
SUMMARY REPORT
Application Ref: 20200343

Site Address:
Land At Market Square And Horn Yard Car Parks 
New Swan Yard, Gravesend, Kent

Application 
Description:

Erection of 242no. residential units for Build to Rent (C3 Use 
Class), within three blocks ranging from 3 to 10 storeys, together 
with multi-storey car park as well as access, pedestrian links, 
landscaping, highway and other associated works.

Applicant: Reef Group

Agent: Knight Frank

Ward: Riverside 

Parish: Non-Parish Area

Decision Due Date: 26th January 2021

Publicity Expiry 
Date: 27th November  2020

Decision Level: Planning Committee 16th December 2020

Reason for referral: Major Development Proposal 

Recommendation: See Supplementary Report (Appendix C)

Summary of Reasons for Recommendation

Unchanged from July Supplementary Report (Appendix C).

Reason for report

1.1 The applicant has submitted a revised planning application form, with the changes relating only to the 
notice given / publicised to owners of the site.  The information originally provided on the prior 
application form was incomplete, specifically as there were very small portions of the site which are 
‘unregistered’ land, in that the ownership is unknown, and notice has to be made in the local press of 
the application to attempt to make those potential owners aware of the application.

1.2 In order to be fully transparent and consistent with the relevant planning law, where a declaration of 
this type on the application form is confirmed to have originally been incorrect, it is considered to be 
necessary to make the application ‘invalid’ and then ‘valid’ again upon receipt of the corrected 
application form and ownership certificate, and re-consult all parties, neighbours and consultees 
again.

1.3 The correct process in regard to notice and publicity of the making of the application has now been 
followed, and the relevant time periods have passed.

1.4 This technically error does not affect in any way the validity of any conclusions previously made 
regarding the merit of the development made by officers, or members of the Planning Committee.



July Planning Committee Resolution

1.5 The application went before the Planning Committee on 22 July 2020 where the following resolution 
was agreed by Members, that:

20200343 to be DELEGATED to the Service Manager (Development Management) in 
consultation with the Chair of the Planning Committee, for the issue of planning permission 
subject to planning conditions as set out in the report and the completion of a Section 106 
Legal Agreement.

Subsequent Matters / Progress

Secretary of State Call In request 

1.6 On 16 September 2020 the Secretary of State (MHCLG) e-mailed the case officer stating the 
following: 

The Secretary of State (MHCLG) has received a 3rd party request to call in the above application for 
his determination. We understand that the application was considered by the Planning Committee on 
22 July. The Secretary of State does not act on a third party request to call in a planning application 
until the relevant Planning Committee have resolved to approve the application. 

As the Committee are minded to approve the application then we request the local planning authority 
give an assurance that they would not issue a Decision Notice until the Secretary of State has 
considered whether or not to call in the application. Alternatively, if the authority cannot undertake not 
to issue the decision notice, the Secretary of State could issue an Article 31 holding direction.

I would be grateful if you could confirm whether you are content not to issue a decision notice in this 
case until the Secretary of State has decided whether or not to call in the application.

1.7 On 23 September 2020, officers confirmed they would not issue a decision until the Secretary of 
State had decided whether or not to call in the application.

1.8 The Secretary of State confirmed on 9 October 2020 that they would not be calling in the application 
and it can be determined by the Council.

Additional information submitted

1.9 The applicant has set out in their covering letter of 23 October 2020 the reasoning for submitting 
revised information, stating:

“The Revised Application Form (dated 23rd October 2020), has been amended to correctly 
incorporate ‘Certificate C’. 

In accordance with ‘Certificate C’ the Revised Application Form identifies those known owners and/or 
agricultural tenants upon whom the relevant notice(s) have been served, as well as the reasonable 
steps that have been taken to identify any unknown owners and/or agricultural tenants. 

