
SUMMARY REPORT
Application Ref: 20191122

Site Address: Clifton Slipways, West Street, Gravesend, Kent.

Application 
Description:

**Revised Description**The erection of two buildings to provide 
a total of 227no. dwellings with associated vehicle parking, cycle 
storage, highway works, and landscaping. Building 1 comprises 
the erection of a 23 storey tower on the north side of West Street 
to provide 121no. dwellings with 1no business Unit (B1a) 
comprising 90 sqm of floor space at ground floor level; and 
Building 2 from four storeys to 12 storeys on the south side of 
West Street which will provide 106no. dwellings. The proposal 
includes the restoration and adaptation of the existing pier 
structure to provide public and private amenity space to include 
the erection of 16no. Business(B1a) units comprising a total of 
510 sqm of floor space; and a cafe (A1/A3) comprising up to 60 
sqm of floor space.

Applicant: Mr Ben Geering, Quinn Estates Ltd

Agent: Mr Michael Osman

Ward: Pelham

Parish: Non-Parish Area

Decision Due Date: 31st August 2020

Publicity Expiry 
Date: 19th May 2020

Decision Level: Planning Regulatory Board 

Reason for referral: Major Development proposal 

Recommendation:

it is recommended that the application is DELEGATED to the 
Service Manager (Development Management) in consultation 
with the Chair, for the issue of planning PERMISSION subject 
planning conditions and the completion of a Section 106 Legal 
Agreement.

Summary of Reasons for Recommendation

The proposal is for the construction of two new buildings on currently vacant land to the north and 
south of West Street and includes the provision of public realm, improved flood defences, 
restoration and adaption of the pier which includes 16 B1(a) business units and a B1(a) unit at the 



ground floor of the northern site, the A1 use at the base of the tower has been removed from this 
application along with the proposal for the 16 holiday lets on the pier.

The tower on the northern site consists of 20 storeys from the pier level with two floors below the 
pier.  The southern site consists of a building staggered over various heights with the highest 
being 12 storeys.

The proposal includes a total of 111 parking spaces which equates to a ratio of 0.49 car parking 
spaces per apartment.  The 111 spaces will be provided in the southern building over two floors.

The proposal is deemed to be a sustainable form of development that accords with national and 
local planning policy. 

The application has been accompanied with a viability report which has been independently 
reviewed and following negotiations the applicant will provide 22 Discount Market Rent on site 
and £160k towards S.106 contributions. 

All representations received from both 3rd parties and consultees and have been taking taken into 
account when considering this proposal and the development is considered to broadly comply 
with local and national planning policy.

Permission is recommended subject to the S.106 being signed appropriate planning conditions 
being included.

1. Additional 3rd Party comments 

1.1 Following  the publication of the report up until midday of 19 July 2020 3 additional 
comments have been received stating the following:
 The impact on daylight and sunlight has not been considered correctly.
 The scheme should be supported as it will provide much needed jobs and support 

the local community and economy.

1.2 Additional Consultee comments have been received:

Environment Agency
No objection to the scheme subject to their recommended conditions being included.

Housing Strategy
A viability assessment was carried out by the applicant.

This assessment demonstrated that the scheme was not capable of delivering any 
traditional affordable housing on site.

However, the applicant has considered how they may deliver an element of an 
affordable product on site and has suggested that this could be in the form of discount 
market rent, being 20% less than local market rent. 

The applicant’s proposal is to deliver 22 x 1 bed units within the Stuart Road Block as 
discount market rent (in perpetuity) with a reduced s.106 sum of £160k.  

The original proposal of £500k towards the off-site provision of affordable housing 
would have minimal impact on the delivery of an affordable housing scheme on an 



alternative site.  I therefore find the revised proposal preferable, subject to the 22 
discount market rent homes being discounted in perpetuity and prioritised for local, 
essential workers. 

This can be secured through the S.106 but will need detailed discussion with the 
applicant on the mechanics of how this can be achieved.

2. Response to neighbour comments and additional clarification 

2.1 Concern is raised from an adjacent property that the impact on the southern block has 
not taken into account the impact on gardens.  However, the associated Daylight 
Sunlight assessment concludes there is no greater impact than the extant scheme.

2.2 With regard to the soft and hard landscaping the applicant is happy to engage with 
local residents to ensure they can express their views in how public realm is designed. 
This agent has suggested this could be through a public exhibition in advance of 
discharging the relevant condition.

