
SUMMARY REPORT
Application Ref: 20190169

Site Address: Cobham Lodge, Valley Drive, Gravesend, DA12 5UE.

Application 
Description:

Demolition of existing house and outbuildings and erection of a 
part four storey and part three storey building for Build to Rent 
residential units (Use Class C3), comprising of  20no. one 
bedroom, 41no. two bedroom and 3no. three bedroom apartments 
with  associated car parking.

Applicant: Mr Ravinder Shetra

Agent: Mr Darren Bland

Ward: Singlewell

Parish: Non-Parish Area

Decision Due Date: 9th January 2020

Publicity Expiry Date: 29th November 2019

Decision Level: Planning Regulatory Board – 8th January 2020. 

Reason for referral: Major development proposal, deferred from Regulatory Board 
meeting of 12 June 2019.

Recommendation: Refusal 

Summary of Reasons for Recommendation

Whilst a significant amount of objections have been received to the revised plans, it is considered 
that the amended plans have adequately dealt with the issues relating to the previously 
suggested grounds of refusal 2,3,4 and 5 as set out in the 12 June 2019 officer’s report to the 
Regulatory Board. 
 
However, notwithstanding the amendments made following the June meeting, the physical siting, 
size, bulk, massing have not changed and whilst elements of the external finishes of development 
have been amended the proposal would still create an overly dominant development that would 
not relate well to the character of the street scene and would not integrate well with the 
surrounding local area.

As such the proposal is considered to remain contrary to the objectives of Policies CS15 and 
CS19 of the Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy (2014) and section 11 and 12 of the NPPF of 
the National Planning Policy Framework (2019).



1.    MAIN UPDATE REPORT
Background

1.1 The application was originally reported to the Regulatory Board on 12 June 2019 and 
consisted of the following items:

 Main Regulatory Board Report (recommending refusal) (Appendix A to this report);
 1 Appendix (Kent Highways  and Transportation Services comments  dated 11 March 

2019);  (Appendix B) and
 Supplementary Report. (Appendix C)

1.2 Members resolved that the application be deferred in order to (agreed meeting minutes):

“enable negotiations with the applicant and/or the applicant’s agent to address the Board’s 
concerns in regard to all five grounds of refusal, as the Board considered a residential reuse 
of this site to be justifiable subject to revisions/amendments and additional information being 
agreed with officers and being formally submitted…”

1.3 Following the 12 June 2019 resolution, negotiations have taken place with the architect 
which resulted in revised plans being formally accepted on 28 October 2019 and re-
consultation having been undertaken.

Housing Tenure

1.4 During these discussions the applicant has confirmed that this scheme is going to be a 
Build to Rent (BTR) scheme and this is clarified in the supporting Supplementary 
Planning Statement which was submitted with the revised plans and Design & Access 
Statement on 28 October 2019. In order to clarify that this a BTR scheme the applicant 
has agreed to change the description from: 

Demolition of existing house and outbuildings and erection of a part four storey and part 
three storey building for the residential development of 20no. one bedroom, 41no. two 
bedroom and 3no. three bedroom apartments with associated car parking.

1.5 To

Demolition of existing house and outbuildings and erection of a part four storey and part 
three storey building for Build to Rent residential units (Use Class C3), comprising of  
20no. one bedroom, 41no. two bedroom and 3no. three bedroom apartments with  
associated car parking.

1.6 BTR is new form of residential tenure which the government first addressed in the 2017 
Housing White Paper ‘Fixing our broken housing market’ and provides clear support for 
the BTR concept with the first guidance appearing on the Planning Practice Guidance 
(PPG) website in September 2018. In addition the NPPF (2019) now defines BTR in 
Annex 2 as the following:

Purpose built housing that is typically 100% rented out. It can form part of a wider multi-
tenure development comprising either flats or houses, but should be on the same site 
and/or contiguous with the main development. Schemes will usually offer longer tenancy 
agreements of three years or more, and will typically be professionally managed stock in 
single ownership and management control.



1.7 The residential product remains within the C3 Residential Use Class, and which can, 
subject to meeting certain criteria, also be a recognised Affordable Housing tenure.

1.8 In the absence of more detailed guidance on exactly what a BTR scheme should involve,   
the best available definition currently available is that set out in the Mayor of London 
(Homes For Londoners) Affordable Housing and Viability Supplementary Planning 
Guidance (2017) which lists BTR as having the following characteristics:
 a development, or block/phase within a development, of at least 50 homes but 

boroughs an choose to set their own threshold to reflect their housing market; 
 the homes to be held as BTR under a covenant for at least 15 years;
 all homes are self-contained and let separately; 
 operate under unified ownership and management;
 offer longer tenancies (three years or more), with break clauses that allow the tenant 

to end the tenancy with one month’s notice after six months;
 provide certainty about the rent for the length of the tenancy including the basis of any 

increase, which should be linked to a formula;
 provide on-site management, although it does not have to be on-site full-time;
 operated by a provider with a complaints procedure in place and are members of a 

recognised ombudsman scheme; and 
 not charge up-front fees of any kind to tenants or prospective tenants, other than 

deposits and rent-in-advance.