In light of the presence of unknown owners and/or agricultural tenants, and in accordance with 
‘Certificate C’, a Public Notice was published in the Gravesend Messenger on Thursday 22nd October 
2020 (evidence of which is also provided). 

It should be noted that the content of the Application Form otherwise remains unchanged.”

1.10 In addition to the revised application form a revised site location and block plan has been submitted to 
show an updated OS base. The applicants covering letter states the following:



It has been brought to our attention that the Site Location Plan (Ref. 3732-LJA-E0-XX-DR-A-0005-D) 
and Block Plan (Ref. 3732-LJA-E0-XX-DR-A-0006-D) originally submitted with the Full Planning 
Application did not include the recently constructed property known as ‘Market Court’. 

Therefore, as requested, we hereby enclose a Revised Site Location Plan (Ref. 3732-LJA-E0-XX-DR-
A-0005-F) and Revised Block Plan (Ref. 3732-LJA-E0-XX-DR-A-0006-F) which utilises the updated 
Ordnance Survey base plan, correctly including the property at ‘Market Court’. Please note that the 
red line boundary included within the Revised Site Location Plan and Block Plan remain unchanged.

1.11 No changes are proposed to the development and the revised information relates purely to an 
updated application form and updated OS  base plan showing the building known as ‘Market Court’

2. Consultation Update

2.1 A full re-consultation was undertaken (site notice, press notice and letters to surrounding properties 
and contributors). The date of the consultation expired on 27th November 2020. 

2.2 To avoid any confusion the description on the letters and notices sent / placed is clear, with the 
following wording included at the top of the description of development:

Revised information relating to site ownership only – No changes to the form of development 
proposed.

2.3  The following further consultee responses have since been received.

Internal 

Gravesham Highways Development Management Officer
No objection, highway issues and any land requirements have been/are being discussed with Kent 
County Council as Highway Authority.

External

Ebbsfleet Development Corporation
It is noted that the revised information relates to site ownership details with no changes to the 
proposed development itself. On this basis EDC has no further comment.

Natural England
The proposed amendments to the original application are unlikely to have significantly different 
impacts on the natural environment than the original proposal.

Kent Highways and Transportation 
It would appear that the revised drawings submitted do not have any impact on the public highway 
and my previous consultation response still stands.

Highways England
No objection

Kent Public Rights of Way and Access Service
On balance, our earlier response to this application (Letter dated: 7 May 2020, Reference:  96390) 
remains appropriate and should therefore be considered at determination.

Kent Floor and Water Management
No further comments to make

Kent Economic Development
Many thanks for this notification which does not appear to affect the KCC contribution request dated 5 
May2020.



Kent Heritage
No further comments to make

Environment Agency
No further comments to make

Sports England
No further comments to make

Port of London Authority
No further comments to make

Southern Water
Repeating comments on 26 May 2020 (no objection)

3rd Party Representations 

2.4 As a result of this round of consultation process 34 further responses proposal have been 
received. It should be noted that within these comments the objectors have provided some positive 
feedback and suggestions. The additional comments do not raise any specific material objections 
not previously recorded and addressed in the July Committee Report.  The matters raised within 
the further responses are summarised below.

Objections (32 responses)

 Adverse impact on existing residents who would walk across the site at night.
 Harmful to the heritage of the town centre.
 Loss of public car park.
 Adverse impact on highway network
 Multi-storey car park will result in anti-social behaviour and unsafe for future occupiers.
 Adverse impact on parking for medical centre
 Principle of development not acceptable in this location
 Loss of parking for market
 Loss of outlook
 Will increase crime
 Out of scale for the area
 Should not be rental but encouraged for first time buyers
 Poor living conditions 
 Loss of riverside views
 Architecture out of keeping with the area
 Apartments are not family size and will not create a community
 Dominate the historic market.
 The open car park is more secure environment than the proposed development 
 Strain on NHS resources
 Height of development is unacceptable.
 Lack of open space
 Contrary to local and national planning policy
 No economic benefit with this development
 Scheme has not been considered against other major developments within the town centre.
 No viability report has been submitted with the application.
 Adverse impact on the amenity of surrounding properties.
 Adverse impact on the PROW, Dark and Gloomy
 No need for the amount of apartments proposed.
 Missed opportunity for riverside development.
 Loss of light and sunlight to surrounding properties
 Does not reflect the historic street pattern of the area



 Empty properties in the borough could be used before these types of developments are 
considered.

