses this greatly restricts reasonable uses of 
the site.

6.21 Consequently, the applicant has considered alternative uses for the site e.g. 
commercial uses but as any office or retail use requires an element of parking 
on site, and as the site at present is not served by suitable levels of parking this 
would be contrary to Gravesham Parking standards and these types of uses 
would have an adverse impact on the highway network.  It should also be noted 
that the majority of objection letters received raised concern about impact of 
parking on Clarence Place and that Clarence Place falls within a Controlled 
Parking Zone.  Therefore proposals for alternative uses for the site without 
suitable parking provision are unlikely to come forward, as they do not have the 
support of local residents, Kent Highway Services or Gravesham’s Senior 
Development Engineer.

6.22 Residential conversion of the existing building has also been carefully 
considered by the applicant. The conclusion of this exercise was that due to the 
sheer size of the building it would be near impossible to convert the existing 
building or to undertake partial demolition of the building whilst retaining the 



front facade. It would not be possible to provide sufficient amounts of natural 
light to the central core of the building through reuse of the existing structure. 
Furthermore, any conversion of the building would result in windows which 
would directly overlook into the adjacent properties private amenity space.  In 
addition, residential conversion of the existing structure would retain the large 
rear extensions which would result in no space being retained to provide any 
amenity space to the flats and there would be no opportunity to provide any off 
road parking for the development.

6.23 Notwithstanding the above information provided by the applicant in their 
Design & Access Statement bullet point 2 of paragraph 133 of the National 
Planning Policy Guidance requires that appropriate marketing is required to 
demonstrate the redundancy of a heritage asset. 

6.24 The aim of such marketing is to reach all potential buyers who may be willing to 
find a use for the site that still provides for its conservation to some degree. If 
such a purchaser comes forward, there is no obligation to sell to them, but 
redundancy will not have been demonstrated.

6.25 In order to comply with paragraph 133 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework the applicant was asked to provide sufficient details on the 
marketing undertaken. In addition paragraph 16 of the of the National Planning 
Policy Framework expands on what is required from the marketing by 
stating the aim of such marketing is to reach all potential buyers who may 
be willing to find a use for the site that still provides for its conservation to some 
degree. 

6.26 The applicant commissioned Balgores Property Group, a local estate agent to 
market the property from January 2016 until July 2016. Balgores have 
confirmed in writing that there was a lack of interest in the building. The building 
was marketed for offers in excess of £900,000. This marketing value was 
deemed to be significantly higher that the land value stated by both the 
applicant’s appointed surveyor and Gravesham appointed surveyor. 
Notwithstanding this there was nothing to stop potential purchasers offering 
prices below the guide price. 

6.27 The feedback the estate agent received from the market was that the building is 
in a dilapidated condition and required too much investment for any potential 
purchaser to make a financially viable use of the building. 

6.28 During the period the property was on the market no interest in considering 
alternative uses for the building were received by the Local Planning Authority. 
In addition the physical constraints of the site (No off street parking and 
surrounding residential properties) it is hard to envisage a commercial use on 
this site would comply with local and national planning policy.

6.29 In addition the condition of the building internally would require a significant 
volume of investment to make the building habitable for a commercial use. 

6.30 It is therefore considered that taking into account location, condition and 
feedback from the marketing no viable use through the building conversion has 
been forthcoming. 

6.31 As highlighted above in 6.22 the applicants appointed architects have explored 
the conversion of the building into a residential use and they have concluded 
the building does not lend itself to a viable conversion.



6.32 Turning to the replacement scheme it is officers view  that the design is 
acceptable and will sit well within the street-scene and wider conservation area.  
This is explored further in the design section of this report.

6.33 Given the lack of commercially viable alternative uses and due to the physical 
constraints of the building itself, the loss of the building whilst unfortunate is 
acceptable and results in less than substantial harm to the designated heritage 
asset. It is not considered this proposal will have an adverse on the setting of 
listed buildings within the area and does not conflict with saved Policy TC2 of 
Gravesham Local Plan First Review (1994).

Design

6.34 When evaluating the design of this proposal it needs to be considered against 
the design principles of Policy CS19 of Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy 
(2014) which require development to 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.  At a national level the 
NPPF in paragraph 7 provides guidance on providing good design.

6.35 As the site is within the Windmill Hill Conservation Area Saved Policy TC3 of 
Gravesham Local Plan (1994) and CS20 of Gravesham Local Plan Core 
Strategy (2014) are relevant when considering design.