1.9 Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy is silent on BTR and as such regard will be to the 
information / guidance within the NPPF (2019), PPG and the explanatory information 
within the Mayor of London Affordable Housing and Viability (SPG).

1.10 In summary there is no policy objection to this scheme comprising of BTR residential 
accommodation.

2. ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS RECEIVED 

2.1 Following the deferral on 12 June 2019, the subsequent re-consultation on the revised 
plans received in October 2019, 147 additional comments (as of 23.12.19) have been 
received objecting to the scheme, and an additional petition signed by 518 people also 
objecting to the proposal have been received by the local planning authority. 

2.2 A summary of the material planning considerations raised by the objectors are listed 
below:

 A petition raises objections on the grounds of proposal being unacceptable on siting, 
size; bulk massing, design, impact on the street scene, and amenity impact on 
surrounding properties and future occupiers.

 The proposal is contrary to planning policy as set out in the officer’s reports of 12 June 
2019.

 Not in keeping with the character of the area, as the area is characterised by 
detached houses not flats. A more appropriate design will be houses which would be 
in keeping with the character of the area.

 Amount of development will adversely impact on the infrastructure of the area.
 The development would generate pollution and noise due to the high density of the 

development.
 Green roofs as proposed are not in keeping with the character of the area.
 Objection to the principle of development on the site.
 The application should be refused as set out in the officer’s recommendation from the 

12 June 2019 Regulatory Board report.



 Balconies would overlook adjacent properties.
 Design is not in keeping with the character of the area.
 Height of any development on the site should match that of surrounding properties.
 Harmful to the character of the wider area.
 Adverse harm to the surrounding highway network.
 Family home needed not flats.
 No objection to the principle of development on the site but what is proposed is 

contrary to local and national planning policy and the officer’s recommendation for 
refusal should be observed.

 No footpath on the road outside the development site which means the development 
will be dangerous to surrounding properties.

 The development of this scale should be in the town centre or adjacent to the river.
 Development is more like a hotel block than a residential designed development.
 Objects to the proposal but would not object to 4 for 5 large detached properties in the 

rear garden.
 Revised plans do not address the concerns raised by the case officer and neighbours.
 Revised plans do not address the grounds of refusal set out in June 2019 Committee 

Report.
 No planning reasons to support the proposal.
 Revised plans still results in a development that is not in keeping with the character of 

the area.
 Proposal would provide poor amenity and living conditions for future occupiers and is 

contrary to local and national planning policy.
 This development in combination of lower Thames crossing would adversely impact 

on the surrounding highway network.
 The residential development will increase traffic and have health implications from 

traffic pollution on future occupiers and surrounding existing properties.
 Adverse impact on existing Southern Water Sewage System.
 The development will have an adverse impact on the wider landscape.
 Failure to meet the 25m window to window distance as set out in the Council’s 

residential layout guidelines.
 Loss of light to surrounding properties.
 The development will add further strain on doctors, hospitals and schools.
 Poor access for pedestrians to the proposed development.
 If permitted this development would set a dangerous precedent for similar schemes in 

the future.
 The proposal would be visible from the Green Belt and other surrounding areas within 

the landscape impact on their setting.
 Insufficient parking proposed with the development.
 Emergency vehicles could not easily access and serve the development.
 The area is not an acceptable location for social housing.
 Reference is made is surrounding schemes such as 20120882 which refused and the 

Council should be consistent and refuse this application.
 Back land development which is inappropriate type of development for the area.
 Insufficient consultation undertaken.
 Insufficient consultation undertaken.
 If Members were to approve the scheme a Judicial Review would be lodged.
 This application should not be determined until the land encroachment into Claylane 

Woods is resolved.

2.3 Non material objections and comments raised include citing the intention to seek a 
Judicial Review, should permission be granted, objections on the basis of legislation 
which does not apply to this type of application (Planning Act 2008 Section 104(2)(b).



2.4 In addition the following additional or updated consultee responses have been received:

internal 

Gravesham Highways Development Management Officer
As previously indicated I have no objections to the proposal subject to the provision of 
suitable sightlines at the access.

However I note there are engineering objections, so will address these matters in more 
details.

