
MEETING No 2 

 

SHORNE PARISH COUNCIL 
 

Minutes of the Planning & Highways Committee  

Meeting held on 26 July 2018 2018 in Shorne Village Hall 

 
 

 PRESENT  Mrs S Lindley (Chairman) 

     Mr J Bugg 

     Mr R Theobald 

     Mr R Lane  

     Mr C Rea 

     Miss P Clifton 

 ALSO IN 

 ATTENDANCE  Mr N Lance, Bowesden Lane 

              

 APOLOGIES  for absence were received from Mr R Cooper, 

     Mr R Hardy and Mrs L McCluskey 

 

  

21 Minutes of the Meeting held on 14 June 2018 

 

 The Minutes were AGREED as a true record. 

 

22 Matters Arising from the Minutes not Otherwise on the Agenda 

 

 None. 

 

23 Correspondence about Planning and Highways matters:   

  

 See relevant sections below 

 

       PLANNING MATTERS 

 

24 Planning Applications/Issues Pending: 

 

(a) 31 The Street - Dropped Kerb, Driving across Pavement & Grass Verge:  No response or 

action after two letters to the owners.  Advice will be sought from KCC. 

(b) Venesta, Woodlands Lane - no response to letter about removing the shipping containers, 

letter about driveway crossing Shorne Common Rough and the footpath has been drafted, 

to be sent.   

(c) Burdett Avenue – Fence installed across road and fields adjacent, blocked link to NS156. 

The problem with the fields was resolved after prompt action by the landowners.  KCC 

are dealing with the fence across the road and will place an official notice to remove on 

the fence, this has not been seen yet so will be checked again in the next few days and 

KCC contacted again if needed.   
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 Regarding the link from Burdett Avenue to the footpath NS156, Mrs Lindley has written 

to the land agent for the field about voluntary dedication, and they have forwarded the 

query on to the landowner.   

 

 Mr Theobald has produced drawings in preparation for gathering evidence of use should 

this be needed.  He had attempted to contact the Rights of Way team at KCC by phone 

without success.  He considers that even if there is a voluntary dedication then the 

process to have the link included on the definitive map will still need to be followed.  

There needs to be agreement between KCC Rights of Way and the landowner, believed 

to be Cobham College.  

 

 The CCTV cameras are also a problem.  One has been located on the Highways tree 

outside the front boundary of the property, facing west along Burdett Avenue.  Two have 

been installed on the corner of the side extension where they may be taking images of 

users of the footpath.  The guidelines and regulations over domestic CCTV are that 

normally installations are angled so that images outside the boundary are not captured.  If 

images will be captured outside the boundary then notices must be displayed prominently 

to that effect all around the property and the Data Protection Act applies to the images 

obtained.  There is a Surveillance Camera Commissioner, see 

https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/surveillance-camera-commissioner and 

there are guidelines largely for commercial systems and installers but the legal 

frameworks are still under development.  Meanwhile it is not clear who residents can 

complain to, this will be investigated further. 

 

 Several local residents have been in regular contact with the Parish Council about the 

various problems. 

 

(d) See Ho – Event attracting potentially large attendance (21/22 July).   A reply had been 

received from Environmental Protection at GBC advising that a specific events license 

was not needed as the routine license covered outside music however it was thought that 

EH had perhaps not fully understood the proposed nature of the event so a retrospective 

enquiry to be made to confirm their view.  GBC sent someone to visit the site and give 

the See Ho advice. 

 

 Together with the letter of 29th June from the See Ho, it had been concluded that the 

Parish Council had done all that we could in advance and now needed to wait and see 

what happened in practice.  The letter was mostly about issues that residents had raised 

direct with GBC, plus that GBC and KCC had sent officers to discuss the licensing and 

the highways verge as a consequence of the queries that SPC had raised with them on 

behalf of residents.  