6.36 The existing building in terms of height, massing and bulk is extremely 
prominent and an imposing structure in the street scene and does not reflect 
the strong influence of early Victorian villa style semi-detached residences that 
are typical of Clarence Place.

6.37 In order to ensure that the replacement building on site is acceptable the 
architect has ensured that the development will respect the building line of both 
adjacent properties. Overall bulk and massing of the development is 
significantly less than the existing building on the site.

6.38 The applicant acknowledges that as the site is within the Windmill Hill 
Conservation Area special consideration is therefore needed to ensure that the 
new building is of the highest quality.  In order to achieve this the architect has 
used the pattern and form of the highest quality dwelling on Clarence Place to 
inform the external finish to this proposed development.

6.39 The scale of the building reflects the height and bulk of a four storey villa
property which will sit well within the existing street-scene of Clarence Place.  
External finishes to the front elevation and the well-proportioned windows, 
together with a blend of coloured render with stone coursing and detailing set 
under a low-pitched, hip ended, slate clad roof help re-enforce the character of 
Clarence Place create a high quality development. All external facing materials 
(including window details) will be subject to planning conditions.

6.40 At ground floor the entrance has been setback 4 metres to present the structure 
as two independent blocks.

6.41 On both flank elevations of the development no windows are proposed and the 
plans indicate white render.  The outrigger to the rear is subservient in size to 
the main blocks and has windows in the flank elevation which are indicated to 
be obscure glazed.



6.42 At ground floor to the rear an area of private amenity space is provided for 
future residents. 

6.43 Overall it is considered that this scheme will be in keeping with the street-scene 
of Clarence Place and Windmill Hill Conservation Area and there will be no 
adverse impact on the on the character of the area.  There is no conflict with 
local or national planning policies in regard to design.

Living environment for future occupiers

6.44 The proposed development needs to ensure that the development will provide 
adequate living conditions for future occupiers and this is reinforced by the 
Council’s Residential Layout Guidelines.  These guidelines provide 
requirements for room sizes and amenity space. 

6.45 Since the original application was submitted the applicant has amended the 
internal layout to ensure that the flats comply with the nationally prescribed 
space standards. 

6.46 As per the nationally prescribed space standards each flat provides future 
occupiers with dedicated storage space and many of the bedrooms also 
include built in wardrobes.

6.47 Private amenity space for future occupiers is provided in form of a roof terrace 
to the rear of the property which amounts to 65m². The final details of how this 
area will be used would be the subject to a pre-occupation planning condition. 

6.48 In addition to the proposed private amenity space the site is directly opposite 
Windmill Hill Gardens which provides future occupiers with immediate and 
trouble-free access to open space.

6.49 In summary it is considered that dwellings will provide acceptable living 
conditions for future occupiers and thus comply with the Council’s Residential 
Layout Guidelines (and National Space Standards) and Policy CS19 of 
Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy. 

The effect on neighbouring properties living conditions

6.50 With the redevelopment of both sites careful consideration has to be given to 
the impact on the living conditions of existing properties. Policy CS19 of 
Gravesham Core Strategy requires new development to safeguard the amenity, 
including privacy, daylight and sunlight of occupiers of surrounding properties.

6.51 With the removal of the existing building with a replacement of smaller building 
will result in an improved outlook from the surrounding properties.  On the flank 
elevations of the main blocks no windows or openings are proposed.  The 
outrigger to the rear has one bathroom window, one secondary living/kitchen 
windows and windows serving the stairwell.  These windows are 9 metres from 
the boundaries of the site and will be condition to be obscure glazed to order to 
ensure there is no adverse impact on the living conditions of adjacent 
properties. 

6.52 The proposed private amenity space to the rear will not result in disturbance or 
overlooking into the rear garden of 19 Clarence Place which is currently 
occupied by Gravesend Spiritualist Church and not being used as a 
residential dwelling. However, the boundary/landscaping condition will 



ensure that sufficient screening is in place so there can be no perception of 
overlooking into the rear garden of the adjacent property.

6.53 Concern has been raised by an occupier of William Street that the development 
would result in the loss of light but as demonstrated on page 21 of the 
supporting Design & Access Statement the bulk and massing of the building is 
reduced and no built form above ground level is proposed facing directly onto 
William Street. Currently there is a two storey building with steep pitched roof 
fronting directly onto William Street. The reduction of built form directly onto 
William Street will improve the outlook of the properties on the north side of 
William Street directly opposite the site the application site.