Foul Drainage. Under Section 98 of the Water Industry Act 1991, a land owner may 
requisition a sewer from the sewerage undertaker for the area. Section 159 of the same Act 
then provides the powers to lay and maintain a sewer in private land, subject to a reasonable 
notice period. Therefore my understanding is as other legislation applies and it appears by 
default a sewer can be provided subject to the applicant funding it, it is outside the scope of 
the Planning Authority.

The applicant has submitted a Transportation Statement prepared by dha. This has referred 
to the TRICS data base a national recognised source of information used when determining 
the traffic impact of development.  This gives the following trip generation for the site, 
excluding any allowance for existing trips associated with the current property which should 
be deducted.

Therefore during the morning peak hour between 8.00 and 9.00 am therefore will be 5 
arrivals and 15 departures. In the afternoon peak between 5.00 and 6.00 pm there will be 14 
arrivals and 7 departures. It should be noted that some vehicles will be turning left whilst 
others right when departing and equally on arrival some will come from the south and others 
from the north. So the overall impact on traffic flows is minimal. The total flow for the day 
7am to 7pm is 234 vehicles for 12 hours the requirement for a turning lane is an average of 
300 vehicles per 24 hour period over a year.  

The previous standard was 500 vehicles per day on the minor road. The reduced guidance 
of 300 vehicles per average day would make this site borderline on whether or not it exceeds 
the 300 vehicle requirement. Given the proximity of the A2 junction, there would be much 
merit in providing the turning lane, which appears possible within the existing the highway 
boundary, but this requires confirmation.  



So given the above and subject to KCC agreement I would suggest that to be acceptable, 
the developer should providing a right turning lane on Valley Drive to allow safe access to 
the site.  

Private Housing 
No comments

External 

Kent Police 
Having reviewed the revised plans for this application on-line our previous comments 
remain valid.

Dartford Gravesham and Swanley Clinical Commissioning Group
NHS Dartford, Gravesham and Swanley Clinical Commissioning Group (CCG) has 
delegated co-commissioning responsibility for general practice services and is the body that 
reviews planning applications to assess the direct impact on general practice. 

I refer to the above outline planning application which concerns the proposed residential 
development comprising up to 64 new dwellings. I note the revised plans and submit the 
CCGs revised contribution request:

£42,624 -  Towards refurbishment, reconfiguration and/or extension of Downs Way 
Medical Centre, Oakfield Health Centre, Rochester Road Surgery, and The Shrubbery 
Surgery.

Natural England
Natural England has previously commented on this proposal and made comments to the 
authority in our letter dated 04 March 2019.

The advice provided in our previous response applies equally to this amendment although 
we made no objection to the original proposal.  

Southern Water (13 November 2019)
The Council’s Building Control officers or technical staff should be asked to comment on 
the adequacy of soakaways to dispose of surface water from the proposed development. 
No new soakaways should be located within 5 metres of a public or adoptable gravity 
sewer, rising main or water main. 

All other comments in our response dated 17/09/2019 remain unchanged and valid for 
the amended details.

Southern Water (17 September 2019)
Please see the attached extract from Southern Water records showing the approximate 
position of our existing foul sewer crossing the development site. The attached plan 
shows that the proposed development will lie over an existing public sewer, which will not 
be acceptable to Southern Water. The exact position of the public apparatus must be 
determined on site by the applicant before the layout of the proposed development is 
finalised.  

It might be possible to divert the sewer, so long as this would result in no unacceptable 
loss of hydraulic capacity, and the work was carried out at the developer’s expense to the 
satisfaction of Southern Water under the relevant statutory provisions.



It is possible that a sewer now deemed to be public could be crossing the development 
site. Therefore, should any sewer be found during construction works, an investigation of 
the sewer will be required to ascertain its ownership before any further works commence 
on site. 

In order to protect drainage apparatus, Southern Water requests that if consent is 
granted, a condition is attached to the planning permission. For example, 

“The developer must advise the local authority (in consultation with Southern Water) of 
the measures which will be undertaken to divert the public sewers, prior to the 
commencement of the development.”

Our initial investigations indicate that Southern Water can provide foul sewage disposal to 
service the proposed development. Southern Water requires a formal application for a 
connection to the public sewer to be made by the applicant or developer. We request that 
should this application receive planning approval, the following informative is attached to 
the consent:

A formal application for connection to the public sewerage system is required in order to 
service this development. Please read our New Connections Services Charging 
Arrangements documents which has now been published and is available to read on our 
website via the following link https://beta.southernwater.co.uk/infrastructure-charges 

The planning application form makes reference to drainage using Sustainable Urban 
Drainage Systems (SUDS). 

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

Thus, where a SUDS scheme is to be implemented, the drainage details submitted to the 
Local Planning Authority should: 

- Specify the responsibilities of each party for the implementation of the SUDS scheme. 

- Specify a timetable for implementation. 

- Provide a management and maintenance plan for the lifetime of the development. 