 

 The entire car park was taken over for the event.  Arrangements were supposed to be in 

place for cars to park on a nearby field but this did not work adequately on the Saturday:  

signposting was not obvious and there was a charge to park (which is known to be a 

discouragement elsewhere).  The result was that there were significant parking problems 

extending from around the corner into Pear Tree Lane along to beyond Chestnut Corner.  

Residents trying to get into and out of Bowesden Lane experienced difficulties and were 

very concerned should emergency vehicles need access.  Various residents had contacted 

KCC, GBC and the Police as well as speaking to the event organisers, and had followed 

https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/surveillance-camera-commissioner
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this up with letters, e.g. to the Planning Department at GBC.  The Ridgeway was 

narrowed to a single lane due to cars parked both sides, some half on the pavements, and 

including on the green verge at the entrance to Bowesden Lane.  In addition to residents, 

Miss Clifton and Mrs Lindley had both also checked on the situation and Mrs Lindley 

had taken photographs on the Saturday. 

 

 On Saturday, some residents contacted Mr Lane, who wrote to The See Ho.  On the 

Sunday, improved signage and arrangements for parking in the field (free of charge) were 

put in place and this worked quite well.  There were some extra cars parked on The 

Ridgeway but not so many that constituted a problem.  Both Miss Clifton and Mrs 

Lindley had checked again on the Sunday, as had Mr Theobald.  The police also visited.  

Comments were made that the situation was much improved on Sunday and that it 

appeared that The See Ho had taken the necessary action to address the problems. 

 

 Mr Theobald reported that in his Borough Councillor capacity he had spoken to the 

officers at GBC expressing concerns about the See Ho event due to the Parish’s poor 

experience with parking problems in connection with a previous event in the village that 

had been held at Warren Farm.  Mr Theobald said that he had made it clear to the officer 

about the problems that were anticipated.  He will talk to the officer at GBC again as 

GBC had not heeded the Parish Council’s warnings. 

 

 Miss Clifton reported that there was also a large advertising sign on the verge 

temporarily.  

 

(e) See Ho – roadway frontage:  The new owners have put tables, chairs and planters in front 

of the building, this caused some obstruction to the sightlines on exiting Bowesden Lane.  

The land in front of the building is not owned by the See Ho and is understood to be 

highways verge.  KCC Highways were asked to confirm this but their response had been 

a little puzzling.  It appears that the KCC Highways Map may be wrong so this will be 

followed up with KCC. 

 

(f) Sakho Farmhouse, Thong – A local resident raised concerns that the roadside verge had 

been concreted over and studded with rocks.  Mrs Lindley took photographs and alerted 

Mr Theobald, who was also concerned about the height of the fence and that 8ft high 

gates have been installed.  He has taken more photographs and will take up the matter 

with the Enforcement Officer at GBC.  

 

(g) Shorne Common (Mill Hill Lane) – Mobile phone mast proposal contact (as discussed at 

other Parish Council meetings), the meeting scheduled for 25th July 2018 had been 

cancelled by Shared Access.  It appears that the type of installation and height requested 

by the Operator cannot be progressed, and the shrouded type of pole originally put 

forward is not sufficient. 

  

25 Report of Action taken under Standing Order 4(a)(ii)Schedule of Planning       

Applications dealt with by the Chairman/Vice-Chairman in Consultation with       

Members: 

       

 Please see the Table after the end of the minutes. 
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 20180530, 9 Gabriel Gardens, Shorne West. This planning application, the design of 

which was opposed by all three Shorne West Parish Councillors, was permitted by GBC 

however there had been a previous permission already granted for the same design. 

 

26 Notices of Appeal 

  

 Two planning appeals have been notified: 

 20170717 High Ridge, Pear Tree Lane. We did not object to this although made some 

comments on the design.  GBC refused saying no special circumstances had been 

demonstrated.  Subsequently there was another application for large extensions 

without any detail, which was also refused.   

 20180515 Springhill, Pear Tree Lane.  We objected to the design having too much 

glass on the front elevation, and GBC refused.  There was a subsequent application of 

a more traditional design which was permitted but this appeal is over the first 

application. 