 The site could be used for a museum or other community use
 No demand for a multi-storey car park
 Scheme will fail to regenerate the area
 Harm to the outlook, overlooking/shadowing into the habitable rooms of 1 to 10 Market Court.
 Concern that not viability assessment has been submitted with the application.
 If the previous approval was not viable why would this one be?
 The OS plan is incorrect
 The speed of the application being brought before the committee was too fast.

A single new matters was raised in the additional objections provided:

 Adding more shops is simply nonsensical.

(Though this new matter is in any case irrelevant, as no retail element is proposed.)

Support (1 responses)

 Positive development for the area and welcomes the scheme

Neutral Comments (1 response)

 Include swift bricks at the top of the buildings
 Using electric heating over gas supply and make them clean electric.

2.5 A number of non-material planning considerations have also been raised by neighbour 
representation letters. As they are non-material considerations they are not summarised here.

3. Planning Policies  & Material Considerations Update

3.1 Since the 22nd July 2020 Planning Committee the following planning policy changes at a local and 
national level are relevant.

3.2 On the 10th September 2020, members of Kent County Council resolved to adopt the Kent Mineral 
Sites Plan and the early partial review of the Kent Minerals and Waste Local Plan 2013-30. 

This has no material impact on this proposal.

3.3 From 9am on Friday 23rd October 2020 until 5pm on Thursday 31 December 2020 the Local Authority 
is undertaking a Regulation 18 (Stage 2) consultation on the partial review of the Local Plan Core 
Strategy, Site Allocations and Development Management Policies Document. 

This has no material impact on this proposal.

3.4 A number of Planning Practice Guidance documents have been updated by the government which 
are ‘fees for planning applications’, ‘neighbourhood planning’, ‘town centre and retail’ and ‘when is 
permission required’. 

These changes do not materially impact on this proposal.

3.5 Permitted Development legislation has recently been extended, relating to the upwards extension of 
buildings allowing existing purpose-built detached blocks of flats, buildings in a terrace that are 
houses or in certain commercial uses, and in mixed uses with an element of housing to extend 
upwards to create new self-contained homes.  These do not affect this proposal as they only apply 
where the building was constructed between 1st July 1948 and 5th March 2018. 



3.6 The Use Classes Order has seen non-residential Use Classes reorganised, other new Permitted 
Development rights and Covid related allowances to limits on the commencement of development 
have also been applied in recent months.  None of these changes make a material impact upon the 
merits of the proposed development. 

3.7 A number of planning permissions in the town centre have been issued in the period since the July 
Committee, including the major development at Clifton Slipways.

These permissions do not raise any new matters of material significance regarding the proposed 
development.

Conclusion

3.8 In summary there have been no material changes within either planning policy, guidance or planning 
legislation which undermine the weight or relevance of the planning policy, guidance or planning 
legislation against which the Committee considered the application in July.

4. Planning Manager (Development Management) Comments

S106 Contributions Update

4.1 The 22 July 2020 Supplementary Committee Report  (Appendix C) at paragraphs 8.1 to 8.33 set out 
the S.106 contributions to be secured for this development. All the contributions were requested and 
have been agreed between the applicant and the LPA.

4.2 In order to provide clarification the applicant has confirmed that no viability report has been submitted 
with the application and applicants letters of 23rd October 2020 states the following:

Further to the revised / additional information set out above, we wish to take this opportunity to 
confirm that a Viability Report has not been submitted in support of the Full Planning Application. 