2.3 The safety of future occupiers of the pier is vital and will be addressed through 
appropriate planning conditions.

2.4 The management scheme for the pier will address issues such as opening times to the 
public to ensure the pier does not lead to anti-social behaviour.

3. Flood Risk and Surface Water Drainage

3.1 Policy CS18 (LPCS) requires proposals in areas at risk of flooding to demonstrate that 
they are adequately defended and safe over their lifetime and planning permission will 
not be supported for schemes which do not pass the sequential and exception tests.

3.2 The pier is on the riverward side of the existing flood wall - Flood Zone 3 whilst the 
southern parcel of land is behind the defences on the rising land which is Flood Zone 1 
and it is considered that the primary source of flooding is considered to be from a 
breach in the defences.

3.3 As this is a major development within flood zone 1 and 3 the Environment Agency (EA) 
is a statutory consultee.  The EA initially objected to this proposal and if the EA was 
unable to withdraw its objection and if the authority was minded to grant permission, the 
authority would need to notify the secretary of state.

3.4 A number of meetings were held between the EA, applicant and Local Planning 
Authority (LPA) where following further information being submitted to the EA (including 
the removal of the holiday lets from the pier) the EA have removed their objection on 10 
July 2020.

3.5 The areas of concern raised by the EA are addressed below.
 

Encroachment

3.6 With regard to encroachment the EA objected to the pier uses stating ‘we are generally 
opposed to works on tidal rivers and estuaries that include encroachment.  The scheme 
includes significant non-river dependent use, comprising 16 commercial units or holiday 
lets and a café, which in our opinion is inappropriate encroachment and development 
into the River Thames’.



Flood defences

3.7 As the below shows there was an objection from the EA on flood defences.  The EA 
stated ‘We would therefore expect the developer to demonstrate that any defences on 
this site can be raised to 8.0 metres Above Ordnance Datum.  Further design details on 
the sheet piled flood defence, information about how this defence will tie into the adjacent 
defences and information on the long term maintenance should be provided.

We would expect the developer to demonstrate that all parts of the flood defence will 
have a lifetime no less than that of the development and can accommodate the loads that 
will be imposed.  As this development includes residential, the lifetime is taken to be 100 
years.  Therefore, it is unlikely that the existing sheet piled wall will be suitable to form 
part of the flood defence in the future.

Section of flood defence shown around proposed West Street Tower

The EA noted ‘Within the FRA it highlights that “In the Eastern half of the site, a 
reinforced concrete cantilevered wall is proposed to be located on piles, which will be 
integrated into the structure of the proposed building.”  No information has been provided 
on the nature of the proposed new wall. We would strongly advise that a structurally 
independent defence is included as part of the development.  This is to ensure that if the 
building was demolished in the future the defence would remain.  A structurally 
independent defence would also improve accessibility for maintenance’.

3.8 The removal of their objection is based the following areas being conditioned.

Flood Gates

3.9 A condition requiring details of remedial works to the existing flood defence walls and 
flood gates and an operating plan for the use of the flood gates shall be submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  This would address the risk of 
flooding to the surrounding environment during construction works

Flood Defence works

3.10 Based on the additional information and clarification to the EA the exact details of flood 
defence will be conditioned and include the following information:

 Demonstrating that the design lifetime of the flood defence structures is no less 
than 100-years including climate change induced sea level rise, and addressing the 
lack of future adaptation potential of the section of flood wall that is to be part of a 
building.

 An Inspection and maintenance and plan for the flood defences.
 The minimum access space around the flood defence walls being no less than the 

dimensions shown on the approved drawings.
 Details showing that the flood defences are designed to be strong enough to serve 

their purpose for the 100-year lifetime, if the rest of the tower block building was 
demolished.

 A replacement flood wall to the West of the West Street tower installed no further 
riverward that the existing wall, with the ability to inspect the new wall from the river 
unobstructed.  



3.11 The above information will ensure that the risk of flooding is minimised and the 
development is built inline with Thames Estuary 2100 Plan, and to prevent encroachment 
into the River Thames.

Flood Defence Heights

3.12 In order to comply with the Thames Estuary 2100 Plan a condition will be required that 
before 2070 the flood defences are raised too a height of 8 metres above ordnance 
datum.

Safety Measures 

3.13 To ensure the safety for future inspections and minimise flood risk through poor 
maintenance around the base of the tower the EA will require details of boundary 
treatments including fall prevention features around the base of the tower block building.