 

27 Major Plans etc affecting the Parish 

 Lower Thames Crossing - Mrs Lindley reported that the GBC/LTCA joint working 

party had a meeting with Highways England on 5 July 2018 which was attended by 

about six HE staff members, however despite that no new information was provided.  

It is believed that new plans do exist but these are not being shared with the Parish 

Council supposedly for confidentiality risk reasons.  GBC are in the same situation.  

Subsequently a revised “red line boundary” was published without this having been 

mentioned the previous week and again without all the affected properties having been 

contacted in advance.  The red line bounded area has been greatly increased with some 

parts apparently required for diversion of utilities and environmental mitigation but no 

detail has been provided as to what land use will occur where.  Mrs Lindley considers 

that the lack of proper sharing of information makes a mockery of the supposed 

engagement meetings and makes it impossible for SPC to deal properly with the many 

enquiries from concerned residents. 

 Mr Lane attended a Parliamentary briefing at Westminster on 16 July as an advisor to 

Adam Holloway MP. 

 

28 Outside Parish but with impact 

 

Nothing specific to report 

 

       HIGHWAYS  MATTERS 

 

29 Accident Reports: 

 

 No accidents reported. 

 

30 Traffic monitoring, Speedwatch, Lorrywatch 

 Thanks were given to Miss Clifton for circulating the latest Speedwatch figures. There 

are two new local volunteers. 200 volunteers were lost to the scheme Kent-wide because 

they did not respond to GDPR requests.  

 Salvatori lorry in Green Farm Lane 31st May – letter of apologies received 
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 Fords International, Tanyard Hill 12th July – reported to the Company 

 

31 Road condition/highways issues and Hazards 

 

(a) Pavement outside Village Hall – the kerb has been reported but no action resulting yet, 

the pavement cannot be repaired before the kerb. 

(b) Drains on Mill Hill Lane, potholes also Crown Lane – Told by KCC that this hasn’t been 

forgotten but not clear when work will be scheduled, need to remind. 

(c) Repair notices had been placed in Cob Drive further to Mrs Lindley having reported the 

whole road due to multiple potholes.  Works had begun today. 

(d) Pothole after very heavy rain, drain gratings on Forge Lane, silted up drains – Temporary 

repair of pothole was undertaken after Mrs Lindley contacted KCC but the permanent 

repair still needs doing, reminder needed. 

(e) Damaged kerb Malthouse Lane, Condition of Greens – Both have been reported to KCC, 

the greens are to be re-seeded later in the year. 

(f) Roadway outside Kia-Ora, Green Farm Lane – Good repair done. 

(g) Non-motorised sections of Bowesden Lane and Crown Lane – Mr Lane has been in 

contact with KCC about these.  We should continue to report them whenever needed. 

(h) Verge condition outside Silverdene, Tanyard Hill – KCC investigated on 16th July but no 

further information received about findings. 

(i) A2 westbound off-slip potholes and eastbound off-slip give way sign – Mr Lane had been 

in contact with Highways England who said the potholes weren’t sufficiently bad to 

repair however then did a temporary repair.  They seem determined not to replace the 

sign. 

 

32 Parking/traffic problems, Waiting restrictions and Highway Modifications: 

        

 Park Pale – Mr Lane reported that there had been problems with motorbikes again, 

leading to noise affecting local residents.  The Police attended and attempted 

enforcement action, since then it has been quiet over the past two to three weeks. 

 Traffic Surveys – Brewers Road etc.  The traffic speed and volume surveys kindly 

funded by Mr Bryan Sweetland are likely to take place in September/October when 

the schools have gone back. 