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

The design of the proposed basements and on-site drainage system should consider the 
possibility of surcharging within the public sewerage system in order to provide the 
protection from the risk of flooding. 

The following condition is recommended:

 “Construction of the development shall not commence until details of the proposed 
means of foul and surface water sewerage disposal have been submitted to, and 
approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority in consultation with Southern Water.”

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


This initial assessment does not prejudice any future assessment or commit to any 
adoption agreements under Section 104 of the Water Industry Act 1991. Please note that 
non-compliance with Sewers for Adoption standards will preclude future adoption of the 
foul and surface water sewerage network on site. The design of drainage should ensure 
that no groundwater or land drainage is to enter public sewers. 

Following initial investigations, Southern Water can provide a water supply to the site. 
Southern Water requires a formal application for connection and on-site mains to be 
made by the applicant or developer. We request that should this application receive 
planning approval, the following informative is attached to the consent:  

“A formal application for connection to the water supply is required in order to service this 
development. Please contact Southern Water, Sparrowgrove House Sparrowgrove, 
Otterbourne,  Hampshire SO21 2SW (Tel: 0330 303 0119) or www.southernwater.co.uk”.

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

National Grid 
No objection

Highways England
In the case of this proposed development, Highways England is interested in the potential 
impact that the development might have on the M2 and A2 in the vicinity of Gravesend.

Having reviewed the revised plans uploaded to the planning portal, we consider that the 
proposals are unlikely to affect the peak hour trip generation associated with this proposal, 
which is unlikely to result in a ‘severe’ impact on the SRN and therefore will not materially 
affect the safety, reliability and / or operation of the SRN (the tests set out in DfT C2/13 para 
10 and DCLG NPPF para 109). Therefore we do not offer any objections or requirements 
relating to the proposal, and enclose our previously submitted HEPR form to this effect.

Kent County Council Economic Development
The revised plans for this application do not make a material difference to the development 
Contributions that we have previously requested.

Kent Highways and Transportation 
Previous response dated 11th March 2019 raised no highway objection to this application, 
but recommended various Conditions that should be applied to any consent granted. As far 
as I can ascertain, the recent revisions to the application documents do not affect the means 
of access, parking provision, or the number of units and therefore my previous comments 
remain as before.

Environment Agency
No further comments over those made on 6 March 2019.

3. Planning Analysis and Planning Manager Comments 

3.1 As per Members instructions officers have entered into discussions with the architect in 
order to address the 5 suggested grounds of refusal from the 12 June 2019 Officer’s 
report.

http://www.southernwater.co.uk/


3.2 Each ground of refusal will be addressed in turn

1st Ground (Design)

3.3 The first proposed ground of refusal related to design and stated the following:

The proposal by virtue of its siting, size, bulk, massing and design would create an overly 
dominant development that would not relate well to the character of the street scene and 
would not integrate well with the surrounding local area. As such the proposed 
development would, if permitted, fail to maintain the prevailing character of the area 
contrary to the objectives of Policies CS15 and CS19 of the Gravesham Local Plan Core 
Strategy (2014) and section 11 and 12 of the NPPF of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (2019).

3.4 In order to address the above ground of refusal the architect has made a number of 
amendments to the scheme. 

3.5 The central and tallest section of the building facing Valley Drive has been changed from 
timber panelling to green walling (A green wall is vertical built structure that is intentionally 
covered by vegetation) and according to the architect the green wall will break up the 
mass of the front elevations into two components that individually are smaller than the 
neighbouring properties. In addition the architect suggests the proposed green wall will 
blend into the background of trees that dominate to the east of the site and this would 
reduce the bulk further.

3.6 To further try and ensure that the development is in keeping with the character of the 
area, the two ‘traditional’ elements of the front elevations are finished with render and red 
brick work which are the predominant materials of the houses in the surrounding area.

3.7 The following image shows the original front elevation and the revised front elevation with 
the changes.

3.8 The architect provides further justification for the development by providing massing 
diagrams of the front elevation and states that these massing diagrams shows that the 
proposed design is very similar to that of the Ridges and Alva.  In addition the architect 
confirms that The Ridges is taller and higher than the proposed frontage of the 
development.

3.9 The below images shows the original and revised front massing:



Original Front Massing

Revised Front Massing 

3.10 The architect states the proposed development will be acceptable within the street 
elevation and will be appropriate within its immediate context and the change from 
substantially two storey detached dwellings, with pitched roof, to a part-two, part–three 
storey building with flat roof, will not be particularly significant. Furthermore the siting is 
such that the front elevation aligns with the business centre and former house to the 
north.

3.11 In support of the revised plans extensive proposed CGI images have been submitted 
which are beneficial in showing how the proposed development will sit within the context 
of the site and wider area. 

