
SUPPLEMENTARY 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 March 2017

Decision level: Planning Regulatory Board – 12 April 2017

Recommendation: In light of the comments received from the statutory consultee 
Historic England on 11 April 2017 and neighbour 
representations received it is recommended that the 
application is DEFERRED in order to ensure that all the issues 
raised within Historic England’s letter and neighbour 
representations  have been adequately addressed before 
Members formally determine the application.

Summary of Reasons for Supplementary Report

This supplementary report has been prepared as a result of neighbour concerns 
following publication of the main report and additional comments received from 
consultees.

In light of these the recommendation has been revised to suggest that a decision 
should now be DEFERRED

MAIN SUPPLEMENTARY REPORT

1. Neighbour Responses/Consultee Responses 



Neighbour Responses

1.1 Since the publication of the main report 13 additional neighbour comments 
have been received to date which are summarised below:

Material Planning Considerations

 Concern that the application is going before the Regulatory Board before the 
consultation period expires.

 Considers that decision by Historic England to not list the building and the 
Council’s conclusion that the loss of the building will result in less than 
substantial harm does not provide a heritage case for the scheme and does 
not preclude the ability to refuse the scheme on heritage grounds.

 The building was marketed at a minimum price of £900,000. Putting an 
unrealistically high value on the building is not appropriate marketing that 
demonstrates the redundancy of a heritage asset.

 Does not agree with the report that other uses such as crèches, day 
nurseries, day centres, art galleries, museums, halls, places of worship, 
church halls, cinemas, and gymnasiums are unacceptable uses on the 
grounds even of a lack of parking in Clarence Place.

 Disagrees with the applicants Design & Access Statement that the building is 
out of keeping with the surrounding properties as it was built as a civic 
building and not a dwelling.

 The proposed flats will appear cramped and out of keeping with the 
surrounding properties.

 The church has seen zero level of maintenance for some years, This is not a 
reason for demolition.

 The expanse of the front elevation allows no breathing space between 
neighbouring properties compared to that of the original foot print of the 
church.

 The block of flats proposed are out of scale and mass with the surrounding 
properties and does not reflect or enhance the conservation area.

 The first floor windows have some irrelevant false balcony that does not relate 
to the wider street scene.

 The access to the front elevation is not stepped up, therefore all floor 
alignments and windows are out of line.

 The windows to the east and west elevations of the rear wing, view into the 
neighbouring property gardens therefore a significant issue with privacy.

 The proposed development is out of keeping with the character of the area
 Increased parking pressure on the surrounding streets.
 The current building should be converted and not demolished.
 No attempt has been made by the owner to maintain or secure the building 

since it became unoccupied in 2009.
 The Report does not refer to the injunction obtained by SAVE in respect of 

the demolition of this building.
 
Non-Material Planning Considerations 

 Impact on surrounding properties during the construction phase.
 Construction traffic impact on air quality.
 There has been no contact between the applicant and the local community 

about this prominent building since 2008. To date, despite several attempts, 



the owners have not responded to requests from the local group to allow 
access or to start a dialogue.

1.2 A detailed neighbour objection letter was received on 10 April 2017 and a 
redacted version is attached to this report as an appendix rather than 
summarised in this supplementary report due to the extent of issues raised 
within the letter.

 Consultation Responses

SAVE Britain’s Heritage

 Takes the view that substantial harm will be caused to the Conservation Area, 
in which the temple is identified as a ‘positive building’, a ‘focal building’, and 
a ‘building of local interest’, and its demolition is not therefore consistent with 
the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) or the Planning (Listed 
Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.

 Advertising the building significantly higher than it is worth cannot be 
considered as a suitable marketing exercise. In addition, we understand a 
local group are preparing proposals for reuse of the building, indicating that 
alternatives exist to demolition.

 Due to the harm caused by demolition to both designated and undesignated 
heritage assets, harm that we contend would be substantial, and that 
alternatives to demolition exist and are being prepared, this application 
cannot be justified and must be refused planning permission.

Historic England

Additional comments have been received from Historic England on 11 April 
2017 and their comments are attached to this supplementary report as an 
appendix. 

Kent Police, Crime Prevention Design Officer

No additional comments to make. The comments made in 2014 remain valid

2. Interim Development Manager, Development Management Comments

Historic England

2.1 In light of the extensive comments received from Historic England it is 
recommended that Historic England recommendation within their letter is 
followed, and which states:

Historic England has concerns regarding the application on heritage 
grounds and we request that the points of clarification made in this 
letter are conveyed to your Regulatory Committee so that the decision 
it makes on this application is appropriately balanced and in 
accordance with national and local policy and guidance on the historic 
environment. We think any decision would as a result be less 
vulnerable to judicial review.