  

33 Feedback from GBC/KCC Joint Transportation Board 

 

 No meeting held, next is 12th September 

 

34 Open Consultations:- 

 

 Open Consultations:  

 KCC Highways, “Big Conversation (rural transport), closes 8th August 

http://www.kent.gov.uk/roads-and-travel/travelling-around-kent/big-conversation  

 

35 Closed consultations/for information: 

 

       Closed consultations/for information: 

http://www.kent.gov.uk/roads-and-travel/travelling-around-kent/big-conversation
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  Gravesham Local Plan including Green Belt Review, closed 11th July, Mrs Lindley 

submitted representations on behalf of the Parish Council 

https://www.gravesham.gov.uk/home/about-the-council/have-your-

say/consultations/local-plan-review/overview  

 Highways England, Solutions to Operation Stack:  Managing freight traffic in Kent – 

Public information gathering exercise, closed Sunday 22nd July, Mrs Lindley 

submitted general representations.   

https://highwaysengland.co.uk/projects/solutions-to-operation-stack-managing-

freight-traffic-in-kent/ 

 Independent Report, Thames Estuary 2050 Growth Commission published 25th June 

2018:  Mr Theobald attended the meeting on behalf of GBC. 

 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/thames-estuary-2050-growth-

commission-report  

 

35 Matters raised by Members  

 

(a) Agricultural buildings – Thong Lane:  Mr Theobald reported that he had been contacted 

by a resident who was concerned about the change of use from grain storage/drying barn.  

Information has been provided to GBC Planning Enforcement team. 

 

(b) Mr Rea drew attention to more fly-tipping at the Thong Lane end of Shorne Ifield Road. 

He will report this this. 

 

(c) Miss Clifton raised the matter of notices on the notice boards, which have not shown the 

current notices of meetings. It was decided that the main list of Meeting Dates should be 

placed on the notice boards and then residents directed to the website for the agendas. Mr 

Lane undertook to do this. 

 

(d) Mr Lane reported on the burglary which took place at The Rural Retreat in The Street on 

6 July 2018, which was carried out by two youths.  They were seen on the CCTV and 

information offered to the Police.  He also reported that vehicle break-ins have taken 

place in Racefield Close and Swillers Lane, with possibly a third theft near The Street.  

 

(e) Pepper Hill waste disposal facility: This is expected to re-open on 13th August following 

its closure due to a fire. 

 

 

 There being no further business, the meeting closed at 9.07pm. 

 

  

 

 

 

 

https://www.gravesham.gov.uk/home/about-the-council/have-your-say/consultations/local-plan-review/overview
https://www.gravesham.gov.uk/home/about-the-council/have-your-say/consultations/local-plan-review/overview
https://highwaysengland.co.uk/projects/solutions-to-operation-stack-managing-freight-traffic-in-kent/
https://highwaysengland.co.uk/projects/solutions-to-operation-stack-managing-freight-traffic-in-kent/
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/thames-estuary-2050-growth-commission-report
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/thames-estuary-2050-growth-commission-report
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PLANNING APPLICATIONS FROM 14th June 2018 to 26th July 2018:  