3.12 Below is a CGI image showing the development looking north east.



3.13 Whilst the above comments by the applicant’s architect, summarised above, are noted, 
Officers do not consider that the changes to the scheme to try and soften the 
development through façade treatment adequately address the bulk and massing which 
has not physically been reduced.

3.14 The ability of a green wall to soften the development is also open to question as its 
effectiveness is reliant on careful plant selection, maintenance and management of 
planting given the different orientations of planting on different facades. There is no 
guarantee that this can be retained in perpetuity and during winter there may be a 
reduction in the vegetation on the green walls. 

3.15 Inclusion whilst the architect has made some effort to address the ground of refusal, 
albeit without actually altering the “siting, size, bulk, massing” of the scheme, it is not 
considered that sufficient change has been made to address the first ground of refusal.  
Officers therefore consider that the proposal cannot be supported and the first ground of 
refusal remains applicable.

2nd Ground (Amenity for future occupiers)

3.16 The second ground of refusal relates to impact on the amenity of future occupiers and 
states

The proposed development, if permitted, would result in inadequate and unsatisfactory 
communal amenity space for future occupiers and would provide a poor layout which is 
car dominated putting pedestrians into conflict with vehicles. The proposal would 
therefore be contrary to Section 12 of The National Planning Policy Framework (2019) 
and Policy CS19 of the Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy (2014) and saved policy 
LT6 of Gravesham Local plan First Review (1994) which seek to ensure that proposed 
developments provide a good standard of amenity for all existing and future occupants of 
land and buildings, as well as maintaining the amenity of surrounding properties.

3.17 In order to address this layout, revised plans have been submitted which seek to 
provide an increased and improved communal amenity space for future occupiers. This is 
demonstrated on the below image which shows an enlarged amenity space in the south 



east corner with the inclusion of seating area, play area and an increase in native hedge 
planting to further enhance the communal amenity space.

3.18 The improved communal amenity area is shown on the below CGI image.

3.19 7 visitor parking spaces to the west of the communal area have been removed to 
further increase the amenity space and provide an enhanced environment for future 
occupiers.  There is also a footpath providing direct access from the amenity space to the 
public highway. With the reduction of the visitor parking spaces next to the communal 
amenity area there is now less conflict between pedestrians and vehicles within the site. 
The loss of the 7 spaces raised no objection from either the borough or county highways 
engineer and sufficient parking provision is retained on site to serve the proposed 
development. 

3.20 The architect states that in addition to the landscape improvements, all of the flats have 
good quality private amenity space with either each flat having a private balcony or the 
ground floor flats.

3.21 The below image illustrates the enhancements proposed by the architect to the 
communal amenity space.



3.22 Taking into account the amendments the amenity space and that all the flats within the 
development have private amenity space, it is considered that sufficient improvements 
have been made to create acceptable living conditions for future occupiers and the 
amendments address the concerns set out in 5.32 to 5.38 of the 12 June 2019 report and 
the 2nd ground of refusal should no longer apply. 

3rd Ground (Impact on surrounding properties)

3.23 The third proposed ground of refusal related to the impact on surrounding properties 
and stated:

The proposed development by virtue of its siting, size, bulk, massing and design would 
create an overly dominant addition and unneighbourly form of development that would 
adversely affect the outlook and the private amenity space of numerous surrounding 
dwellings. As such, it would be contrary to Policy CS19 (Development and Design Principles) 
of the Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy (September 2014), which amongst other criteria 
requires new development safeguard the amenity of neighbouring properties and to integrate 
well with the surrounding area.

3.24 In order to address the grounds of refusal the architect has undertaken numerous 
changes to the development.

3.25 To reduce the apparent mass and height of the scheme the architect has introduced 
additional green walling on the flank elevations of the building. This is demonstrated on the 
below sketches.



3.26 The elevations have also been softened with the reduction of red brick and the 
introduction of timber cladding to further soften the elevations. This is demonstrated on the 
images which show a comparison between the original elevation and the revised elevation. 



3.27 Whilst the introduction of green walls and the change in materials is an innovative 
approach and goes someway to soften the development it does not address the impact on 
the outlook and the private amenity space of numerous surrounding dwellings which as 
outlined in detail in the 12 June 2019 report. 

3.28 The architect has also amended the plans to specifically address the impact on 
surrounding properties and this is addressed below:

The Ridges

3.29 As outlined in 5.45 of the June 2019 report, the areas of concern from this proposal 
were the access road running adjacent to the northern boundary and the potential 
overlooking from upper floors within this development.  In order to address overlooking and 
the perception of overlooking, the elevations have been amended to remove the clear glass 
balconies and the windows which directly overlook into the rear garden of The Ridges. These 
have been replaced with angled windows and louvers on the balconies to stop any direct 
overlooking into the private amenity space of The Ridges.