6.54 With regard to the properties to the east and west of the site there will be no  
failure of the Council’s residential layout guidelines or Policy CS19 in terms of 
protecting outlook, amenity, overshadowing.

6.55 In terms of impact on the adjacent properties there will be no detrimental impact 
and the development complies with Policy CS19 of Gravesham Local Plan Core 
Strategy (2014).

Effects on highway safety

6.56 The proposed development will provide 1 parking space per unit with 
underground parking accessed from William Street.  The parking provision 
provided complies with saved Policy P3 of Gravesham Local Plan First Review.

6.57 Concern was initially raised by Kent Highways Services on visibility splays from 
the rear car park onto William Street.  This has been reviewed by Gravesham’s 
Senior Development Engineer who states the layout of the development, 
access, sightlines and parking is all acceptable. 

6.58 Subject to the car parking being unallocated there are no objections from 
Gravesham Highway Engineer. 

6.59 Concern has been raised by residents that future occupiers should not be able 
to park on Clarence Place. This would require an amendment to Traffic 
Regulation Order that that new developments would not be eligible for a permit. 
All the parking areas are currently zoned in order to try and maximise parking 
availability for permit holders. Furthermore, Clarence Place and many of the 
surrounding roads have single yellow lines that allow parking from 6:30pm until 
8am Monday to Saturday.

6.60 However, adopting such an approach would not be possible as the High Court 
has considered the issue and has firmly decided that a unilateral obligation 
to not allow future residents to have a parking permit does not comply with 
section 106. Westminster City Council v Secretary of State for Communities 
and Local Government (1) Mrs M Acons (2) [8] is an example where the 
council appealed against a decision of the Secretary of State to grant 
planning permission where the appellant executed a unilateral undertaking 
pursuant to section 106. In this instance the undertaking included a covenant 
that the owner would not apply to the council for a parking permit in respect of 
the development; which in this case was the conversion of a garage space to 
extend an existing sitting room. This proposed development was specifically 
prohibited by planning condition when the previous owner converted one of the 
then two garages at the property to living space. 



6.61 The Court held that as the unilateral undertaking did not meet the requirements 
of section 106, it was not enforceable by the council as it was not a 
planning obligation but only a personal undertaking and therefore wasn’t 
capable of being registered as a land charge. In this particular instance, the 
court quashed the decision made by the Secretary of State.

6.62 Therefore the Council is unable to insist that future occupiers are prevented 
from applying for a town centre parking permit through a planning condition or 
section 106 agreement.

Refuse Arrangements 

6.63 The basement will include a room for the storage of wheelie bins for waste 
generated from the flats which will have secure access from within the car park. 
There will also be direct access from William Street to the refuse store for waste 
collection which will provide acceptable access for refuse collectors. In order 
to ensure this room is secured a condition for security arrangements will be 
required in order that this room does not become a source of anti-social 
behaviour.

Ecology and Biodiversity

6.64 Concern has been raised by a number of objectors that the building may be 
home to bats and as such this concern has been shared with the applicant.
In England bats and their roosts are protected by the law.  In summary, it is 
illegal to kill, injure, or disturb bats, or to damage, disturb or obstruct access to 
bat roosts because of the following legislation:
 Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981;
 Countryside & Rights of Way (CRoW) Act 2000; and
 The Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.)  Regulations 1994 (otherwise 

known as the Habitats Regulations).

6.65 The applicant has submitted a Bat Survey Report (dated September 2015) in 
order to determine if bats ate present on site.  The report summary states the 
following.

Two bat species; noctule and common pipistrelle, were recorded commuting 
over the site during the first nocturnal emergence survey.  None of these bats 
were observed emerging from the temple building.

Following the suite of survey work undertaken on site no bat roosts were 
identified so far. However as the surveys were undertaken outside the bat 
maternity season, there is insufficient evidence to conclude whether the 
building is being utilised by roosting bats at this time and further two activity 
surveys should be undertaken within bat maternity season.

The site is located 5.9 km of Hangman's Wood & Deneholes SSSI, designated 
for its importance to hibernating bats.  However due to a small scale of 
proposed development, the build-up nature of the surrounding area and the 
intervening distance between this SSSI, no adverse impacts on of Hangman's 
Wood & Deneholes SSSI are anticipated.

6.66 In order to ensure that any potential bats on site are protected a condition for 
further survey works to be undertaken during the bat maternity season and 
appropriate mitigation measures should be submitted if bats are found on site.