Ref  Address Description SPC Submission 

20180244 Land North Of 
Scalers Hill 
Watling Street 
Cobham 
Gravesend Kent 

***AMENDED 
APPLICATION/REVISED 
PLANS*** 
Change of use from 
agricultural land to B8 
(storage or distribution). 

Shorne Parish Council has only recently become aware of this application which is located just outside the 
Parish boundary but has impacts on the Parish. 
Shorne Parish Council wishes to OBJECT STRONGLY to the application, for the following reasons: 
General aspects: 
• Land use and introduction of hardstanding:  This piece of land was previously wooded/covered with 
bushy vegetation like other nearby land.  Contrary to the wording in paragraph 4.4 of the Planning 
Statement, e.g. that “the application site has not been used for farming operations in excess of 10 years…” 
etc, in considerable recent years it was used for raising pigs (assumed permitted use, see e.g. Google 
Streetview August 2015) which led to reduction in vegetation.  More recently it has been completely cleared 
and apparently ploughed.  The introduction of large areas of concrete hardstanding and pollution from 
vehicles and chemicals (e.g. dust from pouring dry cement) will further alter the nature of and damage the 
land.  It is not accepted that:  the land is presently “disused” simply because it may be being deliberately left 
unused/fallow;  that this proposal would “not be harmful to the Green Belt”;  or would “not result in any 
detrimental highways and environmental issues”. 
• Landscape/Protection designations:  The land lies in Green Belt, immediately adjacent to the Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty, and part of the land in ownership of the applicant is classified as SSSI.  The 
application, and particularly vehicle movements, will impact on these supposedly protected designation 
areas.  The documentation states that this proposal would be defined as inappropriate development and we 
do not feel that sufficient valid information has been presented to alter that presumption. 
• Visibility:  As the proposed site lies physically lower than the adjacent A2, this plot of land is in fact 
highly visible from the carriageways and in the general landscape from nearby higher ground.  The parked 
lorries and cars, other structures and stored equipment will be intrusive and reduce openness, creating an 
industrial appearance where the land is presently green.  The existing site is located near other buildings and 
opposite an urban area. 
• Access:  The land is accessed by an unpaved track, we understand in the ownership of Highways 
England.  This starts just by the A2 overbridge on the corner where Watling Street and Thong Lane now join.  
To have heavy vehicles turning and emerging at a busy but constrained corner location, with poor sightlines, 
will create a traffic hazard.  Issues would also arise regarding the physical integrity of the track and its ability 
to support HGV movements. 
• Agricultural Land classification:  The documentation states that this is Class 1 agricultural land, as 
such it should not be taken out of agricultural use. 
• Availability of this additional proposed site:  The site comprises land safeguarded by both Network 
Rail for HS1 and also falling within the Highways England Lower Thames Crossing red line boundary. 



 

 

 

8 

• Availability of existing Henhurst Road site:  It should be noted that the applicants existing site is also 
similarly safeguarded and is perhaps under greater threat from the proposed LTC A2 junction.   
Specific Aspects: 
• Health and Safety/Staff Facilities:  The plans do not include provision of any staff facilities, for rest, 
washing and toileting, waste management etc.  It is not clear how Health and Safety obligations to staff will 
be met.  The lack of such facilities poses contamination risk to the site, but the provision of them, e.g. by 
having an additional staff building, would be further reason against the application. 
• Parking provision:  It is noted that there are 5 staff parking places for 10 plant vehicles, which does 
not seem to add up unless it could be guaranteed that staff would car-share. 
• Storage location:  The documentation refers to using the site to store concrete pumps, and reads as 
if these are separate from the vehicles that have been mentioned.  If so, the location for this storage is not 
identified on the plans and there is no description of how these are stored. 
• Future plans/expansion:  The applicants state that they would like to grow the business further but it 
is not clear how such expansion in vehicles and staff would be accommodated within the application site.  
We are therefore concerned about the shown layout for the next plot of land to the east, which appears to 
have an entrance and exit laid out from the present application site, and the remainder of the owned land.  
The two plots are also proposed to be fenced as one.  The planning statement says that the second plot is 
just to be grassed.  Conditions should be imposed in any permission to restrict and control the use of the 
second plot. 
• Rationale/Availability of alternative sites:  The principal reason given for applying to use this site 
appears to be its cheapness rather than its true suitability.  The documentation states that an alternative site 
in Dering Way, an established B8/warehouse area, was available but the applicant Companies did not wish to 
purchase/lease it principally on cost grounds.  There is discussion about needing to access the A2 via 
“residential roads” from Dering Way however this is not a necessity as the A226 could be used and then the 
A289. 
• Perimeter fencing:  Any fencing should be compatible with the rural location, i.e. wooden. 
• Lighting:  There is a concern about visual intrusion and the potential effect on bats, and introducing 
light pollution where it presently does not exist.  Any lights should be angled down wards and shaded to 
avoid light spilling outside the boundaries 
• Noise:  Lorries reversing have warning signals which will affect the tranquility of the area. 
• On-site repairing of lorries:  The documentation states that this “can be done” at the existing 
Henhurst Road site.  The statement assumes that site will remain available, but is not the same as saying that 
it always will be done there - conditions should be imposed. 
• Ecology etc:  The surveys were undertaken after the land had been altered by many years of pig 
farming and then subsequent ploughing.  We are uncertain whether it is correct to state that the field has 
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historically been farmed with herbicides and pesticides, dates for this are not given.  In our view, it is likely 
that the land, fauna and flora would recover well over a relatively short time, as consistent with its 
classification as a Biodiversity Opportunity Area. 
We are sorry to have to oppose an application from a local business and employer but consider that no 
alternative action is possible as this is just not the right site/location for such an operation. 
(Sent 19/6/18) 