3.30 This is demonstrated on the CGI image and proposed elevations.



3.31 In regard to traffic movements on the access route, the applicant is relying on existing 
boundary treatment to reduce the impact on pedestrian and vehicle movements. If the 
proposal was to be supported boundary treatment in the form of acoustic fencing and soft 
landscaping would be conditioned to further reduce the impact on the amenity of the existing 
and future occupiers of The Ridges from vehicle movements/noise.

3.32 This is demonstrated on the below CGI image.

3.33 Taking into account the measures set out above, it is considered that this proposal has 
adequately reduced the impact on the amenity of the existing and future occupiers of The 
Ridges.

3.34 It should be noted that following the June 2019 Meeting, a lawful development 
certificate has been granted (ref: 20191046) for the continued use of the annex as a separate 



dwelling at The Ridges. The granting of this certificate does not require any further 
modifications to this application or requires any further consideration regarding the impact of 
the revised scheme on that property. 

Shorne View

3.35 The next property to the east is Shorne View about which the June 2019 report raised 
concerns regarding overlooking from the proposed habitable windows and balconies.

3.36 To overcome this issue the clear glass balconies and the windows which directly 
overlook into the rear garden of Shorne View have been removed and replaced with angled 
windows and louvers on the balconies to stop any direct overlooking into the properties to the 
south. Furthermore the plan show tree planting along the southern boundary of the site and if 
this proposal was to be supported the trees could be safeguarded via a planning condition.

3.37 This is demonstrated on the below CGI image. 

3.38 It is considered that the impact on Shorne View has been adequately addressed and 
the proposed development whilst large the amendments to the scheme protect the amenity of 
existing and future occupiers of Shorne View. There is no failure of the specific window to 
window distances as set out in the Council’s Residential Layout Guidelines.  

3.39 It should be noted that the Guidelines do not specify a window to neighbouring garden 
overlooking separation distance, unless there is also a facing window beyond that garden – 
this in instances where a window in a scheme faces sidewards onto a neighbouring garden, 
no set measurement is provided for within the Guidelines. 

Sheldon Heights

3.40 To the rear of the site is Sheldon Heights and the concern with this proposal is the 
scheme as submitted would result in unacceptable overlooking into the rear properties of 
Sheldon Heights. 



3.41 To address this issue a number of changes have been made which are the brick work 
reduced and replaced with a large amount of green wall, all windows are angled and louvers 
to terraces and balconies. 

3.42  This is demonstrated on the below elevation part south elevation as submitted 
originally and as amended. 

3.43  To further demonstrate how these changes will work the below CGI image show the 
angled windows will be positioned and the balconies no longer directly (ie – at 90 degrees) 
overlook the adjacent properties. 

3.44  To help demonstrate how the changes to the windows and balconies direct 
overlooking the following CGI images shows views from within the development.



             View from Balcony                         View from Angled Window

               

3.45  It is not considered that the green wall (which is dependent on growth and long term 
maintenance helps reduce the bulk and massing of the building) reduces the bulk, mass or 
appearance of the development for the surrounding properties.  However the changes to the 
balconies, window positions and overall softening of the external elevations reduce the 
impact of the development to make the it acceptable in regard to Sheldon Heights and there 
is no conflict with local and national planning policy.

Ambleside

3.46   A concern with the impact on the property to the north was outlined in paragraph 5.48 
of the June 2019 report. The report concluded that this development would not have an 
impact on the amenity of the first portion of the garden (25 metres). However, the remaining 
50 metres of the garden would be faced with an unneighbourly/overbearing form of 
development being three to four storeys in height.

3.47  As noted above, the Council’s Residential Layout guidelines do not specifically 
address overlooking from habitable windows and balconies into residential gardens and 
primarily addresses window to window distances. As such whilst this development 
significantly overlooks the rear 50 metres of the garden there is no specific conflict with 
Council’s Residential Layout guidelines.

3.48  However with the neighbouring site being at a lower level, the proposed development 
would have of an appearance of being larger than three/four storeys. In addition the north 
elevation of the development being some 7m to 10m from this boundary would have an 
impact on the amenity of the adjacent property.

3.49  To address the impact of the development on the property to the north, external 
materials have been softened but no changes to the balconies or habitable windows have 
been amended.



3.50  Taking into account that there is no conflict with the Council’s residential layout 
guidelines and if the proposal was to be supported amendments to the scheme for angled 
windows and louvers on balconies could be introduced on the north elevation to further 
reduce any potential impact on garden of Ambleside. Essentially repeating the modifications 
to the south elevation.  It is acknowledged however that the application of these 
compromises to external elevations is generally an admission of overdevelopment on a site, 
and will often compromise the living environment and outlook of the rooms within the 
proposed accommodation. 