6.67 The application site is located in the Thames Estuary and Marshes Ramsar 
Buffer Zone.  The Ramsar site is of international biodiversity importance, 
particularly for birds.  Recent evidence suggests that there has been a decline 
in bird populations in the internationally significant Special Protection Areas 
(SPA) and Ramsar sites that make up the North Kent Marshes.  There is 
currently insufficient evidence to adequately assess the cause of this decline 
although interim findings indicate that recreational activity causes disturbance 
to birds and that more development will lead to an increase in disturbance.  In 
the meantime, a precautionary approach to development will be applied.  It 
will be imperative that developers address and mitigate any detrimental 
impacts on biodiversity.  

6.68 In this instance, the proposed development would result in the creation of 19 
additional residential properties and as such, additional recreational activity 
would result.  Therefore it is considered that there would be an adverse 
impact to the Thames Estuary and Marshes Ramsar Buffer Zone, which 
should be mitigated in line with Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy Policy 
CS12.   In such cases the Borough Council has adopted a tariff that is 
payable for each new dwelling unit within 6km of the SPA/Ramsar site.  

6.69 The proposed payment of £4248.03 would be secured as part of the S.106 
agreement (£223.58 per new dwelling unit).  A link to the Council’s website 
where there is justification for the tariff is shown below.

http://www.gravesham.gov.uk/home/planning-and-building/nature-
conservation-and-landscape/thames-estuary-and-marshes

Affordable Housing, Planning Obligations and Development Viability

6.70 The Borough Council’s position on affordable housing, as set out in Policy 
CS16, is that it will be required at a provision of 30% on sites in the urban area 
proposing 15 or more dwellings.  The Council seeks a broad mix of 70% 
rented and 30% shared ownership, although the tenure mix should meet local 
needs and achieve a socially inclusive development.

6.71 The Local Planning Authority would not seek on site affordable housing due to 
the constraints of trying to find an affordable housing provider wishing to take 
on affordable units within the same block as open market apartments. In place 
of onsite affordable housing the applicant would be required to pay an off-site 
commuted sum.

6.72 The applicant is seeking to provide no affordable housing with this scheme as 
they have stated it would make the scheme unviable. To support this view the 
applicant has submitted a viability appraisal which has been independently 
reviewed by the Council’s appointed surveyors. 

6.73 The Council’s appointed surveyor generally agree with the viability appraisal 
benchmark land value used and the Council’s surveyors factoring in a sum for 
ground rental value within the estimated gross development value of the 
scheme.

6.74 In this instance, both parties agree that the surplus of money left over for 
affordable housing would be relatively small (around £53k -97k). The  
Councils appointed surveyors agreed with the applicants surveyors that build 

http://www.gravesham.gov.uk/home/planning-and-building/nature-conservation-and-landscape/thames-estuary-and-marshes
http://www.gravesham.gov.uk/home/planning-and-building/nature-conservation-and-landscape/thames-estuary-and-marshes


fees can fall within a percentage range relating to construction costs.  The 
applicant’s appraisal included a 6% - 12% professional fee allowance. As the 
surplus identified within Councils appointed surveyors report was relatively 
small, the adjustment of professional fees does have a substantial impact.

6.75 At 6% professional fees the surplus is 97k, dropping down to 41k at 9%, 23k 
at 10% and -14k at 12% and the figures in relation to professional fees and 
surplus are agreed by both the Councils appointed surveyors and the 
applicants appointed surveyors.

6.76 Having regard to the benefit in taking an equitable approach to securing 
financial contributions balanced with site-specific construction costs and the 
need to deliver new development to meet local needs, it is considered that the 
provision of no affordable housing on site is satisfactory.

6.77 Kent County Council (KCC) has requested a financial contribution of £912.30 
towards library book stock.

6.78 In order for the Local Planning Authority to request financial contributions on 
behalf of the Kent County Council any contributions will need to meet all of 
the tests relating to paragraph 204 of the NPPF which are as follows:

(a) necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms;
(b) directly related to the development; and
(c) fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development.

6.79 It is considered that KCC planning obligation meet the statutory tests of 
paragraph 204 of the NPPF that requires planning obligations to be necessary 
to make the development acceptable, directly related to the development and 
fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development.

KCC financial contributions will be collected via a section 106 agreement. 

Proposed heads of terms 

Obligation Sum Trigger

Financial contribution 
for SPA/Ramsar site 
tariff 

 £4248.03 Prior to commencement.