20180298 3 Court Lodge 
Shorne 
Gravesend Kent 
DA12 3EQ 

Erection of a single 
storey rear extension and 
conversion of the 
existing garage into a 
habitable room. 

The Parish Council were not aware of this application when making comments on application 20180301 
notified previously. 
The Parish Council has NO OBJECTION IN PRINCIPLE to this application but considers that fewer windows and 
rooflights could be preferable. 
We note that: 
• the drawings accompanying this application show the house with a hip to gable conversion however 
that is the subject of the other application. 
• The house is theoretically losing two parking places.  Two will remain which will be in front of the 
new kitchen windows. 
(Sent 11/6/18) 

20180488 9 Gabriel 
Gardens 
Gravesend Kent 
DA12 4QD 

Demolition of existing 
single storey garage 
structure and erection of 
two storey side 
extension incorporating 
new double garage, 
additional living space, 
bedrooms under a new 
pitched roof construction 
stepped down from the 
height of the existing 
ridge line of the 
property. 

The Parish Council has NO OBJECTION IN PRINCIPLE to this application overall, subject to there not being any 
significant objections from neighbouring/close properties, but also has some concerns about the proposed 
design and its effect on the street scene: 
• We note that past application 20140521, on which the Parish Council did not submit any comments, 
was previously permitted. 
• This present application was discussed at the Shorne Parish Council Planning and Highways 
Committee meeting held on 14th June 2018.  Members had previously reviewed the styles used for side and 
other extensions on short-terraced properties in the immediate area. 
• The proposed side extension is presently designed as subsidiary to the existing house and roof.  The 
unanimous view of the three Parish Councillors representing Shorne West, is that in this location, a non-
stepped design for both the frontage and the roofline would be preferable (as seen e.g. in Judeth Gardens), 
as the presently proposed stepped/subsidiary design would actually look odd and as a result detrimentally 
affect the street scene. 
• The proposed two-storey front porch would be an alien visual introduction to the area and is not 
supported, it should be only single-storey. 
• The proposed rear extension is unusual for this kind of property. 
• The design of the garage roof differs between plans, this requires clarification. 
(Sent 19/6/18) 
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20180629 Ringland Pear 
Tree Lane 
Shorne 
Gravesend Kent 
DA12 3JS   

Erection of part two 
storey and part single 
storey extensions to 
north and south side 
elevations alterations to 
door/window openings 
and new window/door 
installation, alterations 
to roof eaves/verges and 
formation a front gable 
alterations to porch and 
new cornice 
fascia/perimeter detail, 
new render finishes and 
detailing.   