2.2 This will give officers sufficient time to ensure that before Members determine 
the proposal all the relevant information is before the Regulatory Board. 
Furthermore it will ensure that if Members were to permit the scheme the 
decision by Members would be less vulnerable to a Judicial Review claim. 

2.3 It should also be noted that SAVE Britain’s Heritage obtained an injunction to 
prevent the Council from issuing a consent for planning 
permission/conservation area consent for previous applications 20090487 
and 200904088 and which were disposed of under the provisions of what was 
then Article 36(13) of the Town and Country Planning (Development 
Management Procedure) (England) Order 2010. 

Paragraph 133 of the NPPF.

2.4 Following additional comments received on 10 April 2017 and following legal 
advice it is considered that further clarification is required on how the 
applicant has complied with paragraph 133 of the NPPF; namely

 Has appropriate marketing been undertaken in line with the 
requirements of paragraph 133 of the NPPF; and

 A detailed financial appraisal needs to be submitted by the applicant 
to support why the conversion of the property into residential use is 
financially unviable or how other uses for the site are financially 
unviable

2.5 However, Historic England has confirmed that the harm is “not substantial” 
and paragraph 133 above does not come into play but paragraph 134 does 
(the designated heritage asset being the conservation area). For the 
avoidance of doubt paragraph 134 states:

 Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm 
to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should 
be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, including 
securing its optimum viable use.

2.6 In regard to the above comments the case officer has sought clarification on 
this matter from Historic England and Gravesham Legal services.

2.7 If paragraph 133 of the NPPF remains relevant then the following issues 
require addressing.

Marketing

2.8 It has come to officer’s attention since the publication of the main report that 
the company used to market the former Gurdwara may not be entirely 
independent from the Gurdwara and this brings into question if a true 
independent marketing exercise has been undertaken. In addition comments 
have been received from various parties that the value of the property being 
marketed for offers in excess of £900,000 was overpriced and does not reflect 
true market value of the site.

2.9 With regard to the marketing of the building, the building was in the news as 
a result of the SAVE appeal and so if it had potential, the Council would have 
expected that someone would have come forward with a business proposal in 
the last 10 years.  A press article from 2009 included that “General Secretary 



Narinder Singh, 56, says it had been trying to sell the building for re-use for 
two years before accepting Thamesview Living’s offer” 

2.10 The agent was asked to confirm in writing that they have had no formal offer 
from anyone to either just purchase the existing building either for conversion 
or using it in its current layout. Furthermore, the agent confirms the statement 
made in 2009 by Narinder Singh was correct and since that time the building 
has been marketed with no interest.

2.11 For clarification when Outline Planning Permission (20000264) was granted 
for the new Sikh Temple one of the requirements of the S.106 Agreement 
was as follows:

Commencing on the date of the first use of the new Gurdwara not to use the 
existing Gurdwara for the purposes of a Gurdwara or for any other non-
residential use comprised in use Class D1 of the Town and Country Planning 
(Use Classes) Order 1987 without the prior written consent of the Council. 

2.12 This obligation requires that the Council give their prior written consent to the 
use (which would not otherwise apply since a change of use to a use within 
the same Use Class is not development and therefore does not require 
planning permission).

2.13 The inclusion of this clause within the S.106 was to ensure that there were 
not two Gurdwaras operating within close proximity of each other which would 
have a detrimental impact on the local highway network in regard to on street 
parking. Section 4.2 of the applicants Design & Access Statement mentions 
that due to the restrictions of the S.106 Agreement the building cannot be 
used for religious purposes. The S.106 agreement does not prohibit D1 
uses but requires written consent from the Council prior to a D1 use 
commencing.

2.14 Representations received from neighbouring properties have questioned the 
enforceability and legality of the S.106. Legal advice has been obtained on 
this matter and has raised concern on the enforceability if the site was not in 
the control of the same owner as the new Gurdwara.

 
2.15 Notwithstanding the above, it is considered that this application cannot be 

determined until clarification on the marketing has been received and if the 
S.106 restriction was dealt with adequately during the marketing of the site.  
If the marketing has not been carried out in line with paragraph 16 of the 
Planning Practice guidance then a further independent marketing exercise 
may be required.

All reasonable uses of the site

2.16 The applicant within their Design & Access Statement makes reference to the 
restrictions of converting the building into a residential use and officers 
acknowledge the constraints of the site such as any additional windows in the 
flank/rear wall would result in unacceptable levels of overlooking onto 
surrounding properties and the site has no onsite parking.