Remedial work

3.14 To ensure the integrity of flood defences a visual and intrusive investigation for the 
existing walls that the River Thames washes against around the pier will be required.  
This will preserve the integrity of the surrounding flood defences and the new 
development.

Drawings

3.15 Finally the EA require that when the development is completed as built drawings are 
submitted to the EA to ensure they have an accord record of the development and 
associated flood defences.

Sustainable Drainage and Surface Water Run Off

3.16 Policy CS18 (LPCS) sets out the requirements for dealing with sustainable drainage and 
surface water run-off.  Kent County Council (KCC) is the Lead Local Flood Authority and 
has reviewed the Flood Risk Assessment (October 2019) and they welcome the use of 
blue roof and green roof SUDS elements in the drainage system for the proposed 
development. To ensure the SUDS scheme is appropriately designed it will be 
conditioned to cover the following issues:

1. Development shall not begin until a detailed sustainable surface water drainage 
scheme for the site has been submitted to (and approved in writing by) the Council.
2. Verification Report pertaining to the surface water drainage system

3.17 No objection to the discharge of water into the Thames subject to no EA objection (The 
EA do not object to this). 

3.18 Southern Water have been consulted and raise no objection subject to a condition being 
included regarding details and the means of foul and surface water sewerage to be 
conditioned. In addition Southern Water has confirmed they can supply water to the 
development. 

3.19 Southern Water, in their comments, recognises its obligations under the new charging 
regime to provide capacity in the existing sewerage system to accommodate the needs of 
the proposed development.  Any such network reinforcement will be part funded through 
the New Infrastructure Charge with the remainder funded through Southern Water’s 
Capital Works Programme.



3.20 In summary, it is not considered that the proposal would conflict with Policy CS18 (LPCS) 
and section 14 of the NPPF (2019) in relation to flood matters or sustainable drainage.  

4. Suggested Conditions 

4.1 At this stage the full wording of each condition is not available and additional conditions 
may be required. It is recommended that the final conditions once drafted are in 
consultation with the chair.

4.2 In order to aid Members the following conditions headings are listed below and broken 
down into the different phasing of the development. 

4.3 Please note that applicant would need to agree to in writing to any pre-commencement 
conditions and officers will consult with the agent on the suggested conditions and where 
possible pre-commencement conditions will kept to an absolute minimum.  In order to 
minimise the burden of conditions where possible they will relate to each phase or part of 
the site.

 Time Limit
 Approved Plans
 Heritage Strategy for the pier
 Development in accordance with energy strategy
 Construction Management Plan
 Highway Works
 Archaeology
 Land Contamination and Protection of Groundwater
 Surface Water Drainage Scheme
 Foul and surface water sewerage disposal
 Phasing plan
 Water supply demand
 Foul and Surface water disposal
 Flood defence details (EA conditions)
 Public Realm and Landscaping scheme (soft and hard landscaping)
 Long term management of public realm including the pier
 Crime Prevention Strategy
 Broadband provision 
 External facing materials
 Air Quality & Noise Mitigation Measures
 Plant equipment
 Bird/bat boxes mitigation measures 
 Details and arrangements for deliveries and servicing the proposed development
 Secure bike storage
 External Lighting
 MSCP Management Plan (including open times)
 Travel Plan 
 Secure Refuse Storage
 External finish to balconies 
 Allocation and safeguarding of parking spaces
 Details of roof gardens
 Electric Charging Points
 Restriction of roof plant requirement



 Restriction Dishes/telecommunication restriction on the roofs
 Obscure glazing (where appropriate)
 Refuse and secure bike storage retained
 Opening hours of café
 Opening hours of B1 use
 Safety measures for the pier.

INFORMATIVES

1. Statement of positive and proactive approach to decision taking
2. Agreement of imposition of pre-commencement conditions
3. Building Regulations and Party Wall Act
4. Deviation from approved plans
5. Refuse contact details
6. Kent County Council Highways and Transportation contact
8. Southern Water requirements
9.   Naming and numbering 
10. Kent Police Crime Prevention Design. 

5. Planning Obligations

Procedural Issues 

5.1 Planning obligations under Section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
(as amended), commonly known as s106 agreements, are a mechanism that we as a 
Council, often use to secure financial contributions or other forms of mitigation such 
as affordable housing from developers, make a development proposal acceptable in 
planning terms.  