The Covering Letter (dated 31st March 2020) originally submitted with the Full Planning Application 
incorrectly stated that a Viability Report had been submitted in support of the Full Planning 
Application.  

4.3 The Heads of Terms for the S.106 are set out in paragraph 8.33 of the 22 July 2020 supplementary 
Committee Report  which is summarised as follows:

Obligation Sum
KCC Secondary Education £158,900
KCC Community Learning £3,973.64
KCC Libraries £13,418.90
Travel Plan £948
Kent and Medway Clinical Commissioning Group  £155,232.00
Gravesham Leisure Services £285,268.00
Financial contribution towards SAMMS £60594.38
Affordable Housing 48 Apartments 
Air Quality Monitoring £10,400.00
Management Scheme N/A
Highway Improvements N/A
Car Park Signage N/A
Total Figure: £688,734.92

4.4 The supplementary report was clear in paragraphs 8.15 and 8.16 that KCC Youth Services 
contributions would be requested.  However, that Report (paragraph 8.33) heads of terms list did 
not include KCC Youth Services. It, and the corrected total contribution figure is listed below.



Additional Omitted Obligation Sum
Youth Services £15,851
Revised Total Figure: £704,585.92

KCC Highway Improvements (Plan Updated)

4.5 The initial draft legal agreement intended to require the following:

Not to allow not cause to allow the Occupation of any Dwelling on the Site until the Owner/Developer 
has entered into a section 278 or section 38 under the Highways Act 1980 (as amended) with the 
County Council to provide for the partial realignment of Bank Street, the addition of a larger turning 
head at the southern end of Swan yard and improvements to/widening of the pedestrian areas along 
Bank Street and New Swan yard in accordance with the approved plans (Watermans 14364-WIE-ZZ-
ZZ-DR-D-05027-P03).

4.6 Kent  Highways & Transportation Services raised the following issue with Watermans 14364-WIE-ZZ-
ZZ-DR-D-05027-P03

This is the correct original plan which was included in the TA (Transport Assessment) except that it 
was subsequently amended to exclude the parking bays along New Swan Yard so that they could be 
specifically dedicated to the Medical Centre. It should therefore be updated and attached to the S106 
Agreement as an Appendix. Also, to be complete it should extend further along New Swan Yard to 
the north as the drawing you have attached to your email appears to stop short of the area to be 
adopted and should be fully included.

4.7 The above amendments were taken into account and Drawing No. 14364-WIE-ZZ-ZZ-DR-D-950 was 
submitted on 14th September 2020. 

4.8 Kent Highways & Transportation Services were re-consulted and confirmed on 15th September 2020 
this drawing is acceptable to accompany the S.106 agreement.  With this drawing dealing with 
technical matters relating to highways matters which are to be the subject of a separate Highways 
legal agreement, re-consultation with third parties was not required.

KCC Secondary Education (targeting of contributions)

4.9 KCC Economic Development in their request letter of 5th May 2020 requested £158,900 towards 
for school capital works within the Gravesham & Longfield Non-selective and selective Planning 
Groups. This included a possible 9 schools which are listed below.

4.10 It was deemed that the above list was too vague and in consultation with the chair of the Planning 
Committee,  two schools within a 3km range were selected which were:

 Mayfield Grammar School, Pelham Road, Gravesend
 St Georges Church of England School, Meadow Road, Gravesend



4.11 KCC Economic Development and the applicant have agreed to the above contribution request and the 
S.106 agreement has been amended to reflect this.

KCC Youth Services

4.12 KCC Economic Development in their letter of 5th May 2020 referred to Miracles Youth Centre and 
Northfleet Youth Centre. Below is an extract from the KCC Economic Development letter dated 5th 
May 2020.

4.13 The Supplementary Report (paragraph 8.18) supported the above request. However, at the 
Planning Committee meeting the Chair raised concern that Miracles Youth Centre was dissolved 
in 2011 and Northfleet Youth Centre is over 2km from the site.