2.17 The applicant has provided the following further information on why the 
building could not be converted into a residential use:



In summary, further to our detailed analysis that has been carried out on the 
building including a full measured survey, we concluded that due to the 
considerable restrictions in terms of natural light and ventilation to the central 
core area, it would not be possible to provide liveable accommodation within 
a large proportion of this building.  The only way that this could be provided 
would be to install windows along both flanks of the building which would look 
directly into the adjoining residential properties. The submitted Design and 
Access Statement shows plans and sections of the buildings which highlights 
these fundamental problems.  Furthermore, as the building occupies a very 
large portion of the site, there are only small areas of open space which offers 
little opportunity to provide any private amenity space for the occupants and 
virtually no provision for any on-site parking for cars and vehicles.  

Other uses for the building were considered, but again the constraints of not 
being able to provide on-site parking and restrictions for delivery of goods etc. 
to the premises would remain as a huge constraint on any other uses.  

Furthermore, there is a Legal Section 106 Agreement that removes the potential 
for the building to be used for religious purposes.

Our analysis also assessed the historic fabric of the building and a detailed 
report has been submitted as part of the Planning application.  It concludes 
that due to recent extensions and alterations to the original structure including 
the external envelope, which considerably changed the appearance of the
building, then its contribution to the Conservation Area is negative.  Attempts 
were made to try to List the building with English Heritage (Historic England) 
but this independent organisation concluded that due to these recent changes 
on the structure and the fabric of the building, that Listing was not 
acceptable.  

On this basis, it is clear evidence that the demolition and removal of the 
existing structure should be accepted as there is no obvious and identifiable 
future use for this building.  The proposed residential scheme which has been 
designed to carefully reflect and enhance the Conservation Area and 
adjoining buildings will substantially improve the visual aspect of this 
important site, as well as providing much needed residential accommodation 
and fully complies with the Council’s Planning Policies.

2.18 Notwithstanding the above additional information which has been submitted 
by the applicant comments have been received concerning that all 
reasonable uses of the site have not been fully explored including viability 
assessments supporting why the conversion of the building into residential 
use would be unviable. It is recommended that the applicant is asked to 
provide viability assessments to demonstrate why the conversion of the 
building into either residential/commercial/community uses would be unviable. 

Neighbour Comments

2.19 The majority of comments raised in the additional neighbour responses 
received have already been considered within the main report. However, the 
following areas need further officer responses. 

2.20 With regard to the flats appearing cramped the scheme complies with the 
relevant local and national space standards, provides dedicated amenity 
space for future occupiers and the proposed building has significantly less 
built form on the site than the existing building.



2.21 A concern raised about the windows on the rear portion of the building 
overlooking adjacent properties can be dealt with through the use of obscure 
glazing which can be enforced through a planning condition.

2.22 Mention is made within a number of representations that the viability report 
has not been released to the public. For the avoidance of doubt the viability 
report which has been submitted relates to the provision of affordable housing 
and not the viability of looking into the conversion of the building into 
other uses. 

2.23 When the application was originally submitted in 2014 Vacant Building Credit 
was not a material consideration. However, during the course of this viability 
assessment being undertaken the government reintroduced vacant building 
credit. Taking into account vacant building credit and the conclusions from 
the viability report the recommendations relating to planning obligations set 
out in paragraph 6.70 to 6.79 of the main report remain.

2.24 The comment that flats will cause harm to the conservation area is not 
considered to be accurate as there is already a mix of flats and single family 
dwellings within the vicinity of the area including Clarence Place.

2.25 With regard to quoting the Conservation Architect not supporting the scheme 
this was taken from superseded comments from 19 May 2015. Since 
those initial comments were made revised comments were received from the 
Conservation Architect on 29 December 2015.

2.26 The design comments are noted from neighbours but it is felt that the overall 
design including window positions on the front elevation are acceptable and 
comply with Policy CS19 and CS20 of Gravesham Core Strategy.

2.27 With regard to comment on the issues of bats on site, the survey was 
undertaken in June 2016 and this report is valid for 12 months (June 2017) 
and the applicant will be required to undertake an updated survey in order to 
ensure that has been no change in regards to bats and the existing building 
on site. If Members have concern regarding Bats within the site the applicant 
can be advised to undertake an updated survey.

2.28 Comment has been made that if any scheme is permitted on the site there 
should be a condition to restrict future occupiers being able to obtain on street 
parking permits. Officers will look into the legality of this approach and any 
such condition would need to comply with paragraph 206 of the NPPF which 
states:

Planning conditions should only be imposed where they are necessary, 
relevant to planning and to the development to be permitted, enforceable, 
precise and reasonable in all other respects.



3. Recommendation 

In light of the comments received from statutory Consultee Historic 
England on 11 April 2017 and neighbour representations received it is 
recommended that the application is deferred in order to ensure that all 
the issues raised within Historic England’s letter and neighbour 
representations  have been adequately addressed before Members 
formally determine the application.


