
SUPPLEMENTARY REPORT TO AGENDA ITEM 5 (b)
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 – 8 January 2020

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

Recommendation: Refusal

1.       ADDITIONAL REPRESENTATIONS & COMMENTS RECEIVED

1.1 Following the publication of the main report 16 additional comments have been received since 24 
December 2019 all objecting to the proposal which are summarised below:

 No pavement for residents to walk on outside Cobham Lodge which would be a danger to 
pedestrians.

 Development overlooks the front garden of adjacent properties.
 Not in keeping with the character of the area and overdevelopment of the site.
 Large houses on the site would be appropriate instead of the proposed flats.
 Infrastructure within the area cannot sustain the proposed development.
 Create pollution within the area.
 Increased traffic movements.
 Create noise pollution. 
 Overlooks surrounding properties.

1.2 On 6 January 2020 the agent provided to members of the Regulatory Board the following comments 
on why they believe that Members should support the proposal:

“We have considered the report which on review is predominantly in favour of the scheme as proposed, but 
then is summarised by the rather strange recommendation of refusal. Indicating an intransigence from the 
planning department to amend their previous position despite all the items of concern previously being 
raised at the meeting and within the original report having being addressed.

The recommendations for refusal hinges on two sections of the NPPF which we feel have been incorrectly 
applied and two core Gravesham Council policies, which likewise have been misapplied as we will 
demonstrate below.

The grounds for refusal are stated as being:



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).

The key document to refer to is the NPPF, given the application of the core policies only hold firm on 
refusal when the council can demonstrate it has a current and compliant local plan. The existing local plan 
we would submit is now weak in this respect given the following factors;

1. The council has failed to undertake the greenbelt review within a reasonable time as required by the 
planning inspector, who agreed the plan in 2014, we are now entering the fifth year of review and still 
no firm policies have been confirmed.

2. The council has publicly confirmed it has a failure to provide enough land to meet its five-year housing 
supply; it is now at about 4.5 years of supply only.

3. The council has failed to deliver the new build housing permissions required under the plan for the last 
four years and is now subject to a 20% lifting in its required delivery rate which if permitted this scheme 
could have helped address.

Given the above factors the council planning officers should view this scheme in the context of NPPF item 
10 which as set out below states;

10. So that sustainable development is pursued in a positive way, at the heart of the Framework is a presumption in 
favour of sustainable development (paragraph 11).

1. Plans and decisions should apply a presumption in favour of sustainable development.

For plan –making this means that:

1. plans should positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of their areas, and be sufficiently 
flexible to adapt to rapid change;

2. strategic policies should, as a minimum, provide for objectively assessed needs for housing and other uses, as 
well as any needs that cannot be met within neighboring areas, unless;

i.the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of particular importance provides a strong 
reason for restricting the overall scale, type or distribution of development in the plan area; or

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

 For decision –taking this means;

c) Approving development proposals that accord with an up-to-date development plan without delay; or

d) where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the policies which are most important for 
determining the application are out-of-date, granting permission unless;

i. the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of particular importance, provides a clear 
reason for refusing the development proposed: or

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

Given the council has acknowledged its own policies are not current and therefore compliant (an example 
of this is that is silent on the issue of Build to Rent, hence national guidance takes over) and the context of 
the site has the following key factors;

1. It is 200m due north of the A2 and its slip roads with its eleven combined road lanes.
2. It is 200m due north and north east of the proposed Lower Thames Crossing (LTC) with its proposed 

17 lanes, i.e. eleven existing lanes and at least 6 additional lanes for the LTC itself.
3. It is 60m east of the LTC construction depot with its container’s buildings over three storeys high, 

painted white, with no landscaping, but 24/7 lighting. This compound will be in place for at least 10 
years during the construction of the LTC.



4. It is 60m due north of ‘Nells Cafe’, which is prominent from the A2 and is a popular and successful 
highways cafe.

5. It is 20m due south of a building (previously residential) now used as an office building with extensive 
vehicle usage.

6. It is 200m due south of another flatted residential home complex on Valley Drive.

 Given the above factors the application has been amended to overcome all the overlooking  issues of the 
few residential houses in the locality, that have been raised, and this has been demonstrated by the 
extensive CGI’s that the planning officers required us to produce, showing not just elevations, but internal 
views from the apartments. In addition we produced two separate drone footage's to the council as required 
to demonstrate the site location, in context to the six items listed above.

The NPPF is clear on use of land and this has been referred to, but we feel this has been misapplied in that 
this is an area that has already, and will be even more badly affected by the A2 and LTC. Hence the land 
has to be used effectively and the NPPF 11 states;

11. Making effective use of land

Para states 117:

Planning policies and decisions should promote an effective use of land in meeting the need for 
homes and other uses, while safeguarding and improving the environment and ensuring safe and healthy 
living conditions. Strategic policies should set out a clear strategy for accommodating objectively assessed 
needs, in a way that makes as much use as previously-developed or ‘brownfield’land.

Para 118 states Planning policies and decisions should

1. encourage multiple benefits from both urban and rural land, including through mixed use schemes 
and taking opportunities to achieve net environmental gains – such as developments that would enable 
new habitat creation or improve public access to the countryside.

12. Achieving well-designed places

Para 124 states:

The creation of high quality buildings and places is fundamental to what the planning and 
development process should achieve. Good design is a key aspect of sustainable development, creates 
better places in which to live and work and helps make development acceptable to communities. Being 
clear about design expectations, and how these will be tested, is essential for achieving this. So too is 
effective engagement between applicants, communities, local planning authorities and other interests 
throughout the process.