4.14 To address this concern Members agreed that the KCC Youth Services money would be collected 
but would go towards the cost of the expansion and enhancement of The Grand, King Street 
Gravesend and associated mobile/outreach programme. The applicant has agreed to this. KCC 
have acknowledged the administration error in relation to requesting monies for Miracles Youth 
Centre and are satisfied with the financial request being towards The Grand, King Street 
Gravesend and associated mobile/outreach programme

SAMMS

4.15 The Council, as the competent authority, has undertaken the Habitat Regulation Assessment 
(HRA) Screening Matrix and Appropriate Assessment (AA) Statement as informed by the 
applicant’s supporting evidence and the advice that we have received. As well as the scheme 
specific measures, the agent has paid £60,594.38 towards the North Kent Strategic Access 
Management and Monitoring Strategy (SAMMS).

Signage

4.16 Queuing vehicles may lead to impacts on air quality and noise to surrounding residents. Paragraph 
3.25 of the Supplementary Report records that the applicant agreed to Multi-storey Car Park 
(MSCP) capacity signage (direct provision) to minimise any vehicles queuing to enter the MSCP.  
This matter will be secured within the s106 with the following clause:

“Not to cause or allow the Occupation of any Dwelling on the Site until full details of the location, 
wording of signage to the new car park and an implementation date has been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Council in consultation with the County Council.”

Affordable Housing and Build to Rent

4.17 The 20% affordable housing / discount market rent (48) units has been secured using the 
guidance set out in paragraph 002 (Build to Rent) of national Planning Practice Guidance and in 
consultation with Gravesham’s New Homes Development and Strategy Manager.

4.18 Secondly using the guidance set in by the Government in the section titled “What happens if homes 
within a build to rent scheme are sold off into separate ownership?” The S.106 has been agreed in 
line with government guidance.

5. Third Party Comments received.



5.1 As noted above, the development is not being amended and the changes purely relate to a revised 
application form and the OS base map being updated. No amendments to the development are 
proposed.

5.2 One third party objection letter was received following the July 2020 Planning Committee along 
with 34 comments received with the revised publication. 

5.3 The comments received have not raised any fresh objections which were not adequately 
addressed in the 22 July 2020 Planning Committee, but for clarity its worth addressing the key 
points raised by objectors in regard to the updated plans relating to Market Court, lying outside fo 
the site. 

Inaccurate OS Plan

5.4 To address the concern that the OS Plan and block plan did not accurately show the existing 
building of Market Court the applicant has, along with the new application form / ownership 
declaration, submitted revised plans to correctly show the position of that building.

5.5 It should be noted that the daylight sunlight test was based on the correct OS base plant.  As such 
the daylight / sunlight assessment (paragraphs 3.26 to 3.41) of the Supplementary Report is correct.

5.6 This is demonstrated below, which shows the modelling of 1-10 Market Court.

5.7 Paragraph 3.27 of the Supplementary Report includes the correct OS base plan used in the 
daylight/sunlight assessment (see below). As such Members would have clearly understood the 
position of Market Court in relation to this proposal.



5.8 Officers’ assessment of the application was not inhibited by the previous omission of Market Court on 
the application plans.  Officers undertook numerous site visits and undertook their own assessment 
based upon what is actually on the ground, thus the previous inaccurate OS Plan not showing Market 
Court did not undermined the consideration of the impact of the scheme on that property.

5.9  This was previously demonstrated, for example by paragraph 3.20 of the Supplementary Report 
which stated:

As the above image shows, the Multi Storey Car Park results in there being very limited windows looking 
into the east facing windows of 12/14 High Street [Market Court] (opposite the centre – right hand side of 
this elevation). The windows fronting 12/14 High Street on the western elevation of E02 are secondary 
windows. To protect the occupiers of 12/14 High Street these windows being secondary windows will be 
conditioned to be obscure glazed and top hung only.