Financial contribution 
for Library books

£912.30 Prior to commencement.

Sustainable Urban Drainage

6.80 Policy CS18 of Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy (2014) sets out the 
requirements for dealing with sustainable drainage and surface water run-off.  
The application as submitted makes no reference to either of these 
requirements and the agent will be required to provide a Sustainable Urban 



Drainage Strategy (SUDS) for the site which should include the following 
design principles.

 Pervious pavements/road surface to allow water to drain through the 
surface;

 Filter Drains; and
 Rainwater catchment

6.81 In order to deal with the above a condition will be required to deal with 
Sustainable Urban Drainage Strategy (SUDS) for the site.

Housing Need

6.82 Policy CS02 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 
over 6,000 new dwellings in that time. Whilst the Council is currently able to 
demonstrate a five year housing supply the proposed development for a net 
increase of 7no. dwellings would offer a worthwhile contribution towards 
meeting this local need and, accordingly, weighs in support of the application.

Any other material planning considerations

6.83 It is noted that financial benefits will accrue to the area if permission is 
granted.  The Government wishes to ensure that the decision making process 
for planning applications is as 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. Pre Board Meeting Site Inspection.

7.1 A Member Site Inspection was undertaken by Board Members on Saturday 
01 April 2017 at 10.00am

Present:

Councillor Robin Theobald, Chair of Regulatory Board
Councillor Gurdip Bungar, Ward Councillor 
Councillor Steve Thompson, Ward Councillor

Also Present:

Peter Price, Interim Development Manager
Richard Hart, Principal Planner (Major Projects)
Mr Jeff Haskins, BHD Architects LLP
Mr Teja Biring, partner, Calford Seaden 
Ken Gill, Sikh Temple
Davinder Singh Baines, President of Sikh Temple

7.2 The Chair of the Regulatory Board, Councillor Robin Theobald, introduced the 
councillors and officers and invited Mr Price and Mr Hart to outline the details 
of the application.



7.3 Mr Price advised the purpose of the Member Site Inspection was to assess 
the proposal in the local context with particular reference to parking concerns 
and the impact of the development on the Windmill Hill Conservation Area.  
He reminded Councillors that they are only here to view the scheme and site 
and not determine the merits of the application.

7.4 Mr Hart as case officer advised on the proposals.  He advised that the flats all 
comply with local and national space standards.

7.5 Mr Hart noted that the scheme has been controversial with surrounding 
properties generating a number of objections to the scheme.  With regard to 
the concern raised from a neighbour that the consultation period was too 
short he advised that all neighbours were consulted on 20 March 2017 and 
the 21 day period for comments expires on 10 April 2017 with the meeting 
being held on 12 April 2017. Any comments which are received after the 
publication of this report will be summarised in a supplementary report to 
Members.  He also advised that a site notice has been displayed on site 
along with a press notice published which has an overall expiry date of 21 
April 2017.  As it was possible that comments may be received after the 
application has been before the Board the recommendation would adequately 
deal with this situation.

7.6 Mr Hart pointed out that the existing building has been vacant for a number of 
years and has been marketed for a period of time where no viable interest 
has come forward for a re-use of the building.

7.7 He explained that the heritage issues have been carefully considered by both 
the Council’s Conservation Architect and the applicant’s heritage consultant 
and both parties have concluded that the demolition of the existing building 
and replacement with the flats would result in less than substantial harm.  He 
advised that Historic England have also raised no objection to the scheme 
and they have considered the building is not worthy of being listed.

7.8 He suggested that the design of the scheme is deemed to be an acceptable 
and fits in well with the existing street scene and there was no adverse impact 
on the amenity of adjacent properties.

7.9 He advised that in order to ensure that any potential bats on site are 
protected a condition for further survey works to be undertaken during the bat 
maternity season and appropriate mitigation measures should be submitted if 
bats are found on site.

7.10 He advised that the development is considered to be broadly policy compliant 
and therefore planning permission is recommended subject to planning 
conditions and there are no material considerations which would warrant the 
application to be refused or further amendments required.

7.11 Cllr Gurdip Bungar observed from the street elevations displayed by Mr 
Haskins that the new development would blend in with the street scene.

7.12 Cllr Steve Thompson asked what was the difference in the space at the side 
of the new development in comparison to the existing property boundary. Mr 
Hart showed this on the plans and it was noted that the new development 
was slightly closer on the eastern side.  He asked where the vehicular access 



was and Mr Hart advised this was at the rear in William Street. Mr Haskins 
pointed out that the rear was much lower by some 3m.