3.51 Taking into account all of the above amendments and the absence of a direct conflict 
with the Council’s Residential Layout Guidelines, it is considered that sufficient amendments 
have been made to ensure that the development no longer has a adverse impact on the 
amenity of surrounding properties and thus no conflict with local and national planning policy.

3.52  In the event of the proposal being supported a condition would be required in regard to 
noise attenuation and other possible mitigation measures such as further boundary planting 
to protect the amenities of neighbouring properties.  

3.53  In conclusion the 3rd previously proposed ground of refusal has, on balance been 
adequately addressed, though conditions would be necessary to safeguard the limitation of 
impact in this regard. 

4th Ground (SPA/Ramsar sites)

3.54 The fourth previously proposed ground of refusal related to the impact on the 
SPA/Ramsar site and stated:

The applicant has failed to provide any ecological evidence to inform a habitat regulations 
assessment covering the impact of the development on the SPA/Ramsar site or offered a 
financial contribution towards mitigation measures to address the impact of the development 
on the SPA/Ramsar site.  The proposal is therefore contrary to Policy CS12 (Green 
Infrastructure) of the Borough Council's adopted Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy 
(September 2014) which seeks to ensure that detrimental effects on the integrity of 
SPA/Ramsar sites are avoided.

3.55 In order to address the above ground of refusal, the applicant has accepted the 
Strategic Access Mitigation and Monitoring Strategy (SAMMS) (tariff) payment (currently 



£245.56 per dwelling).  For this development there will be a net gain of 63 dwellings which 
equates to a payment of £15,470.28. This has been paid agreement paid via SAMMS 
Contribution Agreement letter and will allow a screening for Appropriate Assessment (AA) to 
be undertaken.

3.56 As such this proposal complies with paragraphs 175 and 176 of the NPPF (2019) and 
Policy CS12 (LPCS) and the 4th ground of refusal has been adequately addressed.

5th Ground (S.106 contributions & affordable housing) 

3.57 The final previously proposed ground of refusal related to the development not 
providing any affordable housing or financial contributions and stated:

The proposed development fails to make any provision for affordable housing, or any other 
developer contributions. As such the proposal is contrary to Policy CS10 and CS16 of the 
Borough Council's adopted Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy (September 2014) and 
National Planning Policy Framework.

3.58 Since the report on 12 June 2019 there has been one alteration with Dartford and 
Swanley Commissioning Group requesting a revised figure of £42,624 (down from £55,296) 
which means that the total financial contributions (Including SAMMS Contribution) is now 
£112,78.44. For the avoidance of doubt the total contributions requested are listed below.   

Obligation Sum Trigger

KCC Secondary Education £45,276.00 Prior to commencement.

KCC Community Learning £1423.05 Prior to commencement.

KCC Library Bookstock £3025.26 Prior to commencement.

KCC Youth Service £1,759.20 Prior to commencement.

KCC Social Care £2,932.65 Prior to commencement.

Dartford and Swanley 
Commissioning Group  

42,624.00 Prior to commencement.

Financial contribution 
towards SAMMS

£15,470.28 Paid via SAMMS Contribution 
Agreement letter

Total £112,78.44

3.59 Negotiations have taken place between the officers and the applicant and the applicant 
has confirmed in writing they will pay all of the above financial contributions which, if the 
proposal was to be supported, would be secured via a S.106 agreement.

Affordable Housing



3.60 As noted above, Build To Rent (BTR) is a type of residential accommodation which 
falls within the normal C3 Use Class, and which can comprise Affordable Housing, as 
supported by the NPPF and defined in Planning Policy Guidance (PPG).

3.61 With regard to affordable housing the applicant has confirmed that they will provide 
the required 20% of the proposed dwellings as affordable (private rented) housing 
meeting the criteria set out in paragraph 002 of the PPG. This paragraph goes on to state 
that if local authorities wish to set a different proportion of affordable housing they should 
justify this using the evidence emerging from their local housing need assessment, and 
set the policy out in their local plan. 

3.62 Gravesham Local Plan affordable housing Policy CS16 is silent on BTR. In the 
absence of any evidence based local Policy, the nationally recommended minimum 20% 
level of affordable housing is deemed to be the appropriate level. For this development 
20% affordable housing equates to 13 units.

3.63 In order to be appropriately ‘affordable’ (as defined by the Government) the 
minimum rent discount for the 13 units will need to be 20% below private rent relative to 
local market rents. PPG states that the discount should be calculated when a discounted 
home is rented out, or when the tenancy is renewed. Furthermore the rent on the 
discounted homes should increase on the same basis as rent increase for the market 
tenancies within the development.