5.10 The above image was not to show the exact distance between the proposed development and Market 
Court, but to demonstrate the potential overlooking from the secondary windows in the western 
elevation of E02.  

5.11 Block E02 fronts the rear yards of the High Street, apart from Market Court which is a residential block 
that was under construction when the previously implemented (2012) scheme was approved. Both 
this proposal, and the implemented scheme, have a similar distance to Market Court.  However, the 
difference with this scheme is the reduction in its height over previous scheme, and thus the impact on 
Market Court is reduced.  The following image shows the western elevation of E02/MSCP/E03, with 
the red outline showing the height of the previous permission’s built form on this elevation.



5.12 Notwithstanding this, the proposed development (within the redline boundary) was and remains 
shown correctly, and all impacts on surrounding properties took into account the buildings on the 
ground at the time that the recommendation was made (and no changes have since occurred to 
warrant any change to the recommendation made in July).  Planning Committee Members were 
aware of the impact in this area, as shown on Slide 2 from the officer’s Committee presentation in 
July 2020. This clearly showed Member the eastern elevation of Market Court which will be facing 
E02/E01.

Balcony impact on Market Court 

5.13 As regards the potential impact from the baloncies on Market Court to the west, as set out in 7.3 of 
the supplmentary report, the final details of the balconcies will be conditioned.  As the conditions were 
resolved to be agreed in consultation with the Chair, the condition will be drafted to include details of 
screening on the western elevation of the baloncies for the apartments at the south west corner of 
E02. To ensure all surrounding properties can provide comment on the proposed glazing, the 
condition will be consulted upon with the surrounding properties if the applications for discharge are 
received.The balconies in question are highlighted below.

5.14 As set out in 5.158 of the main report (amenity of future occupiers) the same was applied when the 
case officer considered the impact on E01 on all surrounding properties including Market Court It 
should be noted that between the balconies of E01 and E02 fronting each other in Bank Street a 
distance of 17m is maintained. Whilst this is less than the 21m between two habitable windows, as 
set out in the 1996 residential layout guidelines, this distance between two facing buildings is 
considered acceptable within a close-knit night urban environment. To ensure privacy of the 
balconies are maintained, the final detailing of balconies will be conditioned. 

6. Planning Conditions Update

6.1 Paragraphs 7.1 to 7.3 of the Supplementary Report is clear that the conditions headings listed are 
not exclusive and there may be a requirement to amend/change conditions.



6.2 The only condition listed in the Supplementary Report which is no longer included is the Water 
supply demand condition as Southern Water are not requesting this condition for this 
development.

6.3 The list below is a comprehensive list of all conditions to be applied, should permission be granted.  
Those conditions added, refined or revised following the July Committee Meeting, are identified in 
italics**.  A full copy of the conditions and informatives is attached at Appendix G

6.4 Pre-commencement conditions (agreed by the applicant)  
 Phasing plan
 Code of construction practice (previously listed as Construction management plan)
 Archaeological works
 Highway works
 Managing car parks during closure 
 Maintaining existing pedestrian and vehicular accesses to and through the site
 Contaminated land strategy

The following conditions will have the trigger point of ‘above grounds works’

 Sustainable surface water drainage
 Foul and surface water sewerage disposal 
 Air quality mitigation 
 Noise mitigation
 Crime prevention measures 
 External facing materials
 Section details (this has added to ensure acceptable finish to the development)**

The following conditions will have the trigger point of ‘prior to occupation’ 

 Broadband
 Verification report (contaminated land)
 Hard surface and boundary treatments
 Soft landscaping scheme 
 Formation of parking spaces (Added to ensure car parking spaces are created)
 Allocation and safeguarding of parking spaces
 External lighting
 Cycle storage
 Refuse arrangements
 Electric charging points
 Sound insulation (Added to protect amenity of apartments  in E02 and E03 from MSCP)**
 Details of balconies and balustrades
 Bat/bird roosting opportunities
 Crooked Lane link implementation 
 Management plan (For the scheme communal area etc)
 Car parking management plan
 Deliveries and servicing the proposed development
 Travel plan
 Obscure glazing