5.2 In order for the Local Planning Authority to request financial contributions on behalf of 
third parties any contributions will need to meet all of the tests relating to paragraph 
56 of the NPPF (2019) which are as follows:

(A)    necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms;

(B)    directly related to the development;

(C)    fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development; and 

(D)    that: (i) the obligation (obligation A) provides for the funding or provision of an 
infrastructure project or type of infrastructure; and (ii) five or more separate 
planning obligations that: (a) relate to planning permissions granted for 
development within the area of the charging authority; and (b) which provide for the 
funding or provision of that project, or type of infrastructure, have been entered into 
before the date that obligation A was entered into.

Affordable Housing 

5.3 The Borough Council’s position on affordable housing, as set out in Policy CS16 
(LPCS) is that affordable housing will be required at a provision of 30% on sites in the 
urban area proposing 15 or more dwellings or on sites of 0.5 hectares or more.  Policy 
CS16 (LPCS) seeks a broad mix of 70% rented and 30% shared ownership 



(negotiable), although the tenure mix should meet local needs and achieve a viable, 
sustainable and socially inclusive development.

5.4 The starting point in terms of Policy CS16 therefore would be that 68 units of the 
proposed 227 would need to be affordable units on site to meet adopted policy, 
subject to viability. 

5.5 The applicant as part of the planning application submitted a viability assessment by 
Strutt & Parker, which was independently reviewed on behalf of the Council by BPS. It 
should be noted that the Strutt & Parker report takes an optimistic approach on sale 
values and does not reflect the economic uncertainty caused by COVID-19. 

5.6 BPS acknowledge this and how this results in ‘material valuation uncertainty’ as 
outlined in the below extract from the BPS report. 

5.7 The conclusion from BPS is that the scheme can provide all the required S.106 
contributions with 100% market housing and there would be a surplus of £1,326,51.00 
which would go towards an off site towards affordable housing. This is outlined below 
in paragraphs 2.1 to 2.4 of the BPS report. The conclusions of BPS’s report are 
disputed by the applicant on a number of points. 

5.8 To put the surplus identified by BPS into context the approved scheme at St. Patrick 
Gardens is for 23 apartments with has a build cost of approx.. £4.6 million (excluding 
costs associated with purchasing a site). As such the £1.3m surplus would not be 
sufficient to deliver the 68 affordable housing units required by policy CS16 off site.



5.9 On 17 June 2020 the agent responded to the BPS review and set out why they 
disagreed with BPS conclusions  such as the land value.. Notwithstanding the viability 
of the scheme, the agent stated they were willing to offer  a sum of £500,000 plus the 
SAMMS contribution towards meeting S.106 Contributions associated with the 
development.

5.10 Whilst the above offer was noted, this would not have resulted in the delivery of any 
on site affordable housing and the agent was subsequently pressed to further 
consider what affordable housing provision could be made on site.

5.11 Through negotiations with the agent the following has been secured. 

 £160k towards Developer Contributions that meet the relevant tests.
 22 x one bedroom units within the Stuart Road building for Discount Market Rent 

(DMR) at 20% below open market rent to be secured by s106 (these units will be 
spread throughout the building). This would result in 10% of the scheme being 
delivered as affordable housing.

 The Pier Works will provide 16 affordable workspace units at a 20% discount to 
market rent and provide incubator space to grow local start-ups (secured through a 
S.106 agreement).

5.12 The additional costs associated with delivery of the affordable would be met by the 
developer reducing their profit levels on the scheme to around 16.3% on Gross 
Development Value, the agent has confirmed the developer is willing to accept this in 
order to deliver the scheme in a timely fashion. It should be noted that the 
Government’s rule of thumb is for developers to make approx. 15-20% profit. 

5.13 In order to subsidise the 22 on site DMR apartments the agent states this is 
equivalent to cost of around circa £1m.

5.14 Of further consideration is the non-designated heritage asset of the pier that is 
associated with this site where the agent highlights the cost associated it and states:

At the heart of the proposals are the restoration of the historic West Street Pier,  the 
creation of over 2600m2 (0.65 acres) of new public realm and the delivery of over 100 
new jobs within the affordable work space to be provided at the PierWorks for start up 
and growing local companies.

The sympathetic restoration of the pier is a significant abnormal cost providing heritage, 
regeneration and public realm benefits.  The cost of providing access to the pier, its 
restoration to form high quality new public realm and the delivery of the business units 
that will provide the income that will fund its long term viable stewardship amount to 
£2.9m.  The detailed costing of the restoration of the pier has been provided to the 
Council’s viability consultants in the form of a detailed cost plan from Betteridge and 
Milsom Construction Consultants, following site survey undertaken by both TonyGee & 
Partners and Manhire Associates Civil Engineers.  These costing’s have been agreed as 
robust and accurate.