3.64 A further requirement of the PPG is how the affordable private rent properties are 
marketed and managed. The PPG states that the affordable private rent should be under 
common management control, along with the market rent BTR homes. The affordable 
homes should be distributed throughout the development and physically indistinguishable 
from the market rent homes in terms of quality and size. As such BTR will not need the 
separate involvement of a registered landlord. Combining the 2 tenures this way improves 
viability and any alternation of units between affordable private rent and market rent over 
time is made easier.

3.65 The architect has confirmed that that the entire development will be managed by 
one Management Company and the following would be included within the development 
and would be secured by the S.106 agreement, were permission to be granted.

• The property manager shall be a member of a recognised ombudsman scheme. 
• Each home shall be let separately, as self-contained C3 for private residential use. 
• Each tenancy agreement shall be offered at a minimum of three years but may be 

shorter if the tenant does not require a period of this length. Where refurbishment 
works are planned and a committed date is set out, shorter tenancies may be offered 
within 3 years leading up to the refurbishment works. 

• A complaints procedure will be put in place for residents. 
• There will be on-site management, including measures in place for prompt resolution of 

issues and some daily on-site presence, as a minimum. 
• The maintenance and repair of the BTR units and associated communal areas shall be 

consistent and of good quality.
• As set out in paragraph 008 of the PPG a claw back arrangement would be included 

that if any homes within the BTR scheme are disposed of including the withdrawal of 
affordable private rent homes at any time, or conversion of private market rent homes 
to another tenure before the end of a covenant period.

3.66 If the application was to be supported, the negotiations through the S.106 
agreement would secure all the relevant requirements for BTR, the affordable housing 



provision and all the financial contributions from KCC and the NHS Dartford and Swanley 
Commissioning Group.

3.67 The proposal is therefore able to be policy compliant in regard to affordable housing 
and financial contributions. As such the 5th previously proposed ground of refusal has 
been adequately addressed.

Other issues 

3.68 The additional consultee responses raise no significant fresh issues. In regard to 
Southern Water if the proposal was to be supported the appropriate conditions would be 
required to deal with southern waters concerns on sewer diversion, SUDS, and details of 
foul and surface water drainage. 

3.69 All 3rd party representations which have been received have been taken into 
account in determining this application and no further clarification is required.

3.70  In regard to highways matters, given the proximity of the A2 junction, there would 
be much merit in providing the turning lane, which appears possible within the existing the 
highway boundary, but this requires confirmation, and if appropriate in detail, would 
require appropriate agreement and delivery.  

3.71 Notwithstanding the revised plans, Kent Highways  & Transportation Services still 
require the following highway improvements. 

Vehicular and pedestrian access is via existing accesses onto Franklin Road with is a 
relatively narrow but lightly used minor access road and is considered suitable. However, the 
footway along the eastern side of Franklin Road is narrow at 1.0m wide and not easily 
traversed by wheelchairs or parents with buggies. Also there is no continuous route between 
the site and the existing footway running alongside Valley Drive. Whilst it may prove difficult 
to achieve a wider and continuous footway along Franklin Road, the missing section appears 
to be within the public highway and should be provided by the developer under a Section 
278 Agreement. It is recommended that a Condition is applied to provide a continuous 
footway route from the site entrance to link with the Valley Drive footway

3.72  If the proposal was to be supported the above issues would be explored further and 
the highway improvements would be either secured by condition or S.278 agreement,  but 
as the scheme is not being supported, this has not been advanced.

3.73 Neighbour concern have been raised regarding air quality but the application site is 
not within an air quality management area and the applicant has provided an air quality 
assessment which concludes the proposed development will not have a materially 
harmful impact on the air quality of the area.

4. Conclusion

4.1 Whilst a significant amount of objections have been received to the revised plans it is 
considered that the amended plans have adequately dealt with the suggested grounds of 
refusal 2,3,4 and 5 as set out in the 12 June 2019 committee report.

4.2 However it is still considered that even with the amendments proposed by the architect 
the physical siting, size, bulk, massing have not changed and whilst the external finishes to 



the design have been amended the proposal would still create an overly dominant 
development that would not relate well to the character of the street scene and would not 
integrate well with the surrounding local area and the proposal is contrary to local and 
national planning policy.

5. Recommendation 

5.1 Refuse planning permission.

Reason for Refusal:

The proposal by virtue of its siting, size, bulk, massing and design would create an overly 
dominant development that would not relate well to the character of the street scene and 
would not integrate well with the surrounding local area. As such the proposed development 
would, if permitted, fail to maintain the prevailing character of the area contrary to the 
objectives of Policies CS15 and CS19 of the Gravesham Local Plan Core Strategy (2014) 
and section 11 and 12 of the NPPF of the National Planning Policy Framework (2019).