6.5 The following conditions will have the trigger point of prior to Installation 
 Plant equipment (this was listed as restriction of plant equipment in the supplementary report)

6.6 The following are on-going conditions 
 Infiltration of surface water drainage
 Watching brief
 Piling
 Dishes/telecommunication restrictions 



 Generators

6.7 The Code of Construction Practice condition will require the input from County and Borough 
Highways Engineer as well as Gravesham Regulatory Services. To ensure the wording for this 
condition is acceptable it has been shared with the relevant parties and the final wording of this 
condition reflects all comments now received.

6.8 The noise mitigation scheme condition makes reference to 45DB whilst sound insulation condition 
relating to the MSCP states 53DB. These two levels are different DB levels. 

6.9 The Regulatory Services Manager provided clarification on the DB difference on 16th September 
2020 by stating the following:

The Building Regulations require separating floors (between residential only) to provide a minimum of 
43dB sound insulation, i.e. from one floor to the next.  Because they do not provide values for 
between commercial premises (where noise levels are expected to be greater and less controllable 
than in residential properties) and residential dwellings, we usually require an enhancement of at 
least 10dB to compensate for this in order to protect residents living directly above or below a 
commercial unit and apply the associated condition – as the 43dB level would likely be insufficient.  
This is where the 53dB comes from, i.e. the 43dB set out in the building regs + 10dB.  

The 45dB level in the noise mitigation scheme is an ‘LAmax’ level – that is to say, a maximum single 
noise level arising from a single external event, rather than an average over a period of time. This is a 
totally separate matter to the one outlined above:

BS8233:2014 deals with internal acoustic environments appropriate to their functions.  We (and all 
other LAs) tend to focus on dwellings meeting or exceeding the ‘Indoor Ambient Noise Levels for 
Dwellings’ set out within Table 4 of the document:

These basically relate to average noise levels experience over a period of time though (that’s what 
the LAeq but means) and so because BS8233:2014 doesn’t deal with peak/maximum noise levels 
from short-lived events, we would also draw on guidance set out in the Professional Practice 
Guidance On Planning & Noise and the WHO Guidelines for Community Noise which both state that 
maximum internal noise levels should not normally exceed 45dB LAmax more than 10 times per 
night.  

By applying both the BS8233:2014 ‘average’ level limits, and the above mentioned 45dB single 
event limits, residents are afforded acceptable acoustic living environments according to the 
appropriate national standards – this is all quite standard and not asking for anything above and 
beyond; any acoustician employed on behalf of the developers would more than likely say this is fair 
enough.

6.10 As expressed by Members at the Planning Committee, to ensure that surrounding occupiers/owners 
can provide comment on the final finish of the development, the decision notice will also include an 
informative that when the applicant applies to discharge the following conditions (3, 4, 7, 8, 15, 19, 
20, 28 and 35) 3rd parties will be consulted to allow surrounding properties to express views on the 
following.
 Phasing plan
 Code of construction practice



 Managing car parks during closure 
 External facing materials
 Hard Surface and Boundary Treatments
 Soft Landscaping Scheme 
 Details of balconies and balustrades
 Obscure Glazing

6.11 In addition the following informatives will be included: 

 statement of positive and proactive approach to decision-making;
 reason for imposition of pre-commencement conditions;
 discharging condition (consultation);
 deviation from approved plans;
 Kent county council highways and transportation;
 building regulations and party wall act;
 utilities;
 naming & numbering;
 southern water;
 piling;
 discharging condition 14; and
 drainage/sewerage.

7. Conclusions (Update) 

7.1 The change to the application form ownership certificate has not exerted any significant effect on the 
conclusions previously reached by officers, and is not considered to undermine the reasons for which 
members previously reached their resolution to grant planning permission.