The regeneration, public realm and heritage benefits of restoring the pier and the 
associated costs of doing so are a material consideration in determining the application 
that should be given significant weight in decision making and are an essential 
component of the scheme and its delivery.



5.15 Taking all of the above into account it is considered that the S.106 contribution offer is 
acceptable and would result in 22 DMR on site which in the Southern Block would be 
constructed first and equates to around 20% of these units being affordable and 10% 
over the entire site.

5.16 In summary it is concluded that viability issues with the site mean the full 30% 
affordable and all the S.106 contributions cannot be delivered,  but what is being 
offered will help provide much needed on site affordable housing whilst allowing the 
development to come forward.

Developer Contributions 

5.17 It is important to ensure that sufficient infrastructure is provided to meet the needs of 
new residents, employees and businesses in the Borough.  As recognised in the 
NPPF (2019), the provision of new infrastructure is an important part of new 
development and the Council has worked with local service providers to identify their 
infrastructure needs over the plan period.  Policy CS10 (LPCS) states that where new 
development generates a need for new infrastructure, developers will have to provide 
or contribute towards such provision, subject to viability consideration.

5.18 KCC have requested the following contributions:



5.19 In support of the requests specific projects have been requested for Secondary 
Education, Community Learning, Youth Services and Libraries that are related to the 
impact of the development. 

5.20 The travel plan monitoring fee £948 (which KCC appear to have left off in error) is 
deemed acceptable as this application is accompanied with a travel plan. 

5.21 It is considered that these specific KCC planning obligations meet the statutory tests 
of paragraph 56 of the NPPF (2019).

5.22 KCC are requesting £53,706.64 towards works at Pepperhill Waste Recycling centre 
but this contradicts KCC request for waste on 20200343 where they state the monies 
is towards a scheme within Ebbsfleet area.

5.23 With regard to the Waste request Policy CS06 (LPCS) states ‘facilities will be provided 
to support development of the Springhead Quarter and Northfleet Rise Quarter Key 
Sites and will be accessible to both existing and future communities. These will 
include the provision of educational, health, social care, sports and community 
facilities, open space to meet a variety of needs and recycling and waste transfer 
facilities. These will be provided in accordance with the phasing schedule set out in 
the Infrastructure Delivery Schedule’.

5.24 The second request from KCC is towards social care where they are requesting 
£33,341.76 towards Social. The money is shown to be invested in the following:

5.25 In summary no site specific schemes and combined with a lack of supporting 
information the KCC financial requests for Waste and Social Care and do not meet 
the requirements of paragraph 56 of the NPPF (2019) and cannot be lawfully 
requested.

Dartford and Swanley Commissioning Group (NHS)

5.26 Dartford and Swanley Commissioning Group (NHS) conclude that this development 
will result in around 402 new patients which will have an impact on surgeries within 
the town centre. To offset this impact the NHS are requesting £144,864  towards 
refurbishment, reconfiguration and/or extension of Springhead Health, Chalk Surgery, 



Rochester Road Surgery and Gravesend Medical Centre. This requested is deemed 
to meet the relevant tests. The LPA would collect the money on behalf of the NHS and 
when the exact details of these two schemes are presented the money would be 
released.

Gravesham

5.27 Gravesham Regulatory Services are requesting £10,400 towards air quality 
monitoring and the figures of £10,400 is derived from the following:

‘the provision of passive air quality monitoring in the locality of the development, the 
operation of the air quality station at Painters Ash which is used for the verification of 
the diffusion tube data used in LAQM and in the planning process.as well as the 
review and assessment of that data and the implementation of the measures in the 
Final Action Plan – made up as follows:

£2400 towards the diffusion tube monitoring of five local sites to the development, some 
or all of which may be existing, for a period of five years commencing as soon as 
possible £4000 contribution towards the operation of the council’s roadside analysers 
and£4000 contribution towards the implementation of the measures in the council’s 
action plan 

5.28 This request is directly related to the development and meets the required tests. 

5.29 Gravesham Leisure Services are requesting £252,030 towards open space and 
leisure by stating the following:

Based on all the assessment data currently available including, the Open Space, Sport & 
Recreation Assessment compiled by Knight Kavanagh & Page in 2016; there is particular 
shortage in the provision of 3G artificial pitches, junior/youth grass pitches and ancillary 
buildings, swimming pool lanes and an overall ageing leisure centre facility stock at 
Cygnet and Cascades Leisure Centres (of which a feasibility study will be commissioned 
in the near future looking at refurbishment and new build options). There is also the need 
for major capital improvements to play equipment across the borough, of which the 
number of total sites available within the borough is remarkably less when compared to 
other areas. A planned approach for future investment has been developed by 
Operational Services across a number of specific sites. Areas close to this particular 
development site include the Riverside Leisure area, which is anticipated to require 
further investment in the next 3-5 years.