Preamble:  This property has been the subject of 8 various types of planning applications since October 2015 
(including one withdrawn before the plan had been accessed).  We note that the property also has 
permission for a dormer conversion of the loft (20170622), and modification (20180001) however the 
present application does not show the rear dormers and front rooflights or include a staircase to the loft.  
There is also a still existing permission (20151005) for a large pool building and two-storey rear extension. 
The present application:  We note that the property has a similar existing permitted planning application 
20170592 (Version L).   
In this present application (Revision R), the south side (right hand) two-storey extension is similar, but less 
wide at ground level, however it still lies very close to the boundary at the rear of the extension.  The north 
(left hand) extension has been made less wide at ground floor level than the most recent previous plans, 
which is welcomed. 
The application documents again do not include a plan showing how the land slopes from right (south) to left 
(north), and comparative roof heights of neighbouring properties, to enable full and proper evaluation of the 
impact on the amenity of neighbouring properties, or a parking plan (as the double garage is being lost) or 
additionally a landscaping plan.  We would like to see these submitted prior to your consideration of the 
application. 
Conclusion:  Subject to the comments above, the Parish Council has no objection in principle to this 
application, which is similar to previous application 20170592, as that was permitted by GBC.   We still 
consider though that there is proposed a major increase in bulk of the building, that could impact adversely 
on the openness of the Green Belt.  The righthand (south) extension is very close to the boundary. 
We remain concerned about there also being a previously permitted loft extension and dormers and 
consider that all still current permitted applications must be taken into account when considering the 
present application as the overall proposals might be deemed excessive for the site.   If appropriate, we 
request that conditions be imposed:  that this consent cannot be exercised in addition to the other consents 
already granted; that any further extension of the building (including permitted development) must require 
planning consent.    The reasons are because of the potential additional impact on openness of the Green 
Belt. 
We would also request that conditions should be imposed regarding retention of the high bank to Pear Tree 
Lane at the front and the associated screening trees and vegetation. 
(Sent 21/7/18) 

20180676 Lark Rise 
Pondfield Lane 
Shorne 
Gravesend Kent 
DA12 3LD   

Application for a Lawful 
Development Certificate 
in respect of the 
proposed swimming pool 
and enclosure.   

The Parish Council has NO OBJECTION to this application. 
(sent 10/7/18) 
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20180687 Ivy Cottage The 
Ridgeway 
Shorne 
Gravesend Kent 
DA12 3LW   

Erection part first floor 
rear extension and a rear 
conservatory.   

The Parish Council has NO OBJECTION to this application provided that there are no valid/significant 
objections from neighbours and that the advice of the GBC Conservation Officer is taken regarding suitable 
designs and materials to match the existing historic building. 
(Sent 10/7/18) 

20180683 The Hendleys 
The Ridgeway 
Shorne 
Gravesend Kent 
DA12 3LN 

Replacement of all 
existing windows to the 
front elevation, garage 
door and retention of the 
front door. 

The Parish Council has NO OBJECTION IN PRINCIPLE to this application, provided that the new items 
(including the already replaced front and side doors) are all approved by the GBC Conservation Officer as 
being appropriate for the era of the house and the location in a Conservation Area. 
Regarding the garage door, the proposed design is not included in the documents so no comment can be 
made.  It is noted that the side door had also been replaced previously.   
(Sent 22/7/18) 

20180737 7 Michael 
Gardens 
Gravesend Kent 
DA12 4QA 

Application for a minor 
material amendment to 
planning permission 
reference no. 20170968 
for the erection of a 
single storey front 
extension, erection of a 
single storey rear 
extension to connect the 
dwelling to the 
outbuilding and erection 
of a first floor rear 
extension, to omit the 
first floor rear extension. 

The Parish Council has NO OBJECTION to this application, which is in our view an improved appearance from 
the previously approved plans, provided that there are not any significant objections from neighbouring 
properties. 
(Sent 22/7/18) 

20180322 
(revised 
plans) 

25 Coutts 
Avenue Shorne 
Gravesend Kent 
DA12 3HJ 

***REVISED 
DESCRIPTION/REVISED 
PLANS*** 
Demolition of existing 
dwelling and erection of 
two semi-detached, 3 
bedroom chalet style 
bungalows and 
associated parking 

The Parish Council has NO OBJECTION IN PRINCIPLE to the revised plans for this application, the design 
changes of which are appreciated as it is now much more in keeping with the neighbourhood. 
However, we have comments as follows: 
1. The proposed roof height is still higher than the neighbouring properties particularly to the east, we 
would request that it should be lower in height than the property to the west. 
2. Two of the parking places for the eastern house of the pair are in tandem which tends not to work 
very well in practice and would have greater impact on the eastern neighbouring property, these should be 
three in a row as for the western of the pair of houses. 
(Sent 22/7/18) 

 