7.2 No changes to planning policy or guidance have occurred since the July Committee resolution or 
sufficient significance to warrant any change to the recommendation made by officer, nor to now 
undermine the reasons for which members previously reached their resolution to grant planning 
permission.

7.3 No changes to the circumstances of the site, or of the adjoining or local area have occurred of any or 
any significant significance to warrant any change to the recommendation made by officer, nor to now 
undermine the reasons for which members previously reached their resolution to grant planning 
permission.  

7.4 No additional or new material matters or objections have been raised by consultees or members of 
the public or any significant significance to warrant any change to the recommendation made by 
officer, nor to now undermine the reasons for which members previously reached their resolution to 
grant planning permission.    

8. Overall Balancing Exercise

8.1 The proposal remains a sustainable form of development and as set out in 5.16 to 5.27 of the 
Committee Report, the principle of development has been established.  The application site is it as a 
key site within Gravesend Town Centre Opportunity Area (sub-area 3.1 Town Centre) and the 
development accords with national and local policy planning policy and will provide an acceptable 
scheme within the urban area of Gravesend.

8.2 The proposal will provide much needed housing providing a net increase of ‘242’ dwellings would offer 
a significant contribution towards meeting this local need and, accordingly, this has been accorded 
significant  weight in support of the application.



8.3 In terms of the assessment of the impact of the development the key considerations, beyond the form 
and principle of the development, have been:

 Design, Character and appearance (Including Heritage)
 Sustainability
 Amenity of Future Occupiers
 Neighbouring Amenity
 Open Space
 Wind / Microclimate
 Refuse Storage and Collection Arrangements 
 Highway Impacts and Vehicle Parking
 Flood Risk and Surface Water Drainage
 Contaminated Land
 Ecology and Biodiversity including Habitat Regulation Assessment
 Planning Obligations/Affordable Housing
 Financial Considerations

8.4 These matters have been carefully considered during the processing of the application and 
additional technical information/clarification, where necessary, has been sought. There are no 
overriding adverse consultation comments to the development which is considered to be overall 
policy compliant with local and national planning policy.

8.5 3rd party comments received including those raised at or after the Planning Committee have been 
addressed and no fresh material planning considerations have been raised which were not 
already addressed at the July Planning Committee. 

8.6 The decision notice is clear (Informative 3) that when the applicant applies to discharge 
conditions the LPA will consult surrounding properties on conditions 3, 4, 7, 8, 15, 19, 20, 28 and 
35. As such surrounding properties will be able to provide comment on final details such as 
soft/hard landscaping, and which windows will be obscure glazed and fixed shut.

8.7 Furthermore, there has been no objections from statutory consultees to the proposal with the 
likes of Gravesham Conservation Architect, Historic England and Kent Highways & 
Transportation Services raising no objection to the proposal subject to suitable conditions. 

8.8 When agreeing the planning conditions all the suggested conditions from internal and external 
consultees have been included where they meet the relevant tests as set out in in paragraph 56 
of the NPPF (2019).

8.9 It is recognised that the development is likely to take place on a phased basis due to the tight 
nature of the site and to ensure the development comes forward in an orderly fashion the 
applicant has agreed to a pre-commencement condition (condition 3) requiring a phasing plan to 
be submitted prior to any work commencing on site. To further ensure the impact of the phased 
development is minimised, the applicant has agreed to a pre-commencement condition 
(condition 4) to cover code of construction practice). 

8.10 Therefore, on balance, the recommendation for permission as set out to the Planning Committee 
within the supplementary report of 22 July 2020 stands and officers recommend that permission 
should be issued, subject to conditions and a legal agreement.

Recommendation



It is recommended that the application is DELEGATED to the Planning Manager (Development Management) 
to issue planning PERMISSION subject planning conditions and the completion of a Section 106 Legal 
Agreement. 