5.30 Whilst the request is directly related to the development by providing enhanced off site 
amenity space the money will be released when the exact details of the projects are 
provided.

Other Requests

5.31 It should be noted that the EDC have suggested a contribution towards the strategic 
riverside park but this request is vague and is not provided with any supporting 
information.

5.32 Secondly the EDC are requesting a contribution towards fastrack by stating ‘we 
request that consideration is given to how the development should contribute to local 



sustainable transport improvement schemes, such as delivery of the planned Fastrack 
bus route that would link Gravesend Town Centre to destinations such as Ebbsfleet 
Station and Bluewater Shopping Centre’. It is considered that Gravesend is already 
connected by fastrack to these locations and this request is vague and not supported 
with sufficient information.

5.33 As such the EDC requests would not  meet tests of paragraph 56 of the (NPPF) 2019.

Management Plan

5.34 The S.106 will also include details of the management plan for the entire development 
including all communal areas (internal and external) and the long term management 
of the underground car park and pier.

Commercial Units 

5.35 The 16 commercial units on the pier the agent will be providing  20% below market 
rent for 5 years and this will need to secured within the S.106 agreement. The agent is 
willing to consider a tapered approach where the initial rent may be initially 30% below 
market rent. This flexibly is welcomed and if it can be achieved through negotiations 
within the S.106 agreement 

Highways

5.36 The highway improvements will relate to the full costs of Highway Works including and 
traffic orders. 

5.37 The proposal will include an electric vehicle car club and to ensure this to provided on 
site and retained thereafter it will form part of the S.106 agreement.

5.38 Below is the list of total contributions being sought for this development if the scheme 
was viable.  As set out in this supplementary report the viability of the site the 
applicant is only able to provide £160k towards S.106 contributions.

Obligation Sum

KCC Secondary Education £145,089.00

KCC Community Learning £5,127.93

KCC Libraries £12,587.15

Dartford and Swanley 
Commissioning Group  

£144,864.00

Gravesham Leisure 
Services

£252,030.00

Financial contribution 
towards SAMMS

£56,838.00

Affordable Housing 68 Apartments 



Discounted Business Units 20% discount marketed rent for 5 years.

Air Quality Monitoring £10,400.00

Management Plan N/A

Highway Improvements N/A

Car Club N/A

Total Figure: £626,936.08

5.39 As such it is recommended that £56,838 goes towards SAMMS as this is required to 
off set the impact on the SAMMS/SPA Site. The remaining £103,162 is recommended 
to go towards Air quality monitoring (£10,400) which will ensure that the impact of this 
development on both existing and future residents is adequately monitored. The 
remaining £92,762 is recommended towards Gravesham Leisure Services to help 
provide enhanced leisure provision and open space for future occupiers. With this 
development and the other major town centre developments being proposed its vital 
to ensure that persons living within apartments have access to high quality open 
space.

5.40 Taking into account the viability surrounding this development the Heads of Terms for 
this development are as follows:

Obligation Sum

Gravesham Leisure 
Services

£92,762.00

Financial contribution 
towards SAMMS

£56,838.00

Air Quality Monitoring £10,400.00

Discounted Business Units 20% discount marketed rent for 5 years.

Affordable Housing 22 Apartments 

Management Plan N/A

Highway Improvements N/A

Car Club N/A

Total Figure: £160,00.00

6. Conclusion 



6.1 The proposal is deemed to be a sustainable form of development that broadly 
accords with national and local planning policy. 

6.2 All representations received from both 3rd parties and consutlees and have been 
taking taken into account when considering this proposal, and not issues have been 
raised which warrant any further amendments to this application. 

6.3 Permission is recommended subject to the S.106 being signed appropriate planning 
conditions being included.

Recommendation

It is recommended that the application is DELEGATED to the Service Manager 
(Development Management) in consultation with the Chair, for the issue of planning 
PERMISSION subject planning conditions and the completion of a Section 106 Legal 
Agreement.