Para 127 states:

Planning policies and decisions should ensure that developments:

a) will function well and add to the overall quality of the area, not just for the short term, but over the 
lifetime of the development; 

b) are visually attractive as a result of good architecture, layout and appropriate and effective 
landscaping

c) are sympathetic to local character and history, including the surrounding built environment and 
landscape setting, while not preventing or discouraging appropriate innovation or changed (such as 
increased densities);

Whilst the above texts in italics/bold are a direct copy of the NPPF to which the council should be working 
towards, the highlighted sections have been detailed by us to demonstrate that we have exactly followed 
the principles of the NPPF, in that whilst this development is at an increased density, it is well designed and 
visually attractive with variation in height and elevational treatment (the green walls were increased at the 
council officers request). The green roof provides a significantly improved environment for wild life including 
insects and bird life. This is a development that is creating bio-diversity 



Given all the above factors and the acknowledged compliance with all the other factors within the officers 
own report, we would submit this scheme is fully compliant and should therefore be permitted. If there is 
real concern about the viability of landscaping, then a five year or even seven year maintenance plan can 
be a requirement of the section 106 agreement if required. If this is not felt enforceable then why is this 
same condition applied to most other council approved schemes .We would kindly request that all factors 
are taken into consideration in the rapidly changing area especially when a Green development of this kind 
would soften the massive infrastructure works that will soon be part of this area on a permanent basis. 

2 Planning Analysis and Planning Manager Comments 

Additional Neighbour Comments

2.1 Regarding overlooking into the front gardens of adjacent properties the front garden to the north is 
entirely hard paved and used as parking to the serve the commercial use of the site. This area is not 
considered to be private amenity space.

2.2 To the south of the site are two dwellings ‘The Ridges’ and the former annex to The Ridges which is 
now a lawful dwelling. The area in front of these dwellings are mainly hard paved with some laid lawn 
and it is not considered any overlooking into the front gardens of this properties would harm the 
amenity of existing or future occupiers of these dwellings. 

2.3 The additional neighbour comments raise no fresh issues which have not been adequately addressed 
in section 3 of the main report.

Further Supporting Statement from the Applicant

2.4 The additional comments from the agent received on 6 January 2020 are noted but it is considered as 
outlined in 3.3 to 3.15 of the main report that the first ground of refusal has not been adequately 
addressed and officers concluded the following. 

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.

2.5 The above conclusion takes into account housing supply and the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development which is a requirement of the NPPF (2019). For the avoidance of doubt paragraphs 5.6 
to 5.18 of the June 2019 report address housing need and the principle of development.  

2.6 The failure of the Council to demonstrate a 5 year housing supply does not dis-apply all Local Plan 
Policies, a judgement is still required to be made as to whether the benefits provided by the 
development outweigh the negative impacts that arise.  Where there is an identified housing delivery 
shortfall, that balance is instead tipped further towards the delivery of development (where it is 
‘sustainable development’).

2.7 It must be highlighted where misleading statements have been made however, for example 
referencing Paragraph 117 of the NPPF, in regard to maximising the use of brownfield land.  To be 
clear the majority of the application site involves garden land which is not previously developed land.  
It is unclear why the applicant has made this point.

2.8 Further, NPPF para 127 certainly does encourage development which is:

c) are sympathetic to local character and history, including the surrounding built environment and 
landscape setting, while not preventing or discouraging appropriate innovation or changed (such as 
increased densities);

However, which an increase in existing development density is an almost unavoidable consequence 
of meeting demand for new development in existing urban areas, this does not mean that 
development at a scale which is vastly out of character for its immediate environment should be 



supported. Policy encourages a minimum density of 40 dwellings per hectare, which is above the 
original built form development in the immediate locality generally.  The proposed scheme density, at 
135 dwellings per hectare is clearly not an incremental increase, and is plainly out of character with 
the locality.  Reliance upon the distant nearest flatted scheme when the most relevant immediate 
local site context is very clearly low and mid density houses is not convincing, in officers views.

2.9 Backland developments are especially vulnerable to causing harm to the character of the local area, 
given that by their nature, they project into and disrupt the character and street pattern / form.  Extra 
care is required to not lead to such harm, or to other challenges which commonly arise, such as 
overshadowing / overlooking or the formation of landscaping in ‘left-over’ areas.

2.10 The applicant has however correctly identified the most important steer provided by the NPPF 
(paragraph 11(d) ) in this case, requiring that development be approved without delay unless:

d) where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the policies which are most important for 
determining the application are out-of-date, granting permission unless;

i. the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of particular importance, provides 
a clear reason for refusing the development proposed: or

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

2.11 The judgement that must be made is therefore, do the adverse impacts of the proposed development 
‘significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits’ of the policies of the NPPF as a whole.

2.12 Officers conclude that whilst the applicant has made efforts to address the majority of the issues 
previously raised, the development remains (from the proposed first reason for refusal):

“…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).”

2.13 There are clearly a range of not insignificant benefits arising from the proposed development, most 
strikingly through the delivery of much needed housing.  However the deficiencies of the development 
are considered to be significantly and demonstrably outweigh those benefits.  The delivery of 
development, where entirely out of character with and harmful to its locality, cannot be supported on 
this edge of urban area, low density, predominantly open site.

3. RECOMMENDATION 

3.1 The recommendation, as set out at the end of these reports in the main agenda, remains 
unchanged.

____________________________________________________________________

Recommendation

The recommendation remains unchanged from that set out on the main papers, being a 
recommendation for REFUSAL on 1 ground.