7.13 Cllr Steve Thompson asked how the development would be constructed.  Mr 
Hart advised that the construction arrangements were not material 
considerations but if permission were granted a construction method 
statement would be required.

7.14 Mr Haskins pointed out that a lot of the existing bulk of the development at the 
back of the site would be removed.

7.15 At Cllr Steve Thompson's suggestion Members viewed the site from Windmill 
Hill to the south of the site.  Mr Hart pointed out that the Council's previous 
conservation architect had suggested that it could be argued that the current 
building on the site when built was out of scale with the street scene.

7.16 Cllr Steve Thompson asked about the history of the site. Mr Haskins advised 
that the building was built in 1871 and taken over by the Sikh Community in 
1967.

7.17 Mr Hart pointed out the listed buildings within the vicinity of the area.

7.18 Members viewed the site at the rear in William Street.  Mr Hart pointed out the 
set back of the development and the reduction in bulk at the rear in the 
proposed scheme.  He indicated the need to think carefully about the quality 
of boundary walls as well as access and security.  Mr Haskins pointed out 
that the proposed roller shutter was well set back and the wall was splayed to 
provide sight lines.

7.19 Cllr Steve Thompson asked about potential overlooking.  Mr Hart pointed out 
that the new development was set back significantly so as to reduce the 
perception of overlooking.  Landing windows in the rear wing of the 
development that looked to the adjoining boundaries could be obscure 
glazed.

7.20 Cllr Steve Thompson asked if there had been any comments from the 
adjoining Spiritualist Church adjoining. Mr Hart was not sure. He also asked if 
the proposed legal agreement could include a requirement for improving the 
surfacing of William Street.  Mr  Hart did not consider that this would be a 
reasonable requirement. He asked about additional traffic in William Street 
generated but the development.  Mr Price advised that the existing traffic 
generated by the Gurdwara would have to be factored in even though there 
has been no use taking place for several years.

7.21 Mr Hart noted that there would need to be controls to prevent external pipes 
and flues being erected on the building.

7.22 Mr Haskins pointed out that the existing character of the road had influenced 
the design of the high walls at the rear.

7.23 Mr Teja Biring apologised that he was not able to allow access into the 
building but this would be arranged for officers before the next Board meeting.

7.24 Cllr Steve Thompson asked if the applicants had contacted neighbours over 
their request for access and neighbours interest in looking at the potential of 



the building for continuing community type use.  Mr Biring confirmed that 
contact is being made and this matter had not been overlooked.

7.25 Mr Haskins showed section drawings of the existing building and 
demonstrated the difficulty in lighting the large internal central area of the 
building and that if it were to be used for community use this would need to 
have windows in the side elevations of the building which would have the 
consequence of overlooking of the adjoining properties.

7.26 Mr Price confirmed that the application would be considered at the Board 
meeting on 12 April 2017.

8. Conclusions

8.1 It is acknowledged that the scheme has been controversial with surrounding 
properties generating a number of objections to the scheme. The existing 
building has been vacant for a number of years and has been marketed for a 
period of time where no viable interest has come forward for a re-use of the 
building.

8.2 The proposed scheme would make efficient use of a brownfield site located with 
a sustainable location and would contribute towards the Borough Council’s 
housing need.

8.3 The heritage issues have been carefully considered by both the Council 
Conservation Architect and the applicant’s heritage consultant and both parties 
have concluded that the demolition of the existing building and replacement 
with the 19 flats would result in less than substantial harm. Historic England 
have also raised no objection to the scheme and they have considered the 
building is not worthy of being listed.

8.4 The development is considered to be broadly policy compliant and therefore 
planning permission is recommended subject to planning conditions and there 
are no material considerations which would warrant the application to be 
refused or further amendments required.

8.5 Subject to a S.106 agreement to secure developer contributions and 
appropriate planning conditions the application is supported.

Recommendation

Delegated to Interim Service Manager, Development Management for 
permission subject to planning conditions/informatives and completion of an 
s.106 Agreement, with Heads of Terms as set out in section 6 of the report within 
6 months of the date of the Regulatory Board resolution.  As the statutory 
consultation period expires on 21 April 2017, if during that period any fresh 
material planning considerations arise the Chair and Vice Chair of the Board 
will be informed and determine if they wish to bring the application before the 
May Regulatory Board meeting for further consideration.


